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ABSTRACT 

This research provides a systematic, analytical 

examination of the evolutionar"y development of labor 

relations in a large public school district in the 

southwestern united States. The Kerchner and Mitchell 

(1981) generational framework of labor relations has been 

utilized in this study to evaluate its explanatory power. 

Research questions included: (1) Does the evolution of 

labor relations in this district follow the generational 

patterns specified in the framework developed by Kerchner 

and Mitchell (1981); and (2) What has been the impact of 

teacher collective bargaining on governance of this 

district? 

This work constituted a detailed case study of the 

school district. Method included analysis of data gathered 

through board minutes, newpaper and other publications, 

census data, contract and arbitration history data and 

semi-structured interviews with persons who played key roles 

in district labor relations. 

Findings indicate that generational development in 

this district has evolved along the lines of the Kerchner 

and Mitchell framework. The district is idiosyncratic, 

x 
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however, in the nature of coalitions formed, stimuli for 

change, and the continuing unresolved legal questions 

regarding collective bargaining in Arizona resulting from a 

lack of legislative guidance in this area. Generational 

movement of labor relations in this district is traced 

through two generational periods and two periods of 

intergenerational conflict. Findings suggest that relations 

appear to be suggestive of early third generation as the 

district enters 1987. 

With regard to impact, findings of this study 

generally support those of Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) 

that: (1) "accidental" policy is made through the 

bargaining process and contract implementation; 

(2) collective bargaining, contract making and contract 

enforcement in this district have enhanced the "laboring" 

aspect of teacher work; and (3) substantial change has 

occurred in this district in managerial beliefs and 

operations as a result of the consensus agreement. Further, 

findings suggest that although public participation in the 

district has been episodic, it has greatly influenced 

generational movement, as has partisan politics. Variance 

from Kerchner and Mitchell findings and intradistrict 

variance is also addressed. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODOCTION 

In the last thirty years, the three most significant 

changes in public education have been desegregation, 

specialized and categorical aid programs, and collective 

bargaining for public school teachers. Collective 

bargaining may turn out to be the most powerful of the three 

(Mitchell, et.a1., 1981). 

By 1982, over 90 percent of all public school 

teachers belonged to the National Education Association or 

the American Federation of Teachers and approximately 89 

percent of school districts with more than 1000 students 

bargained collectively with their professional staff 

(Mitchell and Kerchner, 1983). As of 1986, 33 states and 

the District of Columbia had passed legislation requiring 

local school boards to negotiate with teachers (Johnson, 

1986). Two states statutora11y prohibit bargaining, and 

other states provide no legislative guidance on this subject 

(Finch and Nagel, 1984; Sacken, 1986). 

1 
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Although she found great variation in practice among 

and within districts, Johnson (1984) identified as general 

consequences of bargaining for schools: decrease in the 

formal authority of principals and increase in formal 

authority of teachers; increasingly standardized and 

centralized district personnel practices; clarification (and 

sometimes reduction) of work obligations of teachers; and 

contractual and union protection of teachers' jobs. Recent 

research also indicates that (a) as bargaining relationships 

mature, contracts become stronger and broader in scope and 

(b) "flagship" districts (those with active bargaining 

histories) tend to set the patterns for districts that have 

less active bargaining histories (McDonnell and Pascal, 

1979). Based on their findings, Kerchner and Mitchell 

(1981) argue that " ••• the unintended, and frequently 

unnoticed, policy consequences of teacher organizations and 

collective bargaining have dramatic impacts on school 

governance and management" (p. 184). 

A substantial body ot thought holds that, although 

similarities exist between public and private sector 

unionism, many important differences exist. Johnson (1986) 

states that teachers see themselves as professionals with 

professional autonomy, and many teachers see the format of 

adversarial bargaining as contrary to teachers' values. Many 

long-standing issues of educational policy and practice are 

still unresolved among teachers themselves (Johnson 1986; 



Beal, Wickersham and Kienast 1976), and local features of a 

community and a district influence local agreements 

(McDonnell and Pascal, 1979). These factors may contribute 

to the marked diversity that researchers have also found to 

be common within the public sector particularly in contract 

implementation and, more generally, bargaining consequences 

(Cresswell and Murphy, 1980; Johnson, 1984). 

Mitchell, Kerchner, Erck, and Pryor (1981) point to 

three conditions that differentiate public school labor 

relations from the private sector: the importance of 

political considerations in school-related decisionmaking, 

the lack of a clear cost-benefit matrix, and the need for 

school boards and administrators to think largely in terms 

of level of teacher services and priorities among services 

rather than productivity schemes. 

3 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) also found that the 

pattern of maturation in teacher labor relations is not the 

same as that of private sector relations. Rather than 

corresponding to the accommodation model commonly associated 

with the private sector, in which conflict between parties 

is reduced through repeated interactions between labor and 

management, conflict in teacher labor relations is episodic 

as the political environment of the schools becomes 

activated. The result is a variable pattern of maturation 

of labor relations in school districts. If these f~ndings 



are correct, applying assumptions based on private sector 

research to teacher labor relations may be inappropriate. 

4 

It is increasingly apparent that collective 

negotiations impact the governance and operation of schools 

often in subtle and unintended ways. Negotiations alter the 

def ini tions of teachers' work roles, .the autonomy and 

privacy of teachers in the classroom, the mix of services 

which schools provide to children and the mechanisms used to 

monitor quality of educational service delivery (Kerchner 

and Mitchell, 1981; see also Johnson, 1986). 

The documented importance of historical, political 

and organizational factors in explaining changes in labor 

relations and the consequences of bargaining in a school 

district underscore the value of a developmental framework 

which considers the interaction of these factors in a 

longitudinal context and can be used to interpret labor 

relations within a district. Little definitive work has 

been done in this area, with the exception of that of the 

Kerchner group (1981). 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) propose that labor 

relations within school districts fit into an evolutionary 

framework in which labor relations and the impacts of 

bargaining change in generational stages. Early bargaining 

conflicts center around the issue of recognition of the 

teachers' rights to organize and bargain collectively. 

Resolution of these conflicts leads to a second stage in 
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which "g06d faith bargaining" occurs and substantial gains 

are made by teacher associations. This stage is followed by 

new conflict which leads to more active and aggressive 

bargaining on the part of district representatives and their 

greater interest in "managing through" the-contract by using 

the contract deliberately to set district policy. 

This framework was developed from a study of the 

dynamics and impact of public school collective bargaining 

focusing on the influence of citizens on governance, labor 

relations and operations. The researchers found it 

necessary to modify the study and emphasize the development 

and history of labor relations. The analysis of data that 

the study ultimately generated led to a post hoc 

formulation of an explanatory framework for collective 

bargaining in public education. The value of this framework 

has yet to be further tested. It should be possible to 

apply the framework, as the Kerchner team did, to the 

behavior of individuals within a district, and to interpret 

the overall pattern of labor relations within a district, 

identifying the relevant historical and environmental 

factors. The Kerchner team found that once the "current 

developmental context" distinguishing labor relations in the 

district was clearly described, the roles of key people 

within that framework also became explicable. 

Additional research is necessary to determine 

whether this evolutionary framework can serve local 
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districts in analyzing their own patterns of development of 

collective bargaining relations and exploring systematically 

the consequences of collective bargaining~ Potentially, 

this framework could help all concerned parties (including 

the public, the students and their parents) in a given 

district to anticipate possible problems and to use 

bargaining in that district most constructively. 

The school district that is the subject of this 

study is a large school district in Arizona. It will be 

characterized throughout the study as Desert School District 

(DSD). In this district, col~ective bargaining has 

developed as a local option without the guidance or 

constraints of a state statute (Sacken, 1986). Most studies 

relating to collective bargaining in DSD have centered 

specifically on a teacher strike in 1978, and its impact on 

teacher-district relationships and on the community. 

This study will employ the generational framework of 

Kerchner and Mitchell and their two research associates, 

Erck and Pryor, as a vehicle for studying labor relations in 

DSD. The framework anticipates three generational periods of 

relations, separated by two distinctive intergenerational 

conflicts. This study will provide an opportunity to 

evaluate the framework's usefulness in understanding and 

predicting labor relations in a single district. 



Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this research is to provide a 

systematic, analytical examination of the evolutionary 

development of labor relations in a large public school 

district, (approximately 56,000 students) in the 

southwestern United States, responding to the following 

questions: 

1. Does the evolvement of labor relations in this 

district follow the generational patterns specified in the 

framework developed by Kerchner and Mitchell? 

2. What has been the impact of teacher collective 

bargaining on governance of this district? 

7 

The Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) generational 

framework of labor relations will be tested in this study to 

evaluate its explanatory power and to determine its 

usefulness to local districts. A case study approach will 

be used. Method of treatment will include analysis of data 

gathered through board minutes, newspaper and other 

publications, census data, contract and arbitration history 

data and semi-structured interviews with persons who have 

played key roles in district labor relations. 

Significance of the Problem 

The pattern of maturation in teacher labor relations 

may not be the same as that of private sector relations, and 

assumptions based on research regarding private sector 

relations and applied to teacher labor relations may be 
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mis~eading. Further, collective negotiations may be 

altering the definitions of teachers' work roles, the 

autonomy and privacy of teachers in the classroom, the mix 

of services which schools provide to children, and the 

mechanisms used to monitor quality of educational service 

delivery, and many of these consequences could be unintended 

or even unnoticed (Mitchell, et. al., 1981). 

The evolutionary framework that the Kerchner group 

(1981) has developed may serve as a method for 

comprehensively analyzing the patterns of development of 

collective bargaining relations and exploring systematically 

the impact of collective bargaining on school governance and 

management in school districts. Such systematic analysis 

could help all concerned parties to anticipate possible 

problems and to use bargaining most constructively. 

Moreover, many of the positive and negative consequences of 

teacher organizations and collective bargaining may be 

understood, leading to more informed policymaking. 

Applications of the generational framework are 

necessary to determine the framework's capacity to explain 

and predict the evolvement of labor relations within a 

district. 

Definitions of Terms 

The following definitions apply throughout this 

work: 



Actor: a participant or party to labor relations 

activity. 

9 

Collective bargaininq: a political process that takes 

place in an organizational and economic environment, 

(Cresswell and Murphy, 1980, p. 243), ••• whereby parties 

attempt to settle what each shall give and take, or perform 

and receive in some transaction between them (Raven and Rubin, 

1976, p. 190). 

Conflict: Any situation in which people are negatively 

interdependent with respect to goals, means, or both (Raven 

and Rubin, 1976, p. 189). 

Contractual agreement: a binding agreement between two 

or more parties (Webster's New Collegiate Dictiona~, 1981). 

Generational development: suggests movement in rather 

discrete, discontinuous terms. To an extent the generational 

descriptors have elements of "ideal type" about them, just as 

do the passages in life span psychology or the stages in 

cogni ti ve development. However, the ge·nera1i za tion adds 

clarity by allowing discussion of important deviations rather 

than by concentrating the discussion on the inherent 

complexity of labor relations (Kerchner and Mitchell, 1981, 

pp. 1-5). 

Good faith bargaining: involves a belief that teachers 

should. be able to negotiate collectively over the employment 

terms, working conditions, and salaries or other compensations 

offered by a school board (Erck, 1983, p. 65). 
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Social order: the line up of groups, organizations and 

persons that produce the structural and procedural rules for 

smaller negotiations; who makes critical decisions about 

school governance and how these decisions are made (Kerchner 

and Mitchell, 1981, pp. 2-9, 2-10). 

Strike: a work stoppage by a body of workers to enforce 

compliance with demands made on an employer. 

Unionism: the principle or policy of forming or 

adhering to a confederation of independent individuals for 

some common purpose (Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 

1981). 

Summary and Organization of the Study 

The development of the study has been presented in 

Chapter 1, including introductory comments, the statement of 

the problem, significance of the problem and definition of 

terms. 

Chapter 2 includes a review of related literature 

and theoretical considerations; Chapter 3 presents the 

research design and methodology; Chapter 4 presents Desert 

School District case study data in a generational framework; 

and Chapter 5 presents concluding comments and implications. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter traces the development of private 

sector and public teacher collective bargaining activities, 

focusing on similarities and differences in their growth 

patterns. After establishing a foundation through the work 

of labor relations scholars who described collective 

bargaining in an elementary generational framework, the more 

sophisticated generational framework developed by Kerchner 

and Mitchell (1981) and Erck (1983), that guides this study, 

will be introduced. 

Collective Bargaining: An Historical Perspective 

Collective action by workers to improve wages is not 

a new concept, nor is the expression of public opinion 

regarding that action. A New York daily newspaper article, 

in 1795, read: 

Since the carpenters and masons of this city have 
combined and raised their wages two shillings a day 
beyond the price of last season, it behooves the 
citizens in general but particularly those who 
intend to build next year, to oppose such designs as 
unjust (The New York Daily Advertiser, Evening 
edition, March 30, 1795). 

11 
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Chamberlain and Kuhn (1965), in their book on 

collective bargaining, suggest that the development of 

bargaining in the United States until the 1930's was unique, 

uneven in growth, fluctuating in popularity, and generally 

without focus. They offer three possible explanations: 

(1) Bargaining did not develop into a well-defined 

process because unionism and bargaining, which they see as 

inseparable, tend to flourish in periods of prosperity and 

diminish, even disappear, during depressions. The unstable 

economic environment prevented collective bargaining from 

developing into a well-defined process. 

(2) Bargaining did not develop systematically because 

community norms were significant factors in the local 

acceptance and influence of early unions. 

(3) Bargaining's popularity fluctuated because of 

"changes in the structure of unionism and the business 

enterprise" (p. 3). Terms acceptable to small craft unions 

were not equally acceptable to large industrialized unions. 

Most early unions were called "societies." They were 

generally temporary and workers, as a group, rallied through 

them to find solutions to specific problems of the work 

place. A frequent cause was improving the standard of 

living of the workers (Chamberlain and Kuhn, 1965). Since 

employers were disorganized, workers, who were not, often 

could successfully achieve their demands or choose as a 

group to "stand out" (strike) if resistance occurred (Erck, 
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1983). Employers, in response to such unilateral labor 

demands, formed management associations, not to seek a 

negotiated agreement, but to "outlast" the striking workers. 

The American labor movement officially began in 

Philadelphia in 1827 with the beginning of centrally 

organized "trade unions" that negotiated for the common good 

of skilled craftsmen who were employed by large firms. 

"Bargaining" was still largely in the form of unilateral 

union demands on one side and resistance by management on 

the other. Mutual bargaining was something of a new concept 

when Horace Greeley argued for it in 1850 in a speech to 

members of the Printer's Union: 

I do not agree that the journeymen should dictate a 
scale, but they should get the employers to agree to 
some scale ••.• l admit the right of the employers to 
participate in the adjustment of scale, but .•• if 
they reject portions of the scale let them propose 
amendments and submit these to the arbitrament of 
fair men (in stevens, 1911, p. 235). 

The concept of bilateral bargaining was accepted by 

some employers, but others claimed that their managerial 

authority was at stake (Chamberlain and Kuhn, 1965). This 

argument is one frequently offered, also, by public school 

superintendents and school boards confronted by teacher 

demands for recognition (Hoffman; 1982). 

Negotiated collective bargaining took hold, at least 

as a concept, by the turn of the century, but it did not go 

unchallenged. The scientific management approach that 

became popular about 1910 was a major threat to unions. 



Management supported the use of efficiency engineers to 

provide for "objective evaluations" which, theoretically, 

rendered negotiation unnecessary. Eventually labor unions 

won the right to question these evaluations (Hoxie, 1921). 

14 

Individual bargaining lost ground during World War 

I. Compulsory negotiation of that period encouraged 

employee representation plans, a form of collective 

discussion much like large grievance committees, which began 

to function in most major industries. Although considered 

collective bargaining by many, others argued that the goals 

of the two systems were "diametrically opposed in principle" 

(French, 1923). 

During the early 1900s the United States Supreme 

Court limited the use of worker boycotts and strikes, 

holding them to be violations of the Antitrust Act of 1890 

(Adair v. United States, 1908; also Hitchman Coal Co. v. 

Mitchell, 1917). In 1926, railway workers gained the right 

to negotiate regarding wages and working conditions, but 

efforts to accomplish the same for other workers failed 

until 1935 when the National Labor Relations Act was passed. 

Under this act, employees could form unions and engage in 

strikes without reprisal. Employers could not refuse to 

recognize or bargain with duly elected labor 

representatives. Nqn-craft workers began to form unions and 

a National Labor Relations Board was created to monitor 



dispute resolutions. Neither side was allowed a unilateral 

imposition of terms (Lorwin and Wubnig, 1935). 

Teachers and Collective Bargaining 
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The two predominant labor associations for teachers 

in the United states are the National Education Association 

(NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). The 

NEA was founded in 1857 in Philadelphia by a group of male 

professors and college presidents, public school 

superintendents and principals. It was organized as a 

"professional" organization with wh~t Tyack and Hansot 

(1982) call "some of the characteristics of an elite men's 

club, at least in its inner governing circle" (p. 137). The 

NEA sought to "elevate the character and advance the 

interests in the teaching profession and to promote the 

cause of popular education in the United States" (Wesley, 

1957, pp. 23-24). Despite the fact that NEA avoided issues 

of money, the organization continued to grow. 

The AFT was founded in Chicago in 1916. Unlike the 

NEA it centered much of its concern on the economic issues 

more closely identified with traditional union concerns. 

Life for the AFT was more turbulent than for the NEA, 

especially during the 1920s. Teachers were uncomfortable 

with the idea of a "working class union." Ideologically, 

that notion was contrary to their view of themselves. It 

was also strongly resisted by school boards and by public 

opinion (Perry and Wildman, 1970). The AFT continued to 
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work not only for economic gains but also for academic 

freedom and other teacher rights when it was unpopular to do 

so. Neither NEA nor AFT supported formal collective 

negotiations with local districts before World War IIi 

however, both supported teacher involvement in school policy 

making. After the war the position of both began to change 

as rivalry between the two organizations for membership 

sharpened. Membership in both grew. Although the NEA grew 

faster, it was the AFT that influenced many changes in 

teacher relations with school districts. NEA followed AFT 

into a collective bargaining posture in the early 1960s 

(Perry and Wildman, 1970). Eventually the goals and 

strategies of the two organizations seemed to become more 

similar than dissimilar as teachers sought both 

"professionalism" and economic gains. The level of teacher 

bargaining activity grew significantly from 1965 to 1975 

with increased recognition of a single bargaining 

representative and formalization of the interaction between 

teachers and local districts (Cresswell and Murphy, 1980). 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981, pp. 2-3) comment on this growth 

period: 

The integration of collective bargaining as the 
dominant method of worker representation in public 
education took place without a single body of 
explanatory theory, but within a framework of 
beliefs, understanding and experience that 
constituted the conventional wisdom about what 
bargaining was about and what its effects were. 
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By 1978 the NEA claimed a membership of 1.7 million 

and the AFT, 500,000 (Johnson, 1986). Collective bargaining 

by fulltime teachers is now commonplace in most school 

districts. A local chapter of NEA most often represents 

the classroom teachers in these negotiations. 

Given the persistent hesitancy of rank-and-file 

teachers to accept collective bargaining for such a long 

time, the dramatic change in the 1960s requires some 

consideration. As possibly influencing that change, Johnson 

(1986) cites the national concern about public education and 

teacher shortages after the success of the Russian Sputnik. 

Further, an increasing number of male teachers with families 

after World War II may have promoted aggressive action by 

unions. The rivalry between the NEA and the AFT in itself 

may have stimulated growth both in membership and in 

bargaining activity. Also, the 1960s can be characterized 

as a time of social causes and personal rights. Teachers' 

rights, argued as social and self-interest, fit well in that 

context. 

Bruce S. Cooper (1982, p. 6) argues that the change 

in the teachers' position on collective bargaining can be 

attributed to increasing bureaucracy in education. He 

states: 



Public school, educators, then, were reacting to the 
centralization and consolidation of American public 
schools; the regimentation that resulted from local, 
state, and federal regulation of schools; and the 
impact of uniformity brought about by the single 
salary schedule, tenure regulations, and 
certification and recertification requirements. 
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State passage of collective bargaining laws in the 

1960s and 1970s requiring that school boards recognize local 

teachers associations as legitimate bargaining agents came 

both as an impetus and consequence of the growth of teacher 

collective bargaining. In 1986, 33 states and the District 

of Columbia have passed legislation requiring local school 

boards to negotiate with teachers (Johnson, 1986); four 

states expressly prohibit bargaining; and other states 

provide little or no legislative guidance on this subject 

(Finch and Nagel, 1984). 

Private and Public Sector Development: A Comparison 

While bargaining for economic issues was the central 

reason for forming private sector organizations, collective 

bargaining was a f.oreign concept to teacher organizations 

before World War II. It was not until the 1960s that the 

organizations' rank-and-file members were willing to adopt 

the idea. 

Cresswell and Murphy (1980) argue that this 

reluctance stemmed from the teachers' conflict between the 

pursuit of self-interests and a concern for public opinion 

and the public good. Teachers and their organizations 

suffered an identity crisis. Reconciling the image of 
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professionalism and public concern with self interest and 

adversarial bargaining was, and for many individual teachers 

still is, a complicated process (Johnson, 1986: Beal, 

Wickersham, and Kienast, 1976). However, once the issue was 

resolved for the majority of teachers, the teachers' 

receptivity to the districts' arguments for restraint was 

reduced (Erck, 1983). 

Bargaining in the public sector is the subject of 

current debate and uncertainty. One enduring issue centers 

around the question of what public interest demands. 

Although "public interest" is sometimes invoked as a 

justification for intervening in strikes, the public 

interest in private sector labor relations is satisfied, 

generally, when bargaining is private, balanced and 

peaceful. In contrast, in the public sector, many parties 

inherently have rights and interests. In education this 

includes students, parents, community, employees and 

administration. To some extent the conflict among these 

parties is a matter of private interest as well as public 

interest. As Cresswell and Murphy (1980) note, "there will 

always be competing definitions of what is in the public 

interest, for they grow out of the inevitable differences 

among individuals and groups as to resources, abilities, or 

ideology" (p. 8). Such conflicts are integral to 

labor-management relations in the public sector, and 

establishing and maintaining a fair bargaining process 



requires access, representation, and balance for all 

parties. 
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While bargaining in the private sector has moved 

from unilateral union demands to bilateral bargaining, most 

public sector bargaining is complicated by the number of 

interested parties involved. McLennon and Moskow (1968) 

suggest the term "multilateral" as more descriptive of 

public sector bargaining than "bilateral" because multiple 

parties make demands on the system and have legitimate 

interests in the outcomes of bargaining. Juris and Feuille 

(1973) state that the public sector provides multiple access 

points for these interested parties and, as a result, 

sUbstantive negotiations may occur outside the formal 

bargaining process. Such access points might be the courts, 

city hall, the governor's office, and advisory councils 

(Kerchner, et.al., 1981). 

A further complication is limits imposed on public 

sector bargaining by state law regulation statutorily. Some 

states explicitly prohibit such bargaining and many prohibit 

strikes by public sector employees. Among the states where 

bargaining is recognized and regulated, guidelines vary 

widely. Bargaining by public teachers, the largest and most 

active public bargaining group, is regulated by 33 states 

(Finch and Nagel, 1984; Cresswel,l and Murphy, 1980). 

Although regulations in these states vary, bargaining is 

expressly recognized and sanctioned. In states, such as 
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Arizona, where the law is mute on public sector bargaining, 

the historical doctrine of "unlawful delegation" is usually 

assumed to preclude formal bargaining. This doctrine argues 

that collective bargaining usurps the policymaking authority 

of the public employer. Unless the state expressly 

authorizes delegation of that authority, the employer is not 

empowered to delegate it unilaterally (Sacken, 1986). 

Practically, this doctrine has not prevented public sector 

bargaining from occurring in most of these states. It has, 

however, created an atmosphere of uncertainty about 

agreements reached and attached a "stigma of illegality" to 

the process (Sacken, 1986). 

Theory and Collective Bargaining 

Cresswell and Murphy (1980) have provided one of the 

broadest available discussions on educational labor 

relations. They conclude that no true theory of collective 

bargaining, per se, exists. Theories that have been 

proposed generally deal with only portions of the process. 

The theory of Walton and McKersie (1965), for instance, 

deals with the dynamics of the process but does not 

integrate the structure, process and environment. Dunlop 

(1958) provides a descriptive, though not explanatory, look 

at the structure and elements of the environment. No theory 

has emerged yet that is sufficiently comprehensive to 

displace or synthesize existing partial theories. 
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The orthodox model of labor relations is depicted by 

Cresswell and Murphy (1980) as two hierarchies, labor and 

management. Episodic contacts occur between the hierarchies 

at the top (negotiation) in order.to establish the 

conditions of the relationship. At the lower level of the 

hierarchies, more frequent contacts occur between 

lower-level participants (consultation and the processing of 

grievances in implementing and enforcing the contract. The 

role dichotomy between labor and management is clear in this 

model: "employees work and managers manage" (p. 5). In 

schools, this functionalist perspective could be translated 

into: "school boards make policy, superintendents 

administer policy, and teachers teach" (p. 5). In this 

orthodox model, labor relations are a limited aspect of 

institutional governance, and agreements are changed only 

through the renegotiation of contracts. Cresswell and 

Murphy (1980) argue, however, that in actual practice, the 

decision process is continuous, involving many people and 

many issues. Relationships and contracts are continuously 

being extended or modified. 

The differences between public and private sector 

bargaining that traditionally have been identified are: 

(a) public sector employers are not competing in a product 

market place, and (b) public sector unions can win 

agreements that are not in the best interests of the 

community by distorting the political process that controls 
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such bargaining (Wellington and Winter, 1971). Cresswell 

and Murphy (1980) agree that important differences between 

bargaining in the public and private sectors do exist, but 

argue that the basic logic and dynamics of the processes are 

similar. They pinpoint major variation within each sector, 

emphasizing the legal and economic variations among states 

and organizations. Illustrative of variation within the 

public sector are the state laws relating to teacher 

bargaining which vary from no statutory entitlement to 

extensive statutorily mandated bargaining. 

Educational bargaining may provide an invaluable 

knowledge base for understanding public sector bargaining in 

general for at least three reasons: 

(1) teachers are the largest single group of unionized 

public employees; 

(2) teachers have been bargaining longer than almost any 

other public employee group; and 

(3) since teachers consider themselves to be 

professionals, bargaining in the public schools provides 

a basis for understanding other professionalized 

labor-management relations (Cresswell and Murphy, 1980). 

Educational Bargaining: The State of Research 

Research on collective bargaining in public 

education suffers from many of the deficiencies of research 

on labor relations generally. As Johnson (1986) notes in a 
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review of research, although much has been written about 

teacher-district labor relations, very little of it deals 

conceptually with the dynamics of labor relations and most 

is not based on empirical research. There have b~en 

empirical studies that have attempted to measure the effects 

of bargaining on salaries. More recently, some studies have 

attempted to measure non-wage effects of collective 

bargaining. Such research has usually involved contract 

analysis or field study. In contract analysis, researchers 

use quantitative methods in order to compare contents and to 

determine local impact. In field studies, researchers visit 

local sites and explore the bargaining process, contract 

administration and consequences of contractual agreements on 

local practice (Johnson, 1986). 

contract analysis provides information on what has 

been negotiated but not on how provisions of the contract 

were generated through bargaining and have been interpreted 

and applied. Both McDonnell and Pascal (1979) and Johnson 

(1984), three of the major researchers in this area, found it 

necessary to supplement contract analysis with a field study 

component in order to study impact.. This is not to say that 

what has been negotiated is not important. Certain types of 

contract provisions have become ubiquitous, and are clearly 

important. For example, a contract without a provision for a 

grievance process culminating in arbitration, offers no means 

for its own enforcement. It is unsurprising, then, that 
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McDonnell and Pascal's (1979) analysis of contracts found 

that 83 percent of the 1975 contracts they studied had such a 

provision. 

Most of the research on the effects of educational 

collective bargaining remains exploratory, fragmented and 

inconclusive. Several field studies, for example, attempt to 

explore the effects of bargaining on the formal authority of 

principals. Clark (1981), Lortie (1982) and Cooper (1982) 

have worked extensivelY in this area. All agree that changes 

have occurred, but disagree about the nature of and reasons 

for such changes. The identification of both common patterns 

and great variance in the impact of collective bargaining 

among and within districts complicates efforts to generalize 

results. Johnson's (1984) study of six districts, Kerchner 

and Mitchell's (1981) documentation of variation as well as 

consistency within generational patterns in the negotiation 

practices of eight local districts, and Cresswell and 

Murphy's (1980) broad review of the literature all 

acknowledge the wide diversity in impact found both among and 

within districts. Impact areas addressed have included 

consistency of labor practices, rights, roles and 

responsibilities of teachers and principals, governance of 

schools, and student achievement. 

Moreover, it is exceedingly difficult, if not 

impossible, to separate the effects of collective bargaining 

from the effects of the other forces that have influenced 



public education during the bargaining era. While 

collective bargaining undoubtedly has impacted on school 

operations, it has interacted with such factors as 

desegregation, federal aid projects, declining enrollments, 

inflation, and reduced school revenues (Johnson, 1986). 

Kerchner (1980) notes that three factors complicate in any 

attempt to measure the generalized impact of collective 

bargaining: 

(1) schools are highly sensitive to their environments; 

(2) participants change from issue to issue, with many 

decision situations having low salience to one or more of 

the bargaining participants; and 

(3) labor relations is an unfinished process, as the 

defining of employee-employer relations is continuous 

(pp. 382-383). 
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Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) suggest that perhaps 

the most important impact is subtle and sometimes unintended 

effects on governance. Governance can be defined as ~that 

process by which decisions are made about the control of 

public education" (Cresswell and "Murphy, 1980, p. 192), such 

as the distribution of such "stakes" as jobs, money, 

prestige and influence. Bargaining fits into the other 

politicized processes of governance and can affect, directly 

or indirectly, almost any issue or decision relating to 

school operation (Cresswell and Murphy, 1980). 
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Prominent studies discussing union impact on 

management include Slicter, Healy, and Livernash (1960) for 

the private sector, and Stanley (1972) and Wellington and 

Winter (1971) for the public sector. Researchers in both 

sectors describe a narrowing of management's decision-making 

scope, increased pressure for equal treatment of employees, 

increased written policy, less discretion in discipliriary 

procedures, and a trend toward mutual accommodation. In the 

public sector, however, Stanley also found a preference for 

using political rather than economic approaches to resolving 

conflict. 

McDonnell and Pascal (1979) compared the 1970 and 

1975 contracts of 155 local school districts, and found a 

"convergence of collective bargaining outcomes" over time 

(p. 31). They concluded that teachers had "significantly 

improved their working conditions and increased their 

influence over school and classroom operations." Teachers 

"now playa major role in decisions about the length and 

composition of the school day, how teachers are evaluated, 

and how supplementary personnel are used in schools," (p. 

vii). However, Kerchner (1980) suggests that bargaining 

helps to shrink the "zone of tolerance for independent 

action by school superintendents, boards, and teachers." 

(p. 387). One of the consequences of bargaining, then, may 

be loss of discretionary options by all parties. 
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Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) found that collective 

bargaining affects educational management through imposing 

rules that diminish the scope of management's unilateral 

decision-making authority. With collective bargaining come 

managerial tendencies to formalize, centralize, create 

increased amounts of written policy and shape organizational 

plans with labor contracts in mind. Ad hoc decisions 

decrease, and staff specialization and expertise in labor 

relations increase. 

Generational Character of Evolution in Labor Relations 

Private sector labor relations has been described in 

terms of evolutionary growth, as having moved from 

struggling for recognition to legitimate acceptance and 

mutual accommodation between workers and management (Strauss 

and Feuil1e, 1978). For the public sector, Lewin, Feui1le, 

and Kochan (1977) describe two generations of collective 

bargaining. The first is characterized by initial 

unionization and a period of relative affluence and the 

second by four distinct factors: 

(1) a more difficult, less expensive economic 

environment for collective bargaining; 

(2) an apparent reduction in political influence enjoyed 

by public sector unions; 

(3) increased challenges to the effectiveness of dispute 

settlement procedures; and 



(4) an end to the period of "catch-up" -wage increases 

(p. 5). 
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Kerchner and Mitchell (1981), in a National 

Institute of Education sponsored study of the dynamics of 

public school collective bargaining and its impacts on 

governance, administration and teaching, provide a more 

sophisticated generational framework for interpreting public 

school labor relations. Rather than an accommodation model, 

predicting a reduced conflict curve over time, they have 

developed a generational framework that depicts cycles of 

conflict mixed with periods of relative quiet (see Figure 

1). In both conflict and quiet periods, change in the 

social order of schools occurs, but the change is more 

dramatic during high conflict periods, when important shifts 

occur in the issues involved in labor relations, the 

persons who participate, and the ruling coalition. The 

intergenerational conflict periods are short, sometimes a 

matter of weeks, and involve an identified crisis. The 

generational periods are longer, sometimes a matter of 

years, and are relatively stable • 

. Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) found that each of the 

three generations is characterized by "( 1) a particul.ar 

ideological system which describes the legitimate interests 

of all actors and sets limits on how those interests can be 

properly pursued; (2) a unique approach to structuring labor 

relations activities; and (3) a specific set of bargaining 
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Conflict betlleen the parties is reduced through repeated interaction:! 
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(Source: Kerchner & Mitchell, 19B1) 

Figure 1. Models of accommodation contrasted with 
generational development. 
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strategies and contractual outcomes." (Mitchell, et.al., 

1981, p. 173). They found the intergenerational conflicts 

to be characterized best by "the emergence of intense and 

frequently vitriolic political debates over the ideological 

basis of labor relations" (Mitchell, et.al., 1981, p. 173). 

Intergenerational conflicts also serve as "the occasions on 

which changes in organizational structure or personnel, as 

well as in negotiating strategies, are made in order to 

reduce tension and conflict and restore order within the 

district" (Mitchell, et.al., 1981, p. 173). 

Under this framework, as described by Kerchner and 

Mitchell (1981) and Erck (1983), the first generation is 

essentially a "meet and confer" period, an antecedent to 

formalized bargaining between teachers and district 

officials. The framework for this process assumes that the 

school board has responsibility to unilaterally make final 

decisions regarding terms and conditions of employment. 

Conflict, if present at all, is muted or stifled. 

The level of trust between teacher and 
administration tends to be high, and there tends to 
be a genuine and sincere belief that school 
administrators have the best interests of teachers 
at heart. The teacher organization is legitimate, 
but not very strong or important, and it falls into 
that general group of organizations that tended to 
interpret and to 'boost' the cause of education, 
thus producing a rather grand coalition of the 
whole ••• or all the whole that mattered (Kerchner 
and Mitchell, 1981, pp. 1-6). 
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Terms of employment are discussed informally through 

committees of teacher representatives that report concerns 
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directly to the board or through special meetings with 

teacher leaders before the budget is formulated. Teachers 

are seen as professional or quasi-professional individuals. 

Commonality of goals between teachers and administration is 

assumed: "joint problems can be solved and the common good 

of the schools served" (Erck, 1983, p. 60). Should the 

school boards not be able to take care of the teachers 

sufficiently, teachers should "change jobs rather than 

demand changed working conditions in their present job" 

(Erck, 1983, p. 60). The superintendent may "negotiate" for 

the teachers. According to Erck (1983) as first generation 

relationships develop, teacher organizations tend to become 

increasingly influential and are seen by school board 

members as having a right to be consulted on salary and 

fringe issues. 

The first generation comes to an end as the 

teachers' drive for self-determination sharpens. Claims are 

made for the right to a contractual relationship with the 

board and an ideological battle ensues. The battle appears 

to center around "the legitimacy of the teacher organization 

to represent the membership" (Erck, 1983). The board is 

charged with "paternalism," "lack of respect,"lack of 

appreciation for the "dignity" of a teacher's work and 

"injustice" in wrongly denying the teachers their voice. 
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Teachers are charged with attacking the "sovereignty" of the 

board and "shirking their responsibilities." They begin to 

be viewed as "employees" and both teachers and management 

begin to emphasize issues of employee "rights". Strikes and 

changes in elected and appointed leadership of a district 

are common in this period. Organizationally, this 

transitional struggle usually strengthens the links between 

the teacher group and state-wide teacher associations and 

this sharpens the teachers' capacity locally to communicate 

with other teachers and to influence school board 

elections. "Meet and confer" is replaced by a 

ICdemand-and-response" mode of decision-making. posturing and 

inflamatory language characterize exchanges between teachers 

and administration and, frequently, managers feel that the 

teachers' association is "dominated by a small cadre of 

teachers or 'outsiders' who are not totally responsible in 

their actions" (Erck, 1983, p. 63). Political forces control 

the outcome of this struggle. Response to teacher demands 

r.eflects "political realities" as defined by the school 

board. This period usually comes to a close over a "single, 

symbolic event" (Kerchner and Mitchell, 1981, pp. 1-7) 

generally perceived as a crisis drawing public attention. If 

key board members are replaced or community support for the 

te~chers exists, district management "will move quickly to 

establish a different kind of working relationship with the 

teacher organization" (Erck, 1983, p. 64). 
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The second generation, similar to the pattern of 

private sector development, includes a phase of "tough" 

stance bargaining on both sides and a phase in which 

accommodation occurs. It is a period of relative stability 

and can be symbolized as one of "good faith bargaining." 

From a managerial position: "The best contract is the 

shortest one," and the teachers' contract infringes on their 

capacity to manage effectively. Most contract proposals are 

made by the teachers. The district assumes a reactive 

posture and assumes that questions not addressed 

specifically in the contract are reserved to management. 

Although conflict may be high at times, the tendency is for 

it to be reduced. If strikes occur, usually the issues are 

economic rather than ideological. Labor relations, and the 

teachers' organization, become institutionalized. Managers 

generally agree that some of the teachers' concerns are 

legitimate but are best handled as policy matters outside 

the contract. Discretion is maintained by "managing around" 

the contract, countered by teacher organizations that insist 

on contractual constraints on managerial interference and 

bias. Grievance procedures assist them toward that end. As 

leaders begin to trust one another, relations become more 

comfortable. The process becomes "fairly predictable" and 

"not unduly disruptive." 

As accommodation increases, the stability of the 

second generation comes under attack and the second 
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intergenerationa1 conflict builds. School board members 

and/or citizens begin to feel that teachers are exerting 

"undue influence on the board," or that they "got too much," 

or "deadwood" (inadequate and incompetent teachers) are 

being protected rather than being removed. Political 

discontent rises~ reform of labor relations is a rallying 

point. The issues relate to the terms of the relationship 

rather than the legitimacy of the teacher organization 

itself. At this time, teacher endorsement for candidates 

for school board may be more a liability than an asset. The 

electoral mandate of "second intergenerationa1 candidates" 

requires that they demand an aggressive management posture 

at the bargaining table. A teacher evaluation clause can 

express response to such pressure. 

This intergenerationa1 transition period is once 

again peaked in crisis as outside pressures become intense 

enough and well enough organized to effect changes in the 

board or superintendent. Executive managers and teacher 

leaders attempt to avoid this struggle. The ideological 

struggle at this time generally relates to the appropriate 

scope of bargaining. Arguments are heard for many 

positions: (1) no scope of agreement~ (2) limited scope of 

agreement~ (3) a broad scope of agreement but with 

management taking the initiative, originating an agenda and 

carrying it to the bargaining table. Managers are 

encouraged to "manage through the contract," specifying how 



teachers should perform. The stage is set for the third 

generation "when the teacher organization accepts 

managment's right to be the aggressive party and counters 

with a belief that management is not attempting to thereby 

break the union" (Kerchner and Mitchell, 1981, pp. 1-9). 

Details of the third generation are somewhat 

sketchy. It appears to be a period in which both teachers 
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and management are more aware of their political environment 

and the political process is used to refine and develop 

educational policies. The nature of bargaining is seen as 

being more political than organizational or economic. 

Bargaining becomes multilateral as parties other than 

labor and management are recognized as "legitimately 

influential." 

Bargaining is also recognized as political because 
its essential outcome has an impact on overall 
educational policy setting. The critical issue is 
seen as public support for the school as a public 
institution and for the current leadership of that 
institution -- administration, school board, and 
teacher organization. The third generation begins 
when the conduct of labor relations is seen as a 
test .of confidence for leaders in the same way that 
desegregation decisions, school boundary changes, or 
tax referenda test their legitimacy (Erck, 1983, 
p. 73). 

This period is characterized by perceiving the 

contract as a "powerful management tool." The term, 

"negotiated policy" is used to identify this generation, 

based on the assumption that as third generation labor· 

relations stabilizes, "labor relations will be based on a 

broad acceptance of the proposition that teachers do have 
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unique insights into the learning problems of children as 

well as the operational problems of schools" (Erck, 1983, 

p. 74). In this generation, managers will respond to strong 

board mandates to increase program effectiveness and teacher 

performance and this will occur through negotiated work 

rules. (See Table 1 for highlights of Kerchner and 

Mitchell's description of labor relations generationally.) 

Regarding their findings, the Kerchner group (1981) 

observes: 

We have come to believe that what is being worked 
out is the social order by which public services 
are to be delivered, and to a significant degree the 
nature of those services. Secondly, the dynamics of 
labor relations are substantially different than the 
usually pictured movement from conflict to 
cooperation. To the contrary, we found episodic 
increases in both the scope and intensity of 
conflict. High conflict periods, in particular, are 
associated with attempts to change the social 
order--to define who makes critical decisions about 
school governance and how those decisions are to be 
made (pp. 2-9). 

They describe the political context of labor relations in 

education as very important, arguing that such factors as a 

need for public support, the difficulty in linking costs to 

outcomes in education, and the labor intensive nature of the 

schools make teacher unions particularly vulnerable as 

symbolic targets for dissatisfaction. In the population of 

their study, they included four districts from a nonstatutory 

state (Illinois) and four from a statutory state (California) 

in the study. Erck (1983), a member of the original research 

team, provides a closer look at the four Illinois districts 



Table 1. The generations of labor relations. 

FIRST 
GE~RATION 

FIRSt' 
ClJNFLICl' 

Description of tabor Relations 

What 
Happens 

5ymI:ols 
Raised 

COnflict 

Trust: 
teachers & 
district 

catalyst 
or trigger 
bringing 

Ocminant 
Coalition 
M:mI:ers 

Other 
Events 

teachers seek 
organization 
and lIOic:e 

"anger" 
"injustice" 

rising 

declining 

-statutes 
-issue 
-person 

teacher 
organization 
legitimacy: 
negotiations 
~gin 

"dignity" 
"protection" 

high and 
public 

low: 
teacher 
leaders 
"radical" 

lreaJdng a 
tal::oo 
-<lanands 

administration teachers 
Ixlard Ixlard 

citizens 

organizing political 
change 

SECONO 
GENERATION 

teacher org. 
accepted, 
ac:cx:mnodated: 
conflict 
decreases 

"scope of 
bargaining" 

focused and 
private 

rn::dera te to 
high 

costs of 
conflict 

teachers 
administration 

growth of 
expertise 

Period Meet/Confer D:mand/Respond Good Faith 
Descriptor 

Other Key 
Olaracter
isties 

teacher role 
is advisory 

teacher 
recognition 
crisis 

managing around 
contracts 

(Adapted from Kerchner' Mitchell, 1981) 

SECONO 
ClJNFLIcr 

opening of 
participation 

"efficiency" 
"propriety" 

high and 
public 

rn::derate 

dissatisfied 
Ixlard ITlE!IIi::ers 
citizens 

Ixlard 
citi.zens 

political 
change 

THIRD 
GENERATION 

voice in 
policy naking 
& productive 
education 
programs 

"effective" 
"public 
support & 
understanding 

stable 

incrP.r.lsing 
cooperation 

oosts of 
oonflict: 
mutual econ. 
gains in 
public 
support 

teachers 
Ixlards 
citizens 

importance of 
political 
events 

"Giving Away Negotiated 
Store" Policol 

ccmnunity 
issue: 
soope of 
teacher 
contract 

managing 
through 
oontracts: 
Evaluation: 
monitoring of 
teach& 
perform.:lnce 
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as he analyzes the relationship between teacher collective 

bargaining activities and altered managerial behavior in 

these districts. 

The documented importance of historical, political 

and organizational factors in explaining changes in labor 

relations, and the closely related consequences of 

bargaining for a school district underscore the value of a 

developmental framework that permits consideration of the 

interactions of these factors in a longitudinal context, 

and that can be used to interpret labor relations within 

a given district. 
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Additional research is necessary, however, to 

determine whether this evolutionary framework can generalize 

to explain patterns of development of collective bargaining 

relations in other districts and thus become useful for 

exploring systematically the consequences of collective 

bargaining for school governance and management. The 

explanatory value of this framework has yet to be tested. 

Potentially, application of this framework also 

could help concerned parties (including the public, students 

and parents) in a given district to anticipate possible 

problems and to use bargaining in that district most 

constructively. 
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Research in Arizona as a Nonstatutory State 

Arizona has no state guidelines regulating teacher 

collective bargaining. Many school districts have developed 

negotiation guidelines independently, although the Attorney 

General has opined that school districts may not engage in 

collective bargaining with their employees. Research has 

not been undertaken in Arizona using a generational 

framework to interpret labor relations within school 

districts, or for that matter, to attempt to evaluate or 

explain bargaining behaviors. 

Desert School District (DSD) is a large district in 

Arizona. In this district, negotiations have been the 

subject of two lawsuits, one instituted in 1974 by the local 

teachers' association against the district, and the other by 

the district against the local teachers' association in 

1985. Negotiations between the association and the district 

have continued despite a decision in October, 1977, by 

Superior Court Judge Robert Bean, that the district was not 

bound by arbitrated agreements (Hoffman, 1982). 

Studies relating to the collective bargaining in DSD 

have centered specifically on issues surrounding a teacher 

strike in 1978, particularly on the strike's impact on 

teacher-district relationships and on the community. A study 

of the district between 1941-1978 by Hoffman (1982) provides 

valuable insights across that period of time leading up to 



the 1978 strike. Hoffman indicates that the relationship 

among the school board, superintendents, and local teacher 

organization moved through three distinct phases: 

consensus, transition and conflict ending in a teachers' 

strike in 1978. 

Application of Kerchner and Mitchell's generic 

framework to the development of DSD's labor relations will 

provide a structure for interpreting labor relations in 

greater depth, as well as for contrasting DSD to Illinois 

and California districts in the Kerchner, et.al. study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981), from their study of 

the dynamics of public school collective bargaining, 

concluded the following: 

1. Labor relations has changed the nature of school 

governance and the patterns of participation of lay persons 

in the schools, thereby having profound effects on the 

schools. 

2. Educational labor relations has its own dynamic. 

There are three distinct generations in school labor 

relations, separated by two highly conflictual 

intergenerational periods. 

3. There have been important changes in school 

operations and in the nature of work within schools 

(pp. 1-5). 

This research project applies Kerchner and 

Mitchell's generational framework for labor relations in 

public education to a large, southwestern school district 

and evaluates the framework's capacity to describe and 

predict the evolvement of labor relations in that district. 
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This study constitutes, then, a detailed case study 

of a school district selected to meet the Kerchner team's 

original criteria for case study sites. Original criteria 

for selection of case study sites included: 

a. representativeness of the district 

b. organizational stability of the district 

c. an active labor relations history 
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d. evidence of citizen participation in district affairs 

e. bargaining is part of the current academic year 

Desert School District meets all of the above 

criteria, and therefore is an appropriate district in which 

to apply this generational framework. This district, 

presently serving 55,422 students, was organized on November 

18, 1867 and was the first school district created in Verde 

County; (Hoffman, 1982). The local teachers' association, 

the Desert Education Association, with 2,607 members, 

currently represents the 3,060 certified employees of the 

district in negotiation, (Citizen, 4/10/86), and has been 

involved in contract negotiations since 1967. Citizens have 

actively participated in district affairs since its 

inception (Hoffman, 1982). 

Of Kerchner and Mitchell's eight original study 

sites, four were in California, a state which provides 

statutory guidance for collective bargaining by teachers, 

and four were in Illinois, a state which, at that time, did 

not. Since Arizona provides no statutory guidance for 
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collective bargaining by teachers, the selected district is 

comparative to the Illinois districts in the original study. 

In size, however, this district is most comparable to 

Palermo, one of the California districts. 

Data Sources 

Data to complete the case study has been gathered 

through document collection, contract and arbitration 

history analysis, and personal interviews. 

Raw data sources in each area include: 

a. Document collection: board minutes, community and 

district publications, newspaper articles, research studies, 

and census data, relating to the period of 1966-1986. 

b. Contract and arbitration history analysis: 

contracts formally negotiated in the district from 1967 to 

1987, key memoranda of agreement, and matters formally 

arbitrated during that period of time. 

c. Personal interviews: semi-structured field 

interviews ranging in length from 30 minutes to over two 

hours, were conducted with 59 persons who have played a key 

role in district labor relations. Respondents include present 

and former board members, superintendents, acting 

superintendents, central office administrators, site 

administrators, negotiators, .association officials, 

parent-teacher organization leaders, identified community 

coalition leaders, and others targeted by respondents during 
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the interview process as key actors. Most of these interviews 

were tape recorded for later analysis. 

Discussions with Charles T. Kerchner, Director and 

Principal Investigator of the original project, and Wayne 

Erck, a research associate who subsequently published a 

dissertation based on data from this project led to a 

decision to omit two types of data from the project which 

had been part of the Kerchner study. Both researchers felt 

that questionnaires and traditional contract analyses that 

looked at the number and types of items found in contracts 

were not productive or necessary to the project. This study 

collected and analyzed data from both contracts and 

grievance arbitration, however, in terms of generational 

criteria. This study also collected data in greater depth 

than did the original study regarding changes in 

international, national, state, community and district 

factors since 1967, because Kerchner suggested such data 

would have been of great value in the original study. 

The Interview Schedule 

Interview data has been collected according to an 

interview schedule that included (a) generic questions for 

all respondents, and (b) particularized questions that 

relate to the respondent's role within the time period of 

his/her direct involvement in the district. The schedule 

used in this study is adapted from the one used in 

Kerchner's project. Some of the questions from that 
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instrument, especially relating to the respondent's personal 

profile, were incorporated into this study's interview 

schedule. The schedule consists of open-ended and closed 

questions and addresses the areas of information needed to 

complete the case study outline. Questions relating to 

information that was easily available from other sources, 

and for which the resondent's perceptions were not germane, 

were dropped from the schedule. Although everyone contacted 

agreed to be interviewed, time was a major constraint in 

some cases. Where this was true, particularized questions 

relating to the role of the respondent were asked first, and 

generalized ones were asked if time permitted. 

Analysis of Data 

A case study outline similar to that used in the 

Kerchner study has been utilized to develop the case study 

quantitative and qualitative data. As in the original study, 

the case study is intended to be a brief history of labor 

relations within the district and also an in-depth look at 

bargaining situations in the district during negotiating 

cycles. Data collected helped to confirm or deny the 

existence of generational development. 

The case study outline includes: 

1. Identifying Information 

1.1 School district formal name and references 

1.2 City, county and metro area where located 

1.3 State identification number, if any 



1.4 Number of school sites 

1.5 Current enrollment 

1.6 Roster of administrative names 

1.7 Organizational chart 

1.8 Community character 

2. School Organization and Environment Information 

2.1 Number and story of superintendent turnovers 

2.2 School board election history 
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2.3 Major incidents, disturbances, interventions by 

state or federal education officials, court suits and their 

importance 

2.4 Story of financial condition of district 

2.5 Relationships: district and political 

subdivisions 

2.6 Reputation and regard of the district 

2.7 Public notice of district by outsiders 

2.8 Scholarly notice of district or subunits 

3. Community Participation and Influence Structure 

3.1 District sanctioned committees 

3.2 Committees, organizations, etc., concerned with 

educational matters that are not sanctioned by the school 

district 

3.3 Instances in which the known values or 

preferences of a segment of the community have altered 

school decision making without explicit voice being given to 

those positions 



3.4 Segments of the community that school board 

and/or superintendent believe it advisable to consult prior 

to making major decisions 
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3.5 Impact of labor relations on school board 

elections or other elections relating to how schools operate 

3.6 Role of election of pro-union or anti-union 

candidates in the functioning of the school board (in terms 

of issues considered or processes used) 

4. Labor Relations Information 

4.1 Bargaining representatives history 

4.2 Teachers' organization history 

4.3 Extent of school administrator organization 

4.4 Strikes or other job actions 

4.5 Number of teacher contracts 

4.6 Non-strike disturbance history 

4.7 Grievance history 

4.8 Major bargaining issues in each negotiation 

4.9 Process of deciding on bargaining issues and 

strategy in the union 

4.10 Tone of labor management relationships 

4.11 Description of the bargaining process 

4.12 Contract history analysis 

Historical and descriptive materials gathered were used to 

conceptualize and interpret the labor relations picture in 

the district within the generational framework developed by 

the Kerchner group. 



Interview data gathered in the district has been 

subjected to at least three iterations of analysis: 
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1. Basic Categorical Information. Selective information 

from the interviews relating to specific topics has been 

coded and recorded on cards and used with other documentation 

necessary to complete a Summary District Record (Table 2) 

which were then contrasted with those compiled for the eight 

districts in the Kerchner study. 

2. Variables and Descriptions. This analysis required 

transcribing onto cards direct quotes or observations which 

bear directly upon: 

a. the assignment to categories (as shown in Table 

3) and whether or not each individual within a district 

had the same perception of the district's development, 

b. the presence or absence of external events, such 

as a natural disaster, unusual community culture or an 

extreme financial situation, 

c. parent participation or community participation 

in bargaining, 

d. the effects of collective bargaining on 

teaching, teachers, managers and governance, 

e. level of conflict or strife, 

f. historical time1ine with critical incidents 

indicative of generational movement (Kerchner and Mitchell, 

1981, p. C-10). 
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Table 2. Summary district record. 

District Name 1.0. 
Enrollment trend <>257.) (+10-25) (+10-10) (-10-25) (~-25) 

Budget millions 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

Financial Status: Crisis Troubled Under Control Comfortable Surplus 
Super 1 2 3 4 5 
Union 1 2 3 4 5 
Board 1 2 3 4 5 

Community: [urban (1 ). rural (2 ). suburban (3 )] [stable (1 ) . unstable (2 ) ] 

Labor Perception: Hi. Con. Truce Some Trust Working Cooperation 
Super 1 2 3 4 5 
Union 1 2 3 4 5 
Board 1 2 3 4 5 

Bargaining Agent: NEA (1). AFT (2) • Other (3) • None (4) 1st Year? 
Percent Membership: __ ; Grievances this year7 __ _ 

Recognition Conflict: None (1 ). Raucus Debate (2 ). Job Action (3 ). Strike (4 

Strikes: number __ ; year of moot recent __ ; duration of most recent __ 

Board Elections: interest? [yes (1 ). no (2 ) ] [successful (1 ). unsuccessful (2 ) I 
Impact: harm mixed-harm neutral mixed-help help don't know 

Super 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Union 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Board 1 2 3 4 5 6 

(Source: Kerchner & Mitchell, 1981) 



Table 3. 

FIRsr 
GENEllATION 

The generations of labor relations: 
categories. 

key 

FIRsr 
aJNFLICT 

se:::oND 
GENERATION 

SEl:OND 
OJNFLICT 

'llURD 
GENERATION 

Description of tabor Relations 

What 
Happens 

Symbols 
Raised 

Cooflict 

Trust: 
teachers 
& dist. 

Catalyst 
or 
trigger 
bringing 

Daninant 
Ccalition 
Members -----------------------------
Other 
Events 

Period 
Descrip
tor 

Other 
Key 
Charac
teristics 

Noted 
Variance 

(Adapted from Kerchner & Mitchell, 1981) 
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The information was indexed by generation and then 

cross indexed by other areas of interest, such as 

"conflict," "teacher militancy," or "impact." 

The generational framework has been used as. a means 

of sorting the data. Congruence with and divergence from 

the pre-existing framework is noted. The key categories 

developed in the original generational movement framework 

that were utilized to organize the data include: 
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(1) documentation of what happens: (2) the symbols raised: 

(3) indicators of observed conflict: (4) indicators of 

trust/distrust between teachers and district: (5) identified 

catalyst or trigger: (6) dominant coalition members: 

(7) presence or absence of external events: (8) period 

descriptors and other key characteristics. 

3. A Longitudinal Array. A longitudinal array of 

selected national, state, local and district events and actors 

was developed to assist in visualizing the interdependency of 

these several different contexts and to observe for key 

indications of generational movement. This array is generally 

similar to the longitudinal nested systems model developed by 

Louis M. Smith, John J. Prunty and David C. Dwyer to study 

innovation and change in schooling (Smith, et.al, 1981). 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) did not develop a 

contract or arbitration history for each of the districts in 

their study, although they did review some contracts from 

each district. In this study, however, information was 
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extracted from contracts on changes in both compensation and 

noncompensation provisions, and from arbitration documents 

on timing, key issues, actors, and evolutionary impact, and 

then both were coded according to generational criteria. 

In summary, this research project applies Kerchner 

and Mitchell's generational framework for labor relations in 

public education to an urban district in the southwestern 

United States. The study also evaluates the framework's 

capacity to describe and predict the evolvement of labor 

relations in that district. A case study approach has been 

used. Data have been collected that have helped to confirm 

or deny the existence of generational development and have 

expanded knowledg~ about changes in the district's operation 

during this period. Data sources include document 

collection, contract and arbitration history analysis, and 

semi-struc~ured personal interviews. Key categories 

developed in the original generational movement study have 

been used to organize the data, and findings have been 

charted, diagrammed and presented in case study form in 

Chapter Four. 

At the request of the district chosen as the site of 

this study, the names of the district, community, and key 

actors have been changed. Therefore, any name used should be 

assumed to be fictitious and any inadvertent association to an 

actual district, community, or person is purely coincidental. 

Consistency in the use of names is maintained throughout the 

bibliography. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE DESERT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Introduction 

Labor relations in Desert School District (DSD) has 

evolved through two generational periods and two periods of 

intergenerationa1 conflict. In 1986 relations appear to be 

suggestive of early third generation, although the balance 

is tentative and the ou'tcome of the present school board 

election will have an impact on the direction that district 

relations takes. In major ways, generational development in 

this district has evolved along the lines of the Kerchner 

and Mitchell framework. The district is somewhat 

idiosyncratic, however" in the nature of the coalitions 

formed, impeti for change, and the continuing unresolved 

legal questions regarding collective bargaining in Arizona 

resulting from the lack of legislative guidance in this 

area. This chapter will address the environment in which 

Desert School District is set, district demographics, the 

generational framework as it applies to Desert School 

District and the impact of teacher collective bargaining on 

this district. 
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The Environment 

Desert School District is the oldest and by far the 

largest school district in Saguaro, Arizona, the county seat 

of Verde County. Saguaro, Arizona has grown from a small 

southwestern town to a large, diverse city of over 368,000 

people within the city limits, and 600,000 in the larger 

metropolitan area. A part of the community would like to 

hold onto Saguaro's small town identity and are saddened by 

its growth, while others are frustrated by what they 

consider to be a denial of its size and problems. The 

population is predicted to swell to over a million people 

before the year 2000. Its economic base has changed from 

mining and farming to high technology, tourism and 

hospitality industries. It is the home of a major 

university, growing with the community since territorial 

days. 

A 1986 marketing research survey found that the key 

present community concerns are traffic congestion, crime and 

personal safety (Forecast 86). Despite its growth, Saguaro 

has a very stable population of whom 36 percent has been in 

Arizona more than 20 years and 47 percent for 11 years or 

more (Forecast 86). Older neighborhoods within the city 

still tend to be stable, marked by gradual rather than 

abrupt change. From a "cowtown," it has grown to a diverse 

urban center, though some still describe the prevailing 
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attitude as "provincial." As one person expressed it: 

"Saguaro is still a small town at heart." Saguaro shows 

both the richness and stress of change. It is, overall, a 

tolerant community and, for all of its diversity, continues 

to have a positive community identity and is viewed by most 

community members as a good place to live. Field notes 

indicate that Saguaro also is seen as a moderately liberal 

pocket in a conservative, right-to-work state. As the 

population has grown, political power has shifted from old, 

pioneer families to a rather diverse group of changing 

constituencies. The center of population has moved from the 

central city to the eastern and northern mountains and is 

now moving west again. Saguaro's population is 72.4 percent 

White, 21 percent Hispanic, 2.8 percent Black, and 3.8 

percent Other (predominantly American Indian and Asian). 

Tohono O'Odham and Yaqui reservations are part of Verde 

County and an important part of Saguaro's history. 

The District 

Desert School District (DSD) was formally 

established on November 18, 1867, long before Arizona was 

declared a state in 1912. DSD was the first school district 

in Verde County (Cooper, 1967). Today, its boundaries cover 

228 square miles, 99 schools, and 55,422 students, an 

increase over the prior year but less than its maximum 

enrollment of 63,449 students in 1974. The present increase 



in enrollment comes largely in elementary schools, the 

impact of what is sometimes called the "mini-baby boom" or 

"boom1et" period nationwide. At present, junior high 

enrollment continues a downward trend. projections suggest 

that high school enrollment will also follow this trend. 

(See Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6). 
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The district spans both the central city and the 

suburbs. Although the community grew dramatically 

throughout the 1970s, much of the growth was across school 

boundaries and absorbed by suburban school districts in the 

area, lessening the influx of students into the district. 

Some observers also argue that an increased number of 

parents placed their children in private schools during the 

late 1970s which may have had an impact on student 

population in the district in this period. Whatever the 

cause, 1975 marked the beginning of a decade of declining 

enrollment. This fact had impact on decision making in the 

district and on teacher-district relations. At present, the 

community is experiencing record growth, with increased 

density impact. Ethnically, the district is diverse, and 

representative of the community it serves. 

Employing over 7000 persons, Desert School District 

is a major employer in the Saguaro community. It often has 

-great impact on individual families, sometimes employing two 

or more members. In some cases these members represent two 

or more family generations. The teacher experience index 
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Figure 5. Elementary school enrollment, Desert School 
District. 
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indicates that Desert School District continues to have a 

more experienced group of teachers than do most other 

districts in the state. with retirements and increases in 

new hires, that experience differential recently has 

declined. The Desert Education Association (DEA) represents 

3060 Desert School District employees as "members of the 

bargaining unit." These include teachers, counselors, 

nurses, special education teachers, bilingual education 

specialists, and other noninstructiona1 specialists. The 

Desert Education Association (DEA) was first established in 

1917. The 1985-86 paid membership in the DEA was 2607. 
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Most persons interviewed mentioned size of the 

district and its diversity as part of this district's 

distinctiveness. Certainly, size has been a dominant factor 

in this district's history, and its impact has been both 

positive and negative. Size helped to make both the 

district and the education association influential in state 

decision making. Size has made it possible to offer a wide 

range of services to a diverse group of students. During 

Martin Robbin's 27 year superintendency from 1941 to 1968, 

the district's size as well as Robbin's reputation as an 

educational leader, made DSD a nationally known entity. 

This district established one of the first special education 

programs in the United States, and in 1951 was the first 

Arizona district to voluntarily desegregate its elementary 



schools after the legislature passed enabling legislation 

(also Hoffman, 1982). 
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Generally speaking, the size of the district has 

contributed to the size of the DEA. Size of the education 

association, in turn, has contributed to its strength at the 

bargaining table and has given the organization added voice 

in school board elections. Teachers in DSD are 

characterized as being "very vocal," and this characteristic 

is credited to the strength of the DEA and the size of the 

district, both of which offer some security in numbers to 

dissenters. On the down side, size has also meant that 

both the DEA and the district operate in a fishbowl. 

Diverse interests in this large district have been difficult 

to address in commonly acceptable ways. Size has complicated 

the process of defining and responding to problems and 

adjusting to change. As one previous board member 

commented: "Because the district is so large, it is very 

difficult to bring about change. No matter what happens, 

like a glacier, it will come down the mountainside a half 

inch a year." 

During the period covered by this study (1965-1986), 

the district has had five superintendents, all of whom are 

still residents of Saguaro. They are Martin Robbin, (1941-

1968); Leland Thomas, (1968-1977); Lewin Walter, 

(1977-1978): George Melvin, (1979-1985) and Harry Paulson, 

(1986- ). Two deputy superintendents have served as 



acting superintendents during this time. Rita Frebold, now 

retired, filled the superintendency position during the 

illness of and following the resignation of Walter. Mary 

Dorsett, who recently left the district to assume an 

administrative position in another state, was acting 

superintendent following the resignation of Melvin. 

65 

The district, under its new superintendent, has been 

reorganized into five regions: one high school, one middle 

school, and three elementary regions. Regional organization 

was used previously, based on city areas rather than levels 

of educational management. Most persons interviewed 

described this change in terms varying from neutral to 

positive. Those who questioned the move, generally 

questioned the need for increasing the regional positions 

from three to five, increasing also the total number of 

district administrators. 

The community at large has not consistently been 

actively involved in the schools. Involvement typically has 

been episodic and come from special interest groups, usually 

regarding special issues such as school closures, major 

program cuts, and desegregation and equity issues. The 

media, particularly the two local newspapers, cover 

extensively the activities of the district. In the opinion 

of those interviewed, despite its problems, the district is 

a "good" district and is improving. District sponsored 

surveys indicate that people are generally pleased with its 
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schools. Two current board members, elected to the board in 

1984, indicated that feedback from the community regarding 

the district has grown more positive. In a 1986 business 

research survey, thirty-eight percent of surveyed Saguaro 

residents across all school districts rated their schools as 

"outstanding" or "good" in both 1984 and 1986, compared to 

52 percent of Phoenix residents and 70 percent of Scottsdale 

and Mesa residents. These ratings have not declined over 

the years of the survey (Forecast 86). 

During the period of this study, seventeen people 

have served as members of the five-member DSD school board. 

Of those, six have served over 10 years~ five served five to 

eight years~ one served four years and two have served two 

years or less. (See Table 4). The board increased from 

three to five members in 1955. Strain in the board-teacher 

relationship can be traced to the late 1960s. But it was 

1975, with the election to the board of Gonzales, the third 

Hispanic to be elected to the board in its history, and the 

initiation of a desegregation suit (of which he was a part), 

that marked the beginning of major change in board politics 

and public board conduct. Desire for change had been voiced 

largely in frustrati~n by Winn (1972-1975), but with more 

success by Gonzales (1975~1986) through what some termed as 

"protest politics." Superintendents Robbin and Thomas also 

trace the beginnings of change in the board-superintendent 

relationship generally to this time of changing board 



Table 4. 

1965 

Members of 
Education, 

Sarll,on 
( 1950) 

the Desert School District Board of 
1965-1987. 

Dimonco", 
( 1964) 

Hll1 Lil. HeIner 

--------!-------- ............ ------- --------------
1966 (reois) 

(not to run) Printer 
------------------ ----- ------

1967 " ... Ilton 

1968 

1969 

1970 
(not to run) 

1971 Vallan 
(defuted) 

1972 IIlnn 

1973 

1974 
(not to run) 

1975 Conzll •• 
(ruisn.d) 

1976 1I00ten 
(not to run) 

1977 An .. _nd 

-------- ------ ----- ------ 1---- -------- ---- ---------- ---- ----------
1978 

(not to run) 

1979 

1980 
(not to run) (not to run) 

1981 C.brilio 111110'" 

1982 

1981 

1984 

-----1-------------- _ .. _ .. -.. ---

----- -.. ----_ .... 
(not to run) (not to run) 

1985 lIood Strobe 

1986 
(not to run) 

1987 DoTal en 
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politics and public board conduct, although the board 

majority did not change, ideologically, until after the 

strike of 1978 with the exit of Hefner and Lim from the 

board. 

Generational Movement of Labor Relations 
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In major ways, generational movement in Desert 

School District has occurred along the lines of the Kerchner 

and Mitchell framework. Movement has been, as Kerchner and 

Mitchell suggest, through alternating periods of relative 

accommodation and conflict (see Figure 7). The two conflict 

peaks experienced by Desert School District occurred (1) 

during a 1978 recognition strike, and (2) during major 

confrontations of the board and superintendent in 1984 by a 

community coalition, special interest groups, and a 

school-community partnership group. Immediately following 

each conflict, major changes in governance of the district 

occurred. 

The district is somewhat idiosyncratic in contrast 

to the Kercher and Mitchell framework in the nature of the 

coalitions formed, impeti for change, and the continuing 

unresolved legal questions regarding collective bargaining 

in Arizona resulting from a lack of legislative guidance in 

this area. These points will be addressed below in 

relationship to generational movement. Movement in each 

generation will be addressed in the text in two ways, first 



Conflict 
1st 1st 
Generation Intergenerat

ional Crisis 

2nd 
Generation 

2nd 
Intergenerat
ional Crisis 

3rd 
Generation 

Conflict is episodic as the politic::!.l environr.lent of school:; becomes 
activated. The n::!.turc of labor relations chanGes az a result. 

(Source: Kerchner & Mitchell, 1981) 

Figure 7. Generational movement through altern~ting periods 
of relative accommodation and conflict. 
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in narrative form and then through a summary by category of 

the key elements discussed in the narrative. 
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Because of the complexities encountered in observing 

the district longitudinally from 1967-1987, Table 5 is 

presented at this point to assist the reader in visualizing 

some of the benchmarks noted across this period of time. 

Tables 6, 7, 9, 10, and 11 summarize progressively by 

category and by generation the key elements discussed in the 

narrative for the three generations and two periods of 

intergenerational conflict. 

The First Generation 

Conflict between teachers and districts was a 

recurring national theme of the late 1960s. However, 

teachers in Desert School District saw themselves in 

contrast to that national experience. They resisted efforts 

of NEA, AEA, and AFT to increase local confrontation (see 

also Hoffman, 1982). 

Under Robbin, superintendent from 1941-1968, the 

district grew dramatically along with the community. As 

Saguaro changed from a sleepy cowtown to a modern city, with 

all the problems attendant to that change, Robbin brought 

the school district through similar change. Under Robbin 

the district was paternalistically "a family" and was for 

many, in the words of some veteran district personnel, a 

"Camelot" (see also DEA documents, 1974). It was a period 



Table 5. A longitudinal nested systems array of key generational events in 
Desert School District. 

CA'l'B;QRy CE KE'i FIRSl' GEmltATION lS1' INmlGENmA-
tmNl'/FlIC'IOR TIOOM. CDNFLICT 

(1965 - 1977) (1978) 

Ni\TIONAL S:ENE Izx:reased militancy of Bargaining is 
teachers nationwide 118 jor issue of 

s::hoa1 boards (nat) 

DIS'IRICT~ Ceiling CXI spending (67): Desegregation Plan 
Negotiation Policy (67): (Phase I): 
Deseq/Minority issues (70' s): Pulled Negotiation 
Board elections now held with Policy: 

general elections (72): Atteapt to create a 
Highest dist. enrollJrent (74): "Calpanion Policy": 
M3.jor deseq. suit filed (74): New SUpt. hired: 
First impasse under N.P., "hard-liner"; 
to arbit./decision not agreed Rea:gnition Strike; 
by district· (74); Dist. hiring of 
1st year of declining cxmsul.tant as 
enroliIIent (75): negotiator; • 
om suit found for dist. 
that arbit. not binding (77) 

SB:XlND GEMllATION 

(1979 - 1983) 

Bargaining is not a 
118 jor issue of 
s::hoa1 boards (natl 

8ID;!et Crisis: (80); 
Beard grants binding 
grievance arbit. (80): 
Highest grievance 
level (83-84): 
Contract language 
creep: espec. transfer 
and limits on principal 
autonomy; 
OYer 80\ of admin. staff 
experience change (80-84) 

2N) INTEllGENmA-
TIONAL CXlNFLICT 

(1984) 

E)rergency tudget 
Jl'easures begwl; 
High internal , 
cxmmmity aanage
zrent concern: 
E8: confrontation: 
~ darands: 

BAR:iAININ:i HIS'roRY Inforaal. Negotiation Policy Consensus l\greeIIents: years· new agreerents negotiated: 

'lHIRO GEmllATION 

(1985 -

Bargaining again a 
s:hoo1 board issue 
(nationally) 

1st year of increasing 
enrollzrent; 
~an , Mcl.vin resign 
2 new board uembers 86; 
1 new board uember (87): 
Mem:lrandum of Agreemnt, 
1st ngt deI!and.s ( 85 ) ; 
DSD suit vs om (851: 
New faces at bargaining 
for dist./input fran ngt 
, CSK: utilized; 
Tooe ItDre balanced: 
Grievances at total of 5 
(Fall, 86); 
New negotiator (851; 
New supt. , Dorsett 
leaves district (86) 

Salary 
Ccmnittee 
(yearly 
proposals 
thru 1967) 

5-1re11lber Carmission 1978, 1979, 1960-82, 1982-84, 1984-1986; 1986-1989 

PRIM'\RY OIS'lRICT 
NEGOrIATOR 

SUPElUNl'l:NDENl'S 
(Years SfWIIlingl 

Robbin 

Robbin 
(1941-68) 

(1965 

(yearly (bargaining teams, om as recognized bargaining unit) ." 
oeet/confer) 

Herbert/nlarBs/t:01euan Coleuan Coleuan (~h 1980) Mulligan (81-84) Brendon 

'lllonas 
(1968-77) 

19771 

IoBlter Frebold (acting) Melvin 
(July 1977-Dec. 78) (1978-791 (1979-85) 

(19781 (1979 - 19831 (19841 

Dorsett (acting) Paulson 
(1985-86) (1986- ) 

(1985 -

N:7l'E: Band is adjusted because interconflict ~riods "'l!re IIt)re event laden. Fidelity of t:iJre span is not at issue. 

-...I ..... 
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of close cooperation between the DEA and the district, when 

most teachers shared ideologically with the superintendent 

and board a belief that the board and superintendent knew 

what was best for teachers and would act in their best 

interest. Robbin worked closely and harmoniously with his 

board, administrators and teachers, a relationship described 

by one administrator as a "partnership in education." 

Until 1962, when the legislature imposed an open 

meeting law, most issues were resolved by the school board 

in private and then voted on unanimously in public (ARS 

38-431, 1974). The open meetings law was received negatively 

by board members of that period. Private sessions allowed 

for the honest sharing of ideas, brainstorming of solutions, 

and supported a willingness to be vulnerable. The fear of 

being misunderstood, quoted prematurely, and looking 

ridiculous might limit such explicitly honest sharing in 

public. 

Another change in Arizona law during the late 1960s 

limited school districts to a 7 percent per year increase in 

spending based on the maintainance and operation budget. It 

created some difficulty for Robbin's administration, but 

generated greater problems for his successors who were 

caught in a squeeze of inflation, declining enrollment, 

federally stipulated programs, and increased employee 

salaries and benefits (see also district records, 

1960-1986). 
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Robbin has been well respected in the district and 

the community. One of his central office administrators 

said he was a person who had "an educational romance." 

Everyone interviewed who worked with him mentioned his role 

as an educational leader, and recalled his coming to 

classrooms, knowing every teacher's name, sending personal 

get well cards. He was described as a good listener and 

said to generally encourage input into decision making. 

Confronted by a problem, he often asked principals to gather 

information about the problem and solutions in their schools 

and then provide him with their findings and 

recommendations. The power coalition in the district, 

however, was clearly Robbin and the board. He respected the 

board and its policy making role and, in turn, kept his 

"board informed, expecting their respect for his judgment as 

chief executive (see also Hoffman, 1982). 

Public dissent among board members was relatively 

rare, and individual dissenters were not powerful enough to 

be able to change the character of the board. The great 

majority of board members had a business orientation. 

Hoffman also states that the board "displayed to a 

remarkable degree a religious, political, social, 

geographical, and economic uniformity" (Hoffman, 1982). The 

fact that the majority of those in power shared 

ideologically with the superintendent and respected his 

professional judgment in educational matters also 



74 

discouraged dissention, publically at least. Major issues 

addressed by the board in those years were educationally and 

financially or business centered, but were rarely social 

issues (Hoffman, 1982). 

Criticism of the district and the superintendent 

came relentlessly and profusely from one person, the editor 

of the morning paper who, it is said, had a personal rivalry 

or power conflict with Robbin. Editorials consistently 

criticized Robbin, the board, district bond issues and 

building programs and backed critics of the school board. 

These editorials, however, brought no wave of criticism from 

the community at large, and, "according to some observers, 

may have even served to strengthen the "family" bond among 

district employees, the superintendent and the board 

(Hoffman, 1982). With the exception of possibly influencing 

the failure of three school bond elections, (1957, 1962, and 

1964), the editorial attacks appeared to have little 

negative impact on board elections or on the district in 

general (see also Star, 1955-68~ Hoffman, 1982). Another 

potential source of conflict in DSD was averted during 

Robbin's superintendency, when U.S. Department of Health, 

Education, and welf~re, considered taking action against the 

district for possible racial imbalance in pupil and teacher 

assignment. Robbin's national reputation in civil rights 

and as an educational leader was sufficient to delay the 
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action until Thomas became superintendent in 1968 (Hoffman, 

1982). 

In 1966, the DEA membership included 93 percent of 

the district's teachers (Hoffman, 1982). Moreover, 

administrators were also members of DEA. Superintendent 

Robbin, the DEA spokesperson before the board, was generally 

perceived as the teachers' friend. Since the board granted 

Robbin the same increase in pay that they granted to 

teachers and administrators, his salary was based on what 

the teachers received (Hoffman, 1982). DEA was not 

generally a direct influence in the board's decision making, 

though a close and cordial relationship existed between the 

two, and the association nominated the school board for a 

national award in 1966 citing their "outstanding leadership 

in innovative education" (Hoffman, 1982; Star, Citizen, 

1975) • 

DEA was viewed by its membership as a "professional" 

education association that provided largely social and 

service functions. Membership in DEA was encouraged by 

Robbin and most DSD administrative positions were filled 

from the leadership ranks of DEA (Hoffman, 1982; District 

Handbooks, 1951-1968). DEA was criticized in the late 1960s 

and 1970s by its parent, the National Education Association, 

as being too docile, and by the American Federation of 

Teachers, which represented a small, but vocal group of 

teachers in the district, as being "an administrators' 

... 



union." In 1974 the AFL-CIO brought to Saguaro national 

recruiters in an effort to expand its 60 member group, 

saying that they were disillusioned with the "idealism and 

professionalism of DEA" (DEA Now, 6/26/74). On the 
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national scene, administrators, once the national decision 

makers in NEA, were slowly being discouraged from membership 

as the NEA became an increasingly militant national 

organization (also Tyack and Hansot, 1984). By late 1969, 

administrators from other Arizona districts, but not Desert, 

were seriously considering a split with AEA (see also 

Hoffman, 1982: Star 11/21/69). 

The DEA chose not to follow the leadership advice of 

NEA, AEA and AFT. However, the association did request a 

collective bargaining relationship with the district as 

early as 1959, and by 1964 was becoming more involved in 

voicing concerns to the board. When the association's 

salary commission formally sought a negotiation policy in 

1967, the board encouraged the move. Trustees at the time 

indicated that their visits to conferences and other 

districts had made them aware of the increasing militancy 

occurring elsewhere between teachers and school boards, and 

they wanted to avoid such problems in Desert School 

District. They considered the move to be proactive, a means 

of demonstrating mutual trust. When the idea had been 

discussed originally in 1964, Robbin was hesitant to support 

such a policy. He believed that the time and money spent on 
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"bargaining" would be great, and he questioned whether the 

value of the process would equal its cost. He supported the 

proposal in 1967, however. He said that although he didn't 

believe it was necessary and although it would be time 

consuming, "it seemed to be important to teachers." The 

"principle of negotiation" was approved at the board meeting 

of April 11, 1967 and a committee was formed consisting of 

representatives of AFT and DEA teachers, building 

administrators and central administrators. 

The committee's task was to develop the document, as 

well as "the guidelines and mechanics for negotiation." A 

negotiation policy was developed in committee and approved 

unanimously b~ the board on December 1, 1967. The policy 

provided for a five member Negotiation Commission. 

Appointment of members was by percentage of membership in 

"any recognized organization" (Negotiation Policy, 1967-68). 

The DEA, as the organization representing almost all of the 

district's teachers and administrators, chose the three 

teachers and two administrators who served on the 

commission. The commission would formally meet and confer 

with a district representative on economic issues and some 

working conditions, especially class size and planning time. 

The negotiation policy offered an opportunity for t~achers 

to have greater involvement in curriculum and other issues 

affecting their daily work life. Not all areas were 

addressed yearly. The commission, with board approval, 
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selected specific topics for discussion in a given year. 

Binding arbitration was not included. That decision was 

guided by legal advice and was premised on the assumption 

that because Arizona provided no guidance on the subject of 

public labor negotiations, the board could not surrender its 

policy making power to an arbitrator (see also Board Minutes 

4/11/67; 12/1/67). The negotiation policy was perceived by 

both teachers and the board as a "stabilizing structure," 

and a "symbol of the trust" they shared (see also Hoffman, 

1982). 

In the spring of 1968, the first year of negotiation 

under the new policy, the board gave a raise that was 70 

percent less than that requested by DEA. The DEA suggested 

that teachers leave their contracts unsigned in protest. 

However, this was not achieved as a collective action 

(Star 4/12/68; Hoffman, 1982). During the following year, 

the Commission members received some negotiation training 

through DEA. Overall, relationships between the district 

and commission negotiators were still described by members 

as being cordial. 

Both the district's growth and this relative labor 

peace continued under Thomas, who became superintendent in 

1968. He is described almost unanimously as a soft-spoken, 

kind, "Southern gentleman" who joined the district in 1956 

as a central office administrator. His style was slow, 

methodical, and "deceivingly" mellow. Teachers and 
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administrators generally respected Thomas as a person and as 

"the boss." His relationship with the board was somewhat 

different from Robbin's. One board member said that he 

"formalized" the relationship between the superintendent and 

board. Rather than Robbin's approach of presenting all 

optio.ns to the board and arguing, often vigorously and 

repeatedly, for those he preferred, Thomas took to the board 

only those recommendations that he felt they could support. 

Preliminary signs of problems in district employee 

and community relations began to appear. Even in 1970, 

teachers threatened not to sign a contract they did not 

like. Also, increasing external threats from local minority 

groups and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

regarding racial imbalance prompted the district to hire an 

attorney (Hoffman, 1982~ board minutes, December, 1970). 

The second half of Thomas's tenure (1974-1977) was 

marked by an escalation of problems. Shrinking funds, 

declining student enrollment, increased social problems, 

especiallY ethnic tensions, and changing school board 

politics and teacher-district relationships were among the 

major problems to be addressed. This was a time during 

which the district was under attack from many quarters. A 

national movement to organize teachers was in full swing, 

and the then largest district in Arizona was difficult to 

ignore. As in other parts of the country, the number of 

male teachers in DSD classrooms had grown. An increasingly 
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vocal minority community, failing to get action regarding 

its concerns in the early 1970s, filed a 'discrimination suit 

against the district in 1974 that dragged into 1977. The 

legislatively-imposed ceiling on school funding combined 

with other economic problems to bring new fiscal concerns to 

the district. As in past years, the district was capable of 

making money through its investments that defrayed some new 

expenses, but under the imposed funding limits coupled with 

declining enrollments, they were not allowed to incorporate 

these earnings as revenue. The mid-1970s brought declining 

enrollment, yet increased specialized federal programs. No 

comparable decline in number of teachers occurred. 

Although the school board retained a strong, 

cohesive majority, considering the political climate of the 

times, its political nature now seemed "conservative," and 

its constituency began to change. In 1972, the decision was 

made to hold school board elections with general elections. 

Previously, they had been held before or after general 

elections. This move effectively opened the board elections 

somewhat, increasing the number of votes required to elect 

board members and the constituency who might choose to vote. 

It also changed the level of power' that. the district and its 

employees had in deciding who might be elected. Instead, 

political party politics began to figure more prominently 

in that decision. 
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Lena Winn, who was elected in 1972 but left the 

board in 1975 before her term was completed, citing both 

frustration and personal issues, and Richard Gonzales, who 

was elected in 1975 and retired from the board in 198.6, were 

the first two board members elected in this manner. Both 

were dissenting voices on the board, challenging the board 

majority. Gonzales, particularly, had a strong Hispanic 

constituency that helped to elect him to the board on his 

second attempt. He was, at the time he was elected, a young 

man in his mid-twenties, a plaintiff in a 1974 minority 

class action suit against the district, and "a lone wolf, 

screaming about what was going on with minority kids." He 

engaged in what was called "protest politics" (see also 

Hoffman, 1982). He said of the political change: 

The politics of the school boards was controlled 
primarily by the employees of the school system, and 
by the real close affiliation of parents groups, 
PTA, etc., retired personnel and administrators. 
Among those four groups they basically decided who 
was on the board and who was not. When it moved 
into the general election· you went from 8 to 9 
percent of public voting to 30, 35, 40 percent. The 
bulge of 20 percent extra voters in that election 
obviously meant that you had franchised a whole 
different group of public voting on these elections. 
Consequently, political organizations began to have 
more effect on the school board election. I mean 
partisan politics, Democrat and Republican. You 
also had issues that determined who voted for you. 
There was a tremendous increase in the number of 
minority voters in school board elections, and 
organized labor came to have an impact on the 
electi·:ms. 

Although a conservative block on the board continued 

to support Thomas throughout his superintendency, and a 
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powerful "old palace guard" of administrators remained 

loyal, if relatively autonomous agents, the dissention on 

the board and changing foci in the community and the 

district required that Thomas and the board direct their 

attention to crisis after crisis. The posture of the board 

and superintendent moved from proactive and offensive to 

reactive and defensive. As one administrator said, "We lost 

the offensive." Under fire from many fronts, and 

ideologically out of sync with the period in which he found 

himself, Thomas struggled to maintain firm control. As he 

described it: "I was the appropriate target. It's the 

superintendent's job to take the heat." 

Disbelieving that professional teachers should 

bargain, and seeing unionization as divisive, Thomas 

delegated most district-teacher issues to others and 

concentrated on the seemingly more pressing issues of 

desegregation, financial stability and dissention among the 

board. He may, in fact, have insulated himself from the 

teachers to the degree that he underestimated the level of 

their concern over salary issues, a regular voice in 

district affairs, and interpretation of the negotiation 

policy (see also Hoffman, 1982). Additionally, according to 

one person interviewed, there were some teachers who now 

felt like they were "step-children" in the DSD family. 

Primarily, they were women or ethnic minorities who believed 

they were not treated with equity in the system. 
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In the early 1970s teachers voiced distress over 

their lack of success in achieving their requested salary 

and benefit increases in the district. In 1973 one 

negotiation commission member resigned in disgust, saying 

that the negotiation policy did the teachers no good. Not 

until 1974, however, was the negotiation policy really 

tested to arbitration. The first major conflict with the 

teachers' organization over recognition and voice and the 

language of the negotiation policy occurred when Thomas, and 

upon his recommendation, the board, refused to accept the 

recommendation of an advisory arbitration committee 

regarding a salary increase for teachers. The DEA sued the 

district, alleging breach of contract against the board (see 

also Star 6/4/74; DEA NOw, May, 1974). This was a major 

and painful move for "family members," but they felt that 

Thomas and the board had not acted in good faith (see also 

DEA documents, 1974). 

The negotiation policy at the time stated that in 

the event of impasse, a three member advisory committee 

would be named, one by the negotiation commission, one by 

the district, and one acceptable to both who would act as 

the chairman. This committee would "make written 

recommendations for settlement, within the bounds of current 

negotiations, to the Board and the Negotiation Commission; 

and these recommendations shall be accepted in good faith by 

both parties and be made public" (Negotiation Policy, 
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1972-1973, p. 72). That language had been added to the 

negotiation policy during a series of meetings held in the 

fall of 1971 on modifying the language of the policy, and. 

was reflected for the first time in the 1972-73 handbook. 

Insofar as those involved are able to recall or document, 

the language was proposed by DEA's negotiation commission 

and was added to "further recognize the good faith in which 

the district and its teachers operated." Neither party 

perceived impasse as a likely possibility, since agreements 

were made by the parties involved and both Jack Coleman, the 

negotiator for the district, and the members of the 

negotiation commission valued consensus. The language in 

the negotiation policy speaks of trust and openness; it was 

a "gentlemen's agreement." Althoug~ it has been suggested, 

there is no evidence to show that the language was provided 

directly or indirectly from NEA or AEA. One of the key 

commission members at that time stated that the DEA was 

actually more experienced in bargaining than its state level 

counterpart, AEA, in the early 1970's. Maggie Rodeka, 

President of DBA during the 1974 bargaining period, agreed, 

stating also that when she traveled to Colorado or Texas to 

meetings, she was always overwhelmed by how far ahead and 

how "Camelot-like" the district was. It is difficult to 

know in hindsight what meaning for this language was 

intended by the parties. No one working on the language 

change was a lawyer, and it is possible that both parties 
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were naive. As it had not been tested, the question 

apparently was not raised. The commission, however, clearly 

assumed "that "accepted" meant "agreed to" as a matter of 

good faith. 

The board and Thomas determined in 1974 that the 

term "accepted" meant only that the board would "receive" 

not "be bound by" the report. They reminded the association 

that in Arizona they could not legally enter into binding 

arbitration over such matters of policy. The leadership of 

DEA seemed to feel that by bringing the lawsuit, even if 

they lost, at least they would have taken a stand against 

what they felt was inappropriate, bad faith action. The 

board and Thomas had not kept their word, and were no longer 

trustworthy. The stated purpose of the lawsuit, according 

to a letter from the attorney representing the association 

was to determine: 

(1) whether the negotiation procedure as set 
forth in the Professional Negotiation Policy as 
published in the Faculty Handbook, 1973-74, is a 
valid contract which gives teachers' organizations a 
right to collectively bargain and thereby effect the 
terms of their individual employment contracts in a 
manner favorable to themselves and 

(2) whether you as a certificated employee are 
entitled to a 7.8 percent salary increase as the 
Advisory Committee recommended under the 
aforementioned Professional Negotiation Policy 
instead of the 6 percent increase which the School 
District has directed (DEA documents, Letter dated 
July 23, 1974). 

The salary issue was somewhat more involved than the 

letter indicates. The teachers had accepted a 3.95 percent 
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increase in salary in 1973, which meant that they actually 

"earned" less than in 1972, given the inflation rate. They 

were promised that in 1974 the district would "make it up to 

them." When the arbitration committee supported a 7.8 

percent increase, teachers expected that the board would act 

on their "good faith" promise and grant it. Thomas, on the 

other hand, had argued since the beginning of the 1974 

negotiations that the district could pay no more than 6 

percent (see also DEA documents 1972-1974). 

Thomas responded to the filing of the suit by 

canceling his membership in the association and asking (some 

say pressuring) other administrators to do likewise. It was 

a difficult decision and created divided loyalty among 

administrators (see also Star and Citizen, 1974; DEA 

publications, 1974). The suit was decided in 1977, and as 

everyone apparently anticipated, it supported the board's 

position that such decisions belonged solely to the board 

and arbitration decisions were not binding. The 1977 

decision brought attention once more to the issue of the 

scope of board responsibility and power in Arizona. 

Some persons pinpoint this 1974 crisis as the 

beginning of a change in the DEA from an association to a 

union. One negotiator said, "The association became a union 

probably before they knew it, and before we did either." 

Viewing the situation from the point of view of the 

teachers, if the board and the superintendent would not keep 



their promises, and arbitration was not binding, the 

teachers' voice in the district was neither legally nor 

practically recognized, a very unsteady situation. 

Leland Thomas retired in 1977 and Lewin Walter was 

hired to replace him. Thomas's leaving marked the close of 

an era for the Desert School District "family." 

Description of Labor Relations in the First Generation 
By Major Category 

Table 6 provides a categorical summary of labor 
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relations in Desert School District in the first generation. 

What Happens. During the period of 1966-1977 

teachers in DSD sought organized voice. In 1967 the board 

and superintendent agreed to approve a negotiation policy 

developed by a committee that they appointe~. This policy 

provided for a five member Negotiation Commission that 

presented teacher proposals to the board through a district 

representative. No single group was designated as sole 

representative of the teachers. Any group with 21 percent 

of district employee membership could select a 

representative on the commission. 

The process was essentially meet and confer. The 

board retained final decision making power. Prior to 1967, 

a teachers' salary committee developed salary and fringe 

benefit proposals. Under the negotiation policy, teachers 

were able to increase the scope of negotiation and to 



Table 6. The generations of labor relations in DSD 
(first generation) . 
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include language to provide for resolution of impasse. The 

language, apparently not commonly understood, was a 

statement which teachers understood to mean that in the 

event of impasse, an advisory arbitration committee would 

make a decision which would be "accepted" by the board, 

meaning, the board would be bound by the decision. In the 

impasse of 1974, the board chose not to follow the decision 

of the committee. The DEA charged the district with 

bargaining in bad faith. Resolution of a suit filed against 

the district by DEA in this matter was decided for the 

district in 1977, confirming their "power" to determine such 

matters in the district. This 1977 decision helped to set 

up the series of events in 1978 that led to the October 1978 

teachers' strike. 

Symbols Raised. Among the dominant symbols from 

1974 to 1977 were "cooperation with increasing frustration," 

"unfairness by the board," "the need for voice in district 

affairs," and an expressive quote from a greeting card sent 

by a principal to the president of the DEA in 1974: "They 

can't fire us, slaves have to be sold." 

Conflict. Conflict between teachers and the 

district in the decade between 1967 and 1977 was slowly 

rising, as teachers moved from a position of relative 

acceptance of a "paternalistic system" and an ideology that 

"the board and superintendent know best" to increasing 



militancy in association leadership, aided by strong 

encouragement from the AEA and NEA. 

Trust: Teachers and District. Mutual trust, high 
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in the district prior to 1966, gradually began to decrease 

during this period, and received a strong depressor from 

the district's 1974 refusal to accept the arbitrators' 

recommendation. However, the district administration's 

posture toward problems became increasingly defensive during 

the 1970s: and the board's majority also demonstrated an 

increasing rigidity and a closed posture. Gonzales stated 

that the board majority took the position that they "were 

the district and that they were right." 

Catalyst or trigger bringing. Catalysts included: 

(1) impasse resolution, 1974. 

(2) election of Gonzales to board, 1974. 

(3) court decision of 1977 confirming board position to 

limit power and scope of bargaining to teachers. 

(4) militancy of teachers in other parts of the country, 

including a Scottsdale strike in 1971, (the first in Arizona). 

(5) pressure and organizational assistance from AEA, NEA 

and AFT. 

(6) more involvement by AEA and NEA with DEA through 

returning funds to the local association to fill a UniServ 

staff position providing a stronger link between DEA and the 

state and national associations. 
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(7) minority issues, especially a desegregation case that 

"put the district on hold for six or eight years." 

Dominant Coalition Members. The superintendent 

and board majority made up the major coa"li tion in this 

period. They shared in ideology and educational goals for 

the district. Principals, increasingly autonomous during 

this period, were, less directly, also a part of this 

coalition. They gave general support to the superintendent 

and board majority. 

Other Events. Major events included: 

(1) a shift of leadership, with the retirement of Robbin, 

a revered, educational leader with a national reputation, 

marked an opportunity for dissenting groups to seek greater 

voice in the district. 

(2) access to HEW provided additional power to those 

interested in challenging the district on issues of racial 

imbalance. 

(3) the move in 1972 to hold board elections with general 

elections, shifting the control over the election of board 

members to more partisan politics and a broader constituency. 

(4) declining enrollment, increasing federal programs, and 

increased financial problems. 

Period Descriptors and Other Key Characteristics. 

This period was predominantly a meet and confer period, with 
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major emphasis on salary and benefits, but with increasing 

focus on working conditions, especially class size and 

planning periods. The teachers' role during this period was 

largely advisory. Dispositional power remained with the 

board and superintendent. 

Noted Variance in DSD from the Kerchner/Mitchell 

Framework. Three major areas of variance are noted in the 

first generation: 

(1) This district depicted itself as "a Camelot." The 

teachers sought and received a negotiation policy without 

threat and even with the encouragement of the board, unlike 

the districts in the Kerchner and Mitchell study. 

(2) The negotiation policy did not recognize the DEA as 

the exclusive bargaining unit for teachers. In fact, by 1974, 

there was a State Attorney General's opinion that precluded 

such exclusive representation. A formula was used for 

recognizing associations and providing membership on the 

commission. Because most teachers and administrators were 

members of DEA, that association still controlled the 

commission selection process. 

(3) Arizona is a nonbargaining state, not only providing 

no explicit guidance for bargaining, but also, through most 

court and state attorney general opinions, confirming the 

power and sole responsibility of the board for making major 

policy decisions in the district. Binding arbitration, 
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according to these interpretations, is not something that the 

board has the power to give away. In the first generation, 

this issue influenced the nature of the original negotiation 

policy, the decision in 1974 by the board not to ratify the 

arbitration committee's recommendations and the increasing 

level of conflict between the board and superintendent and the 

DEA. 

First Intergenerationa1 Conflict 

This period was relatively brief; it continued from 

January to November, 1978. Its peak lasted five days, from 

October 2 through October 6, 1978. The period was marked by 

two parallel events, the initial implementation of the first 

phase of a desegregation order in the beginning of the 

1978-79 school year, and a five day teachers' recognition 

strike that same year. Conflict during this period was very 

acute and public. The community, particularly parents and 

the media, played an important role in determining the 

board's response to the strike. Distrust between the 

teachers and the district was high. 

Several factors served to trigger this conflict: 

(1) The new leadership of the DEA was more "radical" and 

vocal (one board"member said "rabble rousers") than those who 

had held the positions previously. Comments such as "high 

handed school board," "association-busting superintendent," 

and "undeclared warfare" were common in this period. 
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(2) Teacher salaries in this district, at one time 

pacesetting in the state, were progressively falling further 

and further behind the cost of living. 

(3) NEA and AEA were encouraging a more militant stand by 

teachers in the Desert School District and providing help 

through a UniServ local paid staff position and "strike" 

advisors. 

(4) The board majority was being confronted frequently and 

publically by the "unruly kid" Gonzales, who refused to play 

by the unwrItten rules that had been in place for as long as 

anyone could remember. 

(5) The community of parents was very concerned about 

desegregation, and more specifically the prospects of busing 

and closing schools. 

(6) Armed with the court's opinion in the DEA suit on 

binding arbitration, the board began to question the scope and 

language of the Negotiation Policy and the increasing strength 

of the DEA. 

(7) In March, 1977 the board hired ~ewin Walter as the new 

superintendent to replace Thomas, effective July, 1977. Walter 

was previously from a district in Ohio that had maintained a 

hardline approach in a strike situation and had been 

successful in breaking the strike with the support of the 

community. He was new to the district and to the community 

and was received suspiciouslY by the teachers. His style was 



95 

described as being authoritarian and autocratic. Typical 

comments include: "competent"; "a bad guy'; "he attracts 

detractors"; "his reputation was union buster and teachers 

thought that was what he was picked for and they reacted 

accordingly"; "lacked polish"; "his name will live in infamy"; 

"he wasn't honest with the board or the district"; "it became 

him and so he was the issue ••• it was a dog eat dog kind of 

relationship." The evening paper quoted a district 

administrator as saying: "Lew walked into three buzz saws at 

the same time [teacher unrest, desegregation, and an 

administration reorganization]" (Citizen 8/19/80). His 

three most critical problems appeared to be an entrenched 

central office bureaucracy, a heavy-handed school board, and 

his own personality. 

(8) As school began in 1977, the board chairman, Marie 

Hefner, and Walter admitted publicly for the first time that 

the district would probably lose the desegregation suit, for 

which a decision was imminent. No matter what issues school 

board candidates running for three board seats in November, 

1977 wished to talk about, the only one that the community 

wanted to discuss was busing. Among the existing board, the 

three still powerful members who voted on almost every issue 

as a block, were considered to be anti-busing and two of them 

were running for re-election in 1977. The one Hispanic member, 

Gonzales, had been an original plaintiff in the suit. The two 

majority members won reelection. Jan Armsmond, the one new 



board member elected in 1977 hoped to focus on educational 

issues for children (see also Star and Citizen, 1977). 

(9) A Peat, Marwick and Mitchell study of the district 

completed in December, 1977 suggested that there was 

"considerable public distrust of the district," and "the 

administration system holds no one accountable" (Star and 

Citizen, 12/6/77). 

(10) The previous spring, an attempted budget override 

election had failed. 
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In early January, before the beginning of the 1978 

negotiations, an example of the political nature of the 

board was demonstrated clearly. Gonzales, during the years 

he had been a board member, had not been elected by his 

fellow trustees to take his normal turn as board president 

and now attempted to force the issue. A Saguaro Action 

Coalition of his supporters in the community attempted to 

pressure the board into selecting Gonzales as president. A 

newspaper advertisement stating this position included the 

names of a number of his supporters. Among them were his 

previous campaign director, several county board of 

supervisor members, and Ted Mulligan, the board negotiator 

during the 1982 and 1984 negotiations. Newspaper editorials 

also supported his candidacy. Despite these efforts, the 

board majority did not select him, stating that his approach 

was "unbecoming a board member," and that the decision of the 



board as to who would be its president was not a matter of 

public concern (see also Hoffman, 1982). 

On January 10, 1978,·the entrenched and, according 

to some, arrogant board majority, struggling to maintain 

power, believing they were "right," and encouraged by the 

97 

new superintendent, argued for withdrawal of the negotiation 

policy. This was accomplished by a 4 to 1 vote, with Jan 

Armsmond, the new board member, elected to the board with 

broad DEA endorsement, voting with the majority. Of the 

policy's key areas, only the grievance procedure was left 

intact (also board minutes, January-February, 1978). 

Originally, board's stated intent was to redesign the policy 

with the help of the teachers. Superintendent Walter, 

however r wanted to redesign this policy himself. New DEA 

leaders, as well as AEA and NEA, found that unacceptable. 

District negotiator Jack Coleman's description of the first 

time he took Walter to meet the Negotiation Commission 

members is revealing: 

It was supposed to be just a gathering to get to 
know him. He started dictating ••• We'd all known 
each other [except for Walter]. It was Walter's 
impression that he was going to layout the rules. 
An abrasive start with DEA. Then he started 
rewriting the policy unilaterally. There was a 
history of a lot of work gone into the policy and 
DEA didn't take this lightly, naturally. 

Actions by Walter and the board inadvertently 

strengthened the unity of the association. As Gonzales said: 



Salary was the issue [in the strike] because they 
had to take something back to the membership and 
when we pulled out the contract we were dismissing 
the fraternal organization as being nothing but 
that. A critical mistake. We organized them. We 
made them stronger. 

For the first time, also, in the March, 1978 

negotiations, the board chose to open negotiations between 

the association and the district to the public and the 
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press, allowing observers to the process. Rationale for this 

move is unclear. It is argued that both parties agreed 

believing they would gain public support from such a move 

(see also Hoffman, 1982). According to those involved, the 

tone of negotiation was hard-nosed and adamant. There was 

"absolutely no give and take." The negotiations were 

frustrating for both sides and ended in impasse. Board 

members pub1ica11y criticized one another, the teachers and 

individual board members also criticized one another 

publicly. A DEA leader, who was later its president, told 

the press: "They stopped thinking of us as professionals and 

started treating us like employees" (Star, 4/27/78). Even 

the media began to see the board as "the bad guys." In 

May, an arbitrator included in his recommendations that the 

teachers be given a 6.5 percent increase in salary. The 

board voted to give a 5.6 percent increase instead. The 

teachers voted to return to negotiations, but the district 

hesitated to open them again. The NEA and AEA became more 

involved in DEA's planning. Support for the teachers also 



came from other employee associations, unions, and the 

media. The DEA sent flyers expressing their positions and 

concerns to parents and other community members. 
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September, 1978 was a particularly intense time in 

the district. In addition to the increasing conflict among 

the teachers, Walter, and the board, the first phase of 

desegregation began. Three schools were closed and some 

busing began, although by all reports, it went smoothly (see 

also Star and Citizen, September, 1978). 

All sources indicate that Walter and the board 

clearly wanted to dramatically limit what could be 

negotiated by DEA, preferably permitting only salary related 

issues. Walter's cumulative behavior during late 1977 and 

1978 was interpreted by teachers as "apparent 

determination ••• to break the DEA" (Prosident's speech on 

September 19, 1978; in Miller, 1980). More moderate DEA 

members, both teachers and administrators, (including Maggie 

Rodeka, the person who had been president of DEA during the 

1973-1974 year) acting with the support of the board, and on 

the urging of Armsmond, had spent the summer of 1978 

designing a so-called "companion document." It was intended 

to function concurrently with whatever negotiation policy 

was forthcoming and to guarantee all employees a vehicle for 

input directly to the board through a designated committee 

structure. 
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The companion policy did not receive DEA executive 

committee support. They perceived it as a means of 

decreasing DEA power~ The organization argued that it 

needed "real input" and "genuine voice" which even previous 

negotiation policy had not ensured. The companion policy was 

also sabotaged by Walter who entered into a power struggle 

with the board in an attempt to direct all this input solely 

to him, leaving him to inform the board (also board minutes, 

1978; committee documents, 1978). DEA initiated a recall 

movement against all members of the board except Gonzales. 

In late September, the board hired a controversial 

negotiator from California, Myron Lieberman, to represent 

them at the bargaining table. Lieberman's reputation was as 

a brilliant, hard-liner, "a real take charge kind of guy." 

His presence confirmed for the DEA leadership that the 

district did not intend to be open to real discussion. The 

board majority, on the other hand, perceived Lieberman's 

presence as a means of protecting their appropriate and 

legally required role in the district. From the district:s 

point of view he was able to "bang out a contract" in a week 

and "really did a tremendous job." AEA and NEA advisors 

assisted local DEA representatives when bargaining was 

reopened. 

The conflict finally culminated in a five day 

recognition strike in October, 1978. Although only 57.6 

percent of DEA voted for the strike, DEA claimed that by the 



second day of the strike over 80 percent of the teachers 

were striking. Broad teacher support from parents is 

documented in eight dissertation studies of the strike 

period (Barbery, 1980; Alday, 1981; Bevan, 1981; Cooper, 

1982; Cooper, 1983; Hoffman, 1983; Miller, 1983; Warner, 

1985). 
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The strike is an event about which all persons 

interviewed still appeared very emotional eight years after 

it occurred, and which all stated has had a profound, and 

lasting impact on the district (see also cited dissertations 

regarding strike period). It was, as one administrator 

stated, "like a family breaking up." Another person 

commented: "It turned the district into armed, adversarial 

camps with no sense of community." Asked why they struck, 

teachers interviewed for the dissertation studies indicated 

that "dignity" and "respect" were the key issues. Typical 

of responses of those interviewed for this study, however, 

was a former DEA president's remark: "Had you asked me then 

I would have said 'dignity' and 'respect'. Now I think it 

was a power struggle between DEA and the board, with the 

outside influence of NEA and AEA." Almost without 

exception, teachers and administrators felt that the 

greatest ,cause of the strike was the attitude of the board 

and their unwillingness to communicate with the teachers. 

One board member reflected: "We had been involved in 

collective bargaining all along. What happened in 1978 was 
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an attempt to do some takeback without really being aware of 

what was to be taken back. Also, not having money. If you 

have the money to say 'your contract is overbroad, but 

you're the best paid teachers in the state,' you have a 

different situation. That was not the case. Year after 

year, the contracts were far from generous at a time when I 

think money was available." 

Walter anticipated community and board support for 

his positions relating to the strike, support that he had 

received in Ohio, but such support was not forthcoming. As 

Gonzales explained: "He wanted to be Horatio at the bridge 

and most of us didn't want to join him there." As an 

outsider, he had offended the board, teachers and the 

community, or as one person said, "just about everyone," and 

now he became the target of everyone's discontent. Walter 

was hospitalized with a heart attack in October, prior to 

the resolution of the strike. He was asked to resign in 

December 1978. 

Walter's brief superintendency (July 1977-December 

1978) was marked by increased board decision making 

regarding the day to day operation of the district, general 

teacher and community distress and distrust of the district, 

the implementation of the first phase of ordered 

desegregation in this district, and the only strike the 

district has ever experienced. The strike, and its 

aftermath, dramatically changed the. power balance in the 



103 

district. The power of the superintendency diminished, as 

the board assumed more involvement in daily decision making 

both during the final months of Walter's superintendency and 

during the succeeding interim superintendency of Rita 

Frebold. As Gonzales stated: 

We survived that year very well. The board gained a 
lot of confidence in itself as a decision making 
body and it hasn't changed. There were a lot of 
board members who said, this is not good and we 
shouldn't be making these decisions at this level. 
We argued about them as to whether we should. And 
because there was no real strength in the 
leadership, the people kept coming back and we had 
to make them •.•• l was chairman. I didn't shy away 
from that opportunity, either. I have to be honest. 
The opportunity for leadership had never been 
offered before. We were meeting two or three days a 
week. 

Although both sides felt they had "won," subsequent 

events certainly suggest that the edge belongs to DEA. The 

strength of DEA increa~ed greatly after the strike. The 

goals and organizational structure of the association 

changed also, as strong advocacy became a central theme of 

the DEA. The organization became more visible and a change 

. agent, and teachers gained leverage in the system that they 

previously did not have. The present DEA executive director, 

Bill Welch, universally described as highly skilled, 

intelligent, and aggressive, arrived soon after the strike 

and "pushed us forward, sometimes kicking and screaming." 

Teachers would go to the DEA instead of personnel. According 

to a district negotiator: 



He came in and worked the grievance procedure. We 
had some loosely written rules, some personnel 
policies that were real loose. He directy went out 
and talked teachers into filing grievances •••• He 
didn't like to work them out on the first level, but 
didn't want to take them all to arbitration either. 
He did~'t want to lose there and didn't want to 
appear overly aggressive. We had a pretty fair 
relationship except that it was a lot of work to get 
these things ironed out. 

On the other hand, principals lost power, both 

through the loss of a strong superintendent and with the 

increased power of DEA. DEA was no longer an 

administrators' organization and, in fact, now designated 
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principals as part of "the enemy." As the teacher contracts 

infringed more and more on the autonomy of principals, and 

as personnel and positions in central administration changed 

rapidly, there were no clear and consistent lines of 

authority, responsibility, and access for principals. As 

paranoia among their ranks increased, they began to 

strengthen their loosely knit administrators' organization, 

Desert Administrators, Incorporated, DAI, and to seek their 

own formal bargaining s~atus (meet and confer) with the 

district. Ironically, the current executive director of DAI 

is Lewin Walter • 

. Description of Labor Relations in the Firs~ 
Intergenerational Conflict By Major Category 

Table 7 provides a categorical summary of labor 

relations in Desert School District during the first 

intergenerational conflict. 



Table 7. The generations of labor relations in DSD 
(first intergenerational conflict). 
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What Happens. In this period, the DEA sought 

legitimacy in at least three ways: (1) through recognition 

as the bargaining representative for teachers; (2) through 

recognition by teachers in general that their voice was 

important; and (3) through recognition by teacher~ that they 

had power as a cohesive group. By withdrawing the 

negotiation policy and assuming a "get tough," restrictive 

posture, the board and superintendent helped to create the 

circumstances that strengthened the organization and gave 

NEA and AEA an excuse to be actively involved in local 

decision making. The culmination was the October, 1978 

strike. 

Symbols Raised. Among the dominant symbols of 

this period were ""breaking a taboo," "an association busting 

superintendent," "the teachers had no voice," "teachers want 

recognition and respect," "real input," "genuine voice," use 

of "union tactics" by DEA, and description of the 

relationship between the district and the teachers as "a 

power struggle." 

Conflict. During this period, conflict was very 

high and very public. Media coverage of the negotiations 

and strike tended to support the teachers' position. Many 

parents, and some students, provided support for teachers. 

It is unclear from the data whether the teachers' positions 



on strike issues were supported by parents or whether 

parents and students really supported familiar, striking 

teachers. 

Trust: Teachers and District. Field notes 
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indicate that trust between teachers and district during 

this intergenerational conflict period was the lowest it has 

been in this district's history. Teacher leadership, 

specifically the president, president elect and the head of 

the negotiation team, were perceived by the district, and 

even some teachers, as "radical." Much of the public 

rhetoric of the time expresses suspicion and distrust. 

Catalyst or Trigger Bringing: Elements acting as 

major catalysts to this coflict were: 

(1) the withdrawal of the negotiation policy; 

(2) the hiring, and subsequent leadership style of Lewin 

Walter; 

(3) the guidance and monetary support of militancy by NEA 

and AEA; 

(4) a new, more "radical" leadership in DEA; 

(5) the hiring of Myron Lieberman as negotiator for the 

district; and 

(6) the board's posturing and lack of cohesiveness. 

Dominant Coalition Members. The dominant 

coalition in this period was between the teachers, the 



public and state and national education associations, 

especially when compared to the lack of cohesiveness among 

the board members, superintendent and administrative staff. 

Other Events. As one board member observed: "Just 
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as we went through the metamorphosis of changing 

administration and membership types on the board, they [DEA] 

went through the same change process as to who was getting 

elected to their executive board and presidency." Board 

elections were now held with general elections. The board 

member constituency also changed, and the board's 

vulnerability increased with the willingness of board members 

to criticize one another publically. The use of the 

media by the district and teachers changed in this period, 

and membership in DEA by administrators carne to an end, this 

time at the urging of DEA. 

Period Descriptors and Other Key Characteristics. 

"Demand and Respond" was the tone of district labor 

relations in the district in this period. The DEA leaders 

in the period were generally perceived as militant and 

radical. The proposal and development of a "companion 

policy" as a vehicle of input by all district employees 

received mixed reviews among the rank and file teachers and 

resistance from the DEA leadership. The persons proposing 

this policy were seen as "laggers" in this conflict period. 



Ideologically, they were more closely aligned to the values 

of the first, or possibly the third, generation. 

Noted Variance in DSD from the Kerchner and 
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Mitchell Framework. Comments like "giving away the store" 

in the Kerchner and Mitchell study did not occur until the 

second intergenerational conflict. In Desert School 

District, this was an often quoted public statement by Marie 

Hefner, the pivotal member of the board majority during the 

first intergenerational conflict. Once again, the fact that 

Arizona is a nonbargaining state influences variance. Each 

year after the negotiation policy was established in 1968 

brought increased scope of bargaining. In 1978,. issues under 

negotiation included association rights, class size, teacher 

evaluation, non-professional duties, length of workday, 

discipline, leaves, lunch breaks, and, of course, salary and 

fringe benefits. The resolution of the DEA suit in 1977 

reinforced a narrow interpretation of what can be bargained 

and a broad interpretation of the power of the board. By 

that measure, the board had already "given away the store." 

Second Generation 

The second generation of labor relations in DSD 

occurred in two parts: first, a tentative recognition of DEA 

as a bargaining unit and of teachers as legitimately needing 

a voice on district issues, and second, increased 
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accommodation to. teacher demands and decreased conflict 

between DEA and the district. The first part is demonstrated 

in the Consensus Agreement of 1978 which recognized the DEA 

as the bargaining representative for teachers, recognized 

the importance of teacher voice, and recognized the power of 

the teachers as a cohesive group. It was a tentative step 

at first, so that in the bargaining of 1979, teachers 

continued to picket the district offices, and bargaining 

took place in a highly suspicious and adversarial 

atmosphere. Trust increased during this period, but was for 

the most part reserved for special circumstances and 

individual relationships. General distrust, although not 

always open hostility, prevailed. 

In the Kerchner and Mitchell study, increased 

accommodation in most districts during this generation took 

the form of mutual accommodation and cooperation. Increased 

accommodation in Desert School District, on the other hand, 

was largely based on acquiescence to DEA demands and 

occurred progressively throughout the period of 1978-1984. 

During this period, after the strike of 1978, negotiation 

occurred in 1979, 1980, 1982, and 1984. Each negotiation 

during this generation marked new gains for the DEA. Sco·pe 

of bargaining increased until 1984 and language creep, both 

in complexity and specificity of language, increased through 

1984. Notable among these four negotiations were 1980 and 

1982. 



In 1980, the DSD's first two-year consensus agreement, 

the district granted the teachers binding arbitration 

language in the grievance process. The site for bargaining 

was moved to DEA offices. Asked why binding arbitration was 

granted, one trustee at the time stated: 

[Our attorney] advised us not to. He said I don't 
think it is legal to give away a power that you have 
to have. But I think what we felt and I still 
believe in it, what we were saying to them was 'you 
can trust us and we want to trust you. We're going 
to trust someone else to make the decision and you 
can count on us that we really want the best that 
there is in legal relations. What we will be 
working for is to try and not have things in such a 
state that you have to file all these grievances.' 
That was the idealistic kind of reason behind the 
action. 

In 1982, also a two-year consensus agreement, the 

contract was strengthened through changes in language 

specificity, particularly regarding tran~fer procedure and 

seniority. Most persons interviewed perceived the 1982 

contract as a very strong and very pro-union contract. A 

board trustee stated that: 

••• there was an immense amount of sentiment left 
over from the 1978 strike and it was still a very 
intense feeling ••• I think that I acted out of a 
political sense of gratitude for their endorsement, 
and I had not been a part of the system long enough 
to find out where the system needed to be defended 
and where the system needed to make adjustments, and 
I was coming from very strong notions that basically 
we were being unfair •••• I would also classify us as 
naive negotiators. I don't think that the staff had 
the needed capability of predicting and analyzing 
the Qutcomes of· agreements. 

Aime Nelson, the spokesperson for DEA in 1984 and 

1986 and a member of the negotiation team in 1982, listed 

III 
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factors that contributed to the strong contract in 1982: (1) 

the board's change toward being generally supportive of 

teachers; (2) the resolve of teachers; (3) Bill Welch, the 

professional executive director for DEA; (4) the district's 

negotiator, who had a labor background and "bought into" the 

negotiation process; (5) a well trained DEA team and its 

highly skilled spokesperson, Bronson Lamson. 

However, as trustee Betty Evans stated, "You won't 

have a professional tone if labor knows what it is doing and 

administration does not." That appears to have been the 

context of negotiations generally in this district between 

1979 and 1984. 

DEA took bargaining much more seriously and 

approached it more professionally than did the district 

during this period. Training was provided to members of the 

DEA team. While the DEA negotiation team members were able to 

take time from their work, with substitutes in the classroom 

provided by the district, those appointed to the 

district team generally did not receive the same 

consideration. Until 1981, no fulltime position of district 

negotiator was established in the district, and even then, 

the negotiator, at times, held more than one job. Generally 

speaking, the only training that any of the district team 

members had was what they might have gained previously as 

DEA members. 



None of the negotiators for the district prior to 

1986, with the exception of the consultant (Lieberman) 

during the strike, was professionally trained as a 

negotiator or hired into the district expressly for that 

purpose. Jack Coleman, chief negotiator in 1979 and 1980, 

juggled two or three jobs in the district. One trustee 

commented: "he was not a negotiator, but he was the bright 

light and nobody had anything any better and nobody else 

could do it." Ted Mulligan, the negotiator for the 

1982-1984 and 1984-1986 contracts, had a labor background 

and had been the campaign manager for the election campaign 

of one of the board members. He was responsible for 

negotiating most of the grievances during that period. He 

and DEA viewed the bargaining process as a forum for 

resolving problems. According to Kerchner and Mitchell, 

this approach to bargaining is typical of the second 

generation and results in an expansion of the scope of 

bargaining. 
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The district's attention was also divided among many 

problems from 1978 - 1984. Following the strike, it was the 

ta?k of the board and acting superintendent Rita Frebold, 

who held the position as "caretaker" for almost a year while 

a new superintendent was found, to implement the first phase 

of desegregation and to attempt to mend badly torn 

professional relationships in the district. By 1979, many 

changes had occurred in the district. The school board, with 
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Gonzales as chairman, became increasingly involved in the 

day-to-day decisions within the district~ A new board 

majority, sympathetic to teacher needs, willing to make 

amends, and naive regarding negotiations, sought peace with 

the teachers. By 1982, all members of the old 

"conservative" majority had been replaced. Support for 

teacher concerns was often unanimous. At the same time, a 

now powerful Desert Education Association with new goals and 

a strong, militant executive director who was well versed in 

the negotiations process, applied pressure to accomplish its 

goals. 

George Melvin was hired as the new superintendent, 

effective September, 1979. Melvin strongly supported the 

development of formal negotiations in the district with 

various negotiation units, especially teachers. They were 

the "pathfinders" among the district's bargaining groups. 

According to most observers, Melvin was "a good pr man," a 

"glad hander," "good at ideas and poor at follow through," "a 

reactor not a responder.'" One administrator commented: "He 

tried to take the offensive, but he didn't know how to 

quarterback well. He was a politician~ he tried to survive. 

But he wasn't a manager." Another person said: "George 

sold his soul to the board." 

Melvin is most highly regarded by those in key roles 

in DEA, and most vehemently criticized by central office and 

site administrators who were most directly affected by the 



administrative changes he made, particularly between 1980 

and 1984. 
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It was Melvin's task to improve the embattled 

district administratively, by bringing in "new blood." He 

particularly sought to improve the ethnic balance in 

administration and to streamline the central office staff. 

Major administrative change occurred over a period of three 

years: over 80 percent of the administrative staff was 

shifted or newly hired <also district records 1980-1986). 

Judging from field comments, it was not the fact of change 

that concerned most people. It was Melvin's approach. One 

person observed: "He was arbitrary and capricious in 

toughness. You must be fair and impartial, especially on the 

downside." 

Several other factors marked the superintendency of 

Melvin. Many older teachers and administrators were retiring 

under early retirement incentives. They had offered some 

resistance to changes, but also contributed stability and 

experience to the district. Major budgetary crises occurred 

during Melvin's superintendency. These crises were 

precipitated by the combination of many factors. Several were 

frequently noted: inadequate state. and local educational 

funding: federal program cuts, requiring the 

district to absorb much of the cost of the ongoing programs: 

the board's desire to increase benefits to faculty and 



staff; overextension of the budget through inaccurate 

estimates of the cost of employee contract provisions; 

expensive grievance settlements; changes in student 

populations and program requirements, creating an excessive 

number of teachers in some levels and program areas, but 

inadequate coverage in others; and, according to some 

observers, general fiscal mismanagement by the 

superintendent and board. 
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A naive, but highly politicized and fragmented board 

with divergent agendas and a willingness to provide 

political favors was vulnerable to special interest groups. 

Board members individually were willing to hear and act on 

almost everyone's dissatisfaction, often circumventing and 

shortcircuiting any line of command within the organization. 

Administrators, board members, teachers and parents all 

concurred that management in the district appeared to move 

from crisis to crisis with little effective long term 

planning. In the opinion of Mary Dorsett, who served as a 

regional assistant superintendent and deputy superintendent 

during this time, the strength of DEA was a consequence of 

the weak management structures of the district. 

While the board, superintendent and administrative 

staff sought to regain their balance, the better prepared DEA, 

made more powerful by confusion and lack of strong leadership 

in district administration, sought to gain 
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concessions through contract negotiations and the grievance 

process. Beginning with the contract that Lieberman helped 

to design in 1978, contracts with DEA took on a decidedly 

labor tone and became increasingly restrictive on both 

teachers and the district. Binding arbitration in the 

grievance process was explicitly granted to DEA in 1980. 

The executive director of DEA, Bill Welch, skillfully used 

the grievance process to teach teachers to use their power 

to influence the district, and to interpret and expand the 

contract. During the period from 1978-1984, over' 84 percent 

of all grievance decisions were decided for the grievant 

rather than the district, costing the district approximately 

$1,858,147. This figure takes into account only those 

grievances that were settled at level III •. Of this amount, 

Ted Mulligan was involved in settlements costing the 

district $1,830,390. Total cost of arbitration fees during 

Mulligan's tenure alone was $18,389 (County Attorney's 

Report, December, 1984). The arbitration history of the 

district was reviewed as part of this study. Disparity 

exists between district and DEA records as to the number of 

grievance~ filed and taken to arbitration. Since cost to 

the district of grievances settled at Level II were not 

included in the County Attorney's Report and, given the 

disparity in numbers between the two sources of grievance 

data, it is possible that cost of grievances in this period, 



including arbitration costs easily exceeded $2 million. 

(See Table 8). 
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One board member suggested that there were three 

sources of grievances: inefficiency on the part of the 

district, both in assignment of staff and standardization of 

procedures; obstinacy and lack of willingness by 

administration to govern through the contract, especially 

site administrators; and muscle flexing by DEA, leading to 

grievances encouraged by DEA just to challenge the district 

and to demonstrate to the membership that they were being 

represented. 

Two major budget crises occurred in this 

administration that deserve specific comment. The first 

occurred in 1980 when the district hired more teachers than 

it had the money to pay for, and the second, in 1984, when 

the combination of declining enrollment, legislated fiscal 

ceilings, and poorly estimated costs of negotiated 

agreements with teachers required emergency measures to 

solve. 

Melvin was very supportive of negotiation and 

contracting with all employee groups, and the majority of 

the board wanted to do "the right thing by teachers." In 

1980, despite legal opinions to the contrary, the board 

granted DEA binding arbitration in grievances. Contrasting 

the 1977 contract with the 1980 contract illustrates 

dramatic differences in the two. The 1980 document is 



Table 8. Total grievances filed (Level II and above) in Desert School 
District, 7/78-11/86. 
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longer, more explicit in language, more "union oriented" in 

tone, and covers, in detail, a greater number of issues. 

According to DEA representatives, the 1980 contract gave DEA 

more control over management decisions than the association 

even demanded. In fact, according to several persons, this 

contract, even with the 1986 changes, continues to be the 

"envy" of most bargaining units, and an irritation to other 

districts, in Arizona. The DEA, for its part, has worked 

cooperatively with the district in achieving smooth 

transition of mutual agreements and worked vigorously to 

achieve an override election in 1984. 

The more involved the contract, however, the greater 

the fru~tration of principals with the document and the 

greater their perceived loss of power and autonomy, and to 

some degree, of equitable benefits. As one principal said, 

"we were looked upon as jackals in the district after the 

strike." 

Conflict in this period was focused on specific 

issues such as transfer and reduction in force, and usually 

took the form of either formal or informal methods of 

negotiation. Grievances represented a primary means of 

negotiation, broadening and reinforcing the contract during 

this period. 

Where it existed at all, community involvement also 

became focused on specific issues. Parents were largely 

involved with a particular school or program, and their 
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concern intensified around program cuts, highlighted 

especially during the budget crises of 1980 and 1984. As 

the impact of the stipulations of the contract and the 

grievance decisions began to be felt in the classroom, 

issues with policies such as transfer, seniority, and 

teachers' presence at open house functions began to be 

parent concerns. Parents became more aware of such impact, 

partly because of their personal involvement, but also from 

feedback they received from both principals and teachers. 

Community members were made part of key district committees, 

such as the Desegregation Facilities Utilization Committee 

and several task forces organized to study specific district 

problems and to make recommendations for improvement. These 

committees, which normally included influential members of 

the community, did create opportunities for parents and 

members of the community to better understand the district 

and to identify problems and offer assistance in solving 

them. Although most of the committees worked very hard, few 

of their recommendations were followed by the board and 

superintendent with the exception of the more powerful 

committees appointed under federal court aegis to oversee 

desegregation compliance. Even these committee members 

often were dissatisfied with district response to their 

recommendations. As a result, persons on these district 

"support groups" became vocal district critics and 



disgruntled members of community watchdog groups (see also 

task force reports, 1982-1984; board minutes, 1982-1984). 
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National Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) influence 

and membership declined in the late 1960s. By the 1970s, 

local parent groups in schools were sometimes Parent-Teacher 

Organizations (PTO) rather than PTA's and were not 

affiliated with the national PTA. Local PTA's and PTO's were 

more common in elementary schools than in junior high, 

middle and high schools, and centered attention on the needs 

of that school. In 1973, at the recommendation of a Parent 

Purposes Committee which was at that time reviewing goals 

and objectives for the district, the school board formed the 

Community-School Partnership Council (CSPC). CSPC was to 

serve as a communication link between parents and the board. 

The group was given regular access to the board and received 

project approval from the board. At first, the presence of 

the CSPC was perceived as a threat by the PTA. More 

recently that iS$ue seems to be resolved as both groups have 

grown stronger, better organized, and have clarified their 

separate but related roles within the district. In 1986 

there were 36,000 PTA members in Arizona. The CSPC has no 

membership as such. All parents have input. 

Representatives from each school, often from PTA groups, 

meet at regional and district meetings of the, CSPC. From 

1978-1984, CSPC was given access to the board but, as with 

committees formed and other community involvement, 



suggestions and recommendations were heard, but little 

follow through occurred. 

Description of Labor Relations in the 
Second Generation by Category 

Table 9 provides a categorical summary of labor 

relations in Desert School District in the second 

generation. 

What Happens. The second generation of labor 

relations in DSD occurred in two parts: (a) a tentative 

recognition of DEA as a bargaining unit and teachers as 

legitimately needing a voice on district issues, and (b) 

accommodation to teacher demands and decreased conflict 

between DEA and the district. The first part was 

tentatively accomplished through the Consensus Agreement of 

1978 which recognized the DEA as the bargaining 

representative for teachers, recognized the importance of 
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teacher voice, and recognized the power of the teachers as a 

cohesive group. Accommodation occurred in this district 

largely as accommodation to DEA, effecting an imbalance of 

power between the teachers and the district. 

Symbols Raised. Symbols of this period include, 

in the words of Melvin: "I think my administration was 

labor oriented, in that sense trying to keep peace with 

the teachers, motivating the teachers so they did a better 

job in the classroom, giving them more money ••• ". In 
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discussion of the 1982 bargaining process, both sides 

commented on the fact that agreement was reached at the 

table, rather than through mediation or arbitration. 

Conflict. Conflict in this period was very 

focused and private. Focus was on specific issues such as 

transfer and reduction in force. It usually took the form 

of either formal or informal methods of negotiation, 

especially including grievances. Not only were the number 

of grievances extremely high during this generation, but so 

also were the number of grievances found on behalf of DEA 

.and teachers. 

Trust: Teachers and District. At the beginning of 

this period, distrust among teachers and between teachers, 

administrators, and board, was high. Trust in this period 

was reserved for special circumstances and individual 

relationships. General distrust, although not always open 

hostility, prevailed although joint action between the DEA 

and the district did occur. This was most notably 

demonstrated in the override election of 1984. 

Catalyst or Trigger Bringing. Major catalysts 

include: 
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(1) The emotional cost of the 1978 strike was high in 

this district, and most people involved wished to avoid such 

disruption again. 
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(2) The new superintendent was amenable to bargaining 

relationships and encouraged them with all employee groups. 

(3) The new cohesiveness of the DEA and power to protect 

the membership was sustained and increased by strong 

bargaining positions and the filing of grievances. 

Dominant Coalition Members. Board members, the 

superintendent and the teachers' organization were the 

dominant coalition members in the second generation. Site 

administrators, central administrators, persons in the 

community, including retired personnel, had less impact on 

change within the district. 

Other Events. Uneven growth of expertise in 

negotiation matters, personnel, budget office, and other 

areas helped to encourage an imbalance of power within the 

district in this period. Federal programs were 

progressively losing federal funding and increasingly 

absorbed into the district budget. 

Period Descriptor and Other Key Characteristics. 

This period can be characterized as one in which good faith 

bargaining occurs. Principals found it necessary to manage 

around and in spite of the contract. Key negotiators for 

both sides from 1981-1984 perceived bargaining to be a forum 

for problem solving. 
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Noted Variance of DSD from the Kerchner and 

Mitchell Framework. According to the Kerchner and Mitchell 

framework, scope of bargaining is a key issue in the second 

generation. In DSD, although scope of bargaining continues 

to be a key issue, it has been an issue throughout the 

history of bargaining in the district, (as perhaps it must 

be in a state with no legislative guidance in public sector 

bargaining). Also, in this district, the consensus 

agreements have been so accommodative to the DEA that even 

DEA leadership has difficulty suggesting new areas that need 

to be addressed. 

In most districts studied by Kerchner and Mitchell, 

accommodation in this period was mutual and cooperative. In 

DSD, this was not the case. Accommodation has been almost 

totally toward the DEA. Every person interviewed commented 

also on the negative impact of the strike on the morale and 

on working relationships in the district. Healing has 

progressed slowly in the d~strict and was not complete by 

1986, eight years after the strike. 

Another relatively common characteristic of 

districts in the second generation, according to Kerchner 

and Mitchell, was that wide latitude was given by the board 

to its negotiator to bargain. In this district, the gains 

to DEA were substantial in this period, and much criticism 

was leveled at the negotiator for them, which would appear 

to support this finding. However, the negotiator was not 
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actually given wide latitude. Instead the board kept the 

formal parameters relatively narrow for him, and then made 

"side deals," which, in his view, made bargaining much more 

complex. 

Second Intergenerational Conflict 

This conflict, lasting approximately from January -

December, 1984, was marked by increased fiscal concerns, and 

the reinvolvement of a substantial number of community 

members in criticism of the district. Board members who had 

been supportive of DEA in the past began to believe that "it 

was all take and no give." Rising discontent with the 

management of the district, the unresponsiveness of the 

board and the superintendent, and the impact of the contract 

came from several quarters. These included parents, 

individual teachers, administrators, board members, and 

several retired administrators and teachers. As one parent 

stated, "when the board does not respond at all, you tend to 

get community involvement on its own ad hoc basis because 

you don't have. any confidence in what we have •. So you tend 

to get groups popping up to solve individual problems ••• " A 

previous administrator in the district commented: "Lack of 

leadership created so many special interests that there was 

no common ground for setting goals and objectives." The 

environment was described by many as being "politically 

charged," and Melvin was seen as being "sucked into the 

political swirl." 
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During the 1983-1984 school year, Melvin was 

delegating more and more of his responsibilities to his 

newly appointed deputy superintendent, Mary Dorsett, a woman 

whom he had brought from Oregon to DSD a few months before 

as regional assistant superintendent. Melvin became less 

and less a presence in the district. He said of Dorsett: 

"She had to implement and manage the changes I had made. 

It's one thing to make the changes; it's a far different 

matter to manage them." 

Dorsett was strong on programmatic accountability 

and responsibility, and personally outspoken and 

confrontive. Response to her in the district and in the 

community was mixed. There were few people without a 

"Dorsett" story, and few people resisted commenting about 

her. Typical comments were mixed and included: "the inside 

hammer," "aggressive and ambitious," "willing to hit things 

head on," "had a way of getting people upset very quickly," 

"very good as a regional, but as deputy superintendent, when 

she began to feel the opposition ••• she took a harder 

stance," "brilliant," "powerful," "largely responsible for 

improvements in personnel," "made a lot of people 

uncomfortable," "a tough gal who cared." One administrator 

commented: "I learned more from her than from anyone else." 

Another said: "I appreciated the fact that her bottom line 

seemed to be: 'this is your area, do the best job you 

possibly can.'" 
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It was during the 1983-1984 school year that an 

Educational Excellence Coalition (EEC) was formed. Its 

informal membership was a mix of previous employees, 

teachers, and parents whose expressed purpose was "to return 

excellence" to DSD. As one person said: "Our concern was 

that education in the district had come to a st'andstill, 

except whatever was able to happen in an individual 

teacher's classroom because that teacher was doing a good 

job without help from the system." Formation of the group 

was described as unplanned: "I remember a spontaneous 

desire of 'let's have a meeting and see how many people we 

can get there.' Maybe 30 people came: parents, teachers, 

principals, and others. It was the next meeting that drew 

the media attention. About 200 people attended that 

meeting." The common element was frustration. "We had 

tried to reach our goals through normal channels. We tried 

through the hierarchy for years and years ••• but when the 

system doesn't work, you go to the public." 

The EEC, the board created Community-School 

Partnership Council (CSPC) of parents, and several smaller 

special interest groups each took aim, some more forcefully 

than others, at the district, and most specifically at 

Melvin and the chief negotiator on many diverse issues. 

The EEC is still an emotionally charged topic in the 

district. Virtually no one involved in the district seems 

to feel neutrally about it. Many, who were at the time 
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supportive of and took an active part of the group, now ~eny 

their involvement in it. The difficulty seems to be 

centered in four areas: 

(1) the fact that the EEC was publicly alleging serious 

mismanagement by the district; 

(2) identification of the EEC as synonymous with one key 

coalition figure, a conservative Saguaro businessman who had 

been a close advisor to Melvin during his early years in the 

district, and who was "suspected" by some to have political 

ambitions somehow related to the EEC activities; 

(3) the fact that the EEC, aside from its easily 

identified executive committee, was a large group of 

diverse, discouraged, disgruntled.past and present 

administrators, teachers, committee members and parents, who 

came together with such a wide array of issues that finding 

a single common focus was overwhelming, (as one parent who 

was part of the EEC stated: "there was so much that people 

didn't like that we were unable to focus on a clear path"; 

and 

(4) the ostensible "street fighting" that occurred, 

including physical attacks on the property of and threats 

against EEC members, media backlash against the EEC, 

accusing its leadership of racist ideologies and hidden 

agendas, and administrative "punishment" by Melvin for 

attendance at coalition meetings. 



Allegations by EEC of district mismanagement led to 

a county attorney's investigation which found, as reported 

in December, 1984, several irregularities but no criminal 

activity. Specifically, the EEC sought the resignation of 

two individuals. The first was Superintendent Melvin, whom 

they held responsible for the district's mismanagement. 

The second was the district negotiator, Ted Mulligan, the 

previous campaign manager for board member Betty Evans. He 

had represented the district in most grievance matters 

between 1981 and 1984, and was negotiating the 1984 

consensus agreement as he had in 1982. ·He also had been 

selected by the board, at the recommendation of Melvin, to 

be personnel director in 1983, and was discovered to have 

falsified data on his applicat~on form for that job. 
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EEC also was very critical of' the board, generally 

for lack of leadership. More specifically, its concerns 

centered on "political decisions," especially in 

appointments made by the board, (a charge supported by 

almost all persons interviewed)~ board trustees bringing 

personal agendas to the board, rather than dealing with 

educational issues~ and the way in which grievances had been 

handled in the district. The highest number of grievances 

to be filed in the district's history were filed in 1984. 

Of the grievances filed between 1979 and 1985, over 84% were 

decided for the teacher/DEA. Many that were originally 

scheduled for arbitration were decided by a Memorandum of 
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~greement (MOA) just prior to the arbitration. In MOA 

decisions, a portion of the arbitrator's fee had to be paid. 

Often a decision in one grievance impacted many other 

teachers who had not filed, costing, or potentially costing, 

the district additional time and money. Interpretation of 

the contract through the grievance process also often 

resulted in more specific contract language in the next 

bargaining year. 

No direct attack was leveled at DEA by the EEC, 

although leadership in DEA seemed to feel attacked. 

According to EEC respondents, DEA was seen as part of the 

problem only in the sense that it was "elevated to a 

position of superiority and not equality," and that the 

executive director may have been given too much power in 

DEA. One person said: "he did a good job, but it was a case 

of the tail wagging the dog. Although teachers may have 

contributed to the politicization of the bargaining process, 

most persons interviewed seemed to feel that given the chaos 

in the district, more "protection" of teachers was required 

through "group power." In a sense, DEA became involved in 

administration of the district by default. Then, by being 

very strong, DEA became associated with the district's 

leadership function. As the situation deteriorated, DEA 

also became identified, at least i~directly, as part of the 

problem. 



Because the EEC's allegations were made public 

during the 1984 negotiations, parties to the negotiations 

were very aware of what Mulligan, the district negotiator, 

called a "God and country rhetoric" by all parties that 

slowed and complicated the bargaining process. The CSPC 

first requested that the board allow their representatives 

to participate in the 1984 negotiations. Denied that, they 

requested permission to be silent observers of the closed 

process. The board also denied that request. In 1986, CSPC 

tried a different strategy, meeting with the chief 

negotiator for the district and with representatives from 

the DEA to express their concerns, as well as presenting 

them to the board. Both district and DEA negotiators 

clearly perceived CSPC as having no appropriate direct role 

in negotiations. 
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A board member observed that parent dissatisfaction 

was high at this time. "They want to have a feeling that 

they can be listened to and they feel that the agreement 

between the union and the school district just completely 

has removed them from having any voice." A comment from a 

member of the CSPC negotiation committee in 1986 echoes this 

theme: "They [the district] went to the other extreme and 

started following the strict lines of the contract also. It 

got to a point where the leaders of both the DEA and the DSD 

personnel department were essentially hiding behind the 

contract." 



At the 1984 negotiations, the district team came to 

the table for the first time, prepared and with specific 

demands. Both sides were aware of criticism outside the 

bargaining table. 

By February 1985, the district's chief negotiator, 

Mulligan, had been forced to resign, and Melvin had also 

chosen to resign, even though no one had asked for his 

resignation. Dorsett was made acting superintendent after 

the resignation of Melvin, although almost everyone 

interviewed stated that she had been superintendent by 

default for at least six months previously. She was also an 

applicant for the superintendency. 
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Dorsett struggled to administer the district. Her 

confrontive style, combined with the fact that she "bore the 

blood stains" of the Melvin administration, made her 

position extremely difficult. She was also openly critical 

of DEA, focusing on some of their tactics and excessive 

power. She particularly criticized the fact that the 

executive director of DEA had direct access to the board, 

while her central administrative staff and principals did 

not. According to a DEA executive board member, she 

"accused some administrators of figuratively sleeping with 

DEA because they had views that were similar to DEA on some 

issues. II 

In January 1985, two new board members took seats on 

the board, replacing two incumbents who chose not to run for 
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reelection. Once on the board, new trustee, Bob Wood, was 

particularly critical of the strength of DEA and the 

management of the district. One of the two resigning board 

members, Willows, who had been on the board only four years, 

stated that being on the board had taken too much time away 

from his business. The other resigning trustee, Armsmond, 

had been a member of the board since 1977. She was 

considered a supporter of teacher issues, a good listener, 

and a consensus builder on the board. She said: "It just 

ate me up at the end because of the way we acted with each 

other. I didn't see how we could get anything done." 

Further: 

I just got tired of being berated for decisions that 

weren't necessarily all our fault, you know, 

used ••• as being the bad guys in the district when we 

really cared about them as much as anybody could 

possibly care. I also don't believe they have to 

have all those 500 pages of stuff and then yelling. 

There has got to be a way to work that out with some 

kind of mutual respect and caring. 

Description of Labor Relations in the Second 
Intergenerational Conflict By Major Category 

Table 10 provides a categorical summary of labor 

relations in Desert School District in the second 

intergenerational conflict. 



Table 10. The generations of labor relations in DSD 
(second intergenerational conflict). 

FIRST 
GENERATION 

FIRST 
CONFLICT 

SEl:OND 
GENERATION 

SEX:OND 
a:JNFLICT 

Description of Labor' Relations 

What 
Happens 

teachers seek 
organized 
voice; nego
tiation policy 
(1967); inpasse 
& suit (1974) 

Symbols "frustration" 
Raised "unfair" 

Conflict rising 

Trust: decreasing 
teachers 
& dist. 

Catalyst issue (74) 
or external 
trigger pressures 
bringing 
imbalance 

DE1\ organiza
tion legiti
IIBCY; power 
struggle; 
strike of 1978 

"dignity" 
"respect" 

very high; 
very p.1blic 

(a) tentative EE:/cspc 
acceptance/ open partici-
recognition of -pation to 

om; parents; call 
(b) accol1ll'O- for contract/ 
dation to om rranagerrent 

changes (1984) 

"keep peace" 
"labor 
oriented" 

"outrage" 
"enough is 
enough" 

focused and p.1blic & 
private; high intra-organ-
grievances izationa1 

low; teacher low to rroder- general 
leaders called ate paranoia; 
"radical" rhetoric 

withdrawing 
negot.policy; 
Nm & Am; 
board & supt. 

cost of con
flict; new 
supt anenable 

disgruntled 
groups and 
individuals; 
power 

Dominant adnUnistration teachers 
Coalition board citizens 
MEmbers 

teachers citizens 
superintendent board 
board 

Other 
Events 

deseg suit 
declining 
funds; enroll
rrent; 

Period Meet/tonfer 
Descrip- Comndssion 
tor 

Other 
Key 
Charac
teristics 

teacher role 
is advisory 

Noted negotiation 
Variance began here; 

nonbargain 
state 

political 
change 

uneven growth 
of expertise; 
fed. programs 
local funding 

Datand/Respond Good Faith 
Bargaining 

crisis is 
wi thdrawa1 of 
recognition 

IIBnaging 
around & 
in spite of 
contract; 

political 
change; bud
get crises; 
county attny 
report 

Inflexibility 

conmunity 
issues: scope 
of contract; 
rranagerrent 

forum for 
problem-solving 

board IIBjor
ity state: 
"giving away 
the store" 

scope has 
been issue 
since '78 

long period 
of crisis; 
issue: no 
follow thru 

'mIRD 
GENERATION 
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What Happened. During this period community 

groups and teachers called for contract and management 

changes in the district. Parents sought greater voice in 

district decisions, and community interest in the district 

rose sharply. 

Symbols Raised. Among the symbols of this period 

are: "a time of uncertainty and upheaval:" "hiding behind 

the contract:" "chaos within the district:" "someone has to 

stand up and say the emperor has no clothes:" "outrage is 

the pures17 form of love:" "the liberals were even starting 

to say 'enough is enough: '" and '''EEC, like Drano, unclogged 

the drain." 

Conflict. Conflict in this period was both public 

and intra-organizational. 
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Trust: Teachers and District. This was a time of 

great chaos in the district. Charges of mismanagement and 

countercharges against the EEC helped to increase general 

paranoia in the district. The county attorney's 

investigations of the district "placed the district on hold" 

in the opinion of one board member. "God and country" 

rhetoric was high. 

Catalyst or Trigger Bringing. Disgruntled groups 

of parents, former district employees, and teachers were 

catalysts for change. Generally, their views were expressed 



through the EEC and the CSPC. A power imbalance between 

district management and DEA also contributed to the 

conflict, especially as the contract became increasingly 

rigid and difficult to administer. Some informants, 

including Melvin, suggest that a catalyst for this conflict 

was the demotion of some key central administrators in the 

district, particularly of a woman who was well respected in 

the district and in the community and had been one of the 

"fair-haired" in the Melvin administration. That demotion 

created the feeling that "if it could happen to her, 

everyone is at risk." 

Dominant Coalition Members. Major coalitions were 

the disgruntled in many groups. Retired district 
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employees, concerned teachers who felt their interests were 

not being represented, district administrators, especially 

principals who had lost franchise in the district, and 

parents who found working with the district to be 

increasingly frustrating, formed alliances. As the conflict 

period continued, the board, too, began to speak to the 

concerns of the disgruntled. 

Other Events. Other key factors were political 

change on the board, with the addition of two new board 

members, budget crises during the Melvin administration, the 

county attorney's report in December, 1984, the hiring of a 



new negotiator, and the exits of Melvin and, eventually, 

Dorsett from the district. 

Period Descriptor and Other Key Characteristics. 
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Inflexibility is the key descriptor of this period in DSD. 

The community issues were largely management of the district 

and scope of bargaining, including informal bargaining 

through the grievance process. 

Noted Variance of DSD from the Kerchner and 

Mitchell Framework. In DSD the second intergenerationa1 

conflict began in late 1983 and extended beyond December of 

1984. That is longer than the conflicts described by 

Kerchner and Mitchell. Distrust in this district remained 

relatively high during this period. A constant theme in 

complaints about the district was a lack of follow through 

in management. This finding contrasts with most Kerchner 

and Mitchell sites, where this period was marked by a high 

level of cooperation and trust, almost collusion, between 

the district and its teachers. Although collusion between 

the district negotiator and the DEA leadership was charged, 

and cooperation and trust did sometimes occur, they did not 

dominate this period. 

Third Generation 

The district has recently entered a third generation 

in labor relations. It has not yet acquired stability in 

new re1ations~ips, neither is it possible to know whether it 



will be able to do so. The fact that Arizona is a right to 

work state requires that any solution to the issues of 

binding arbitration and recognition remain tentative. 

Binding arbitration is a question that, as the third 

generation begins, is once again receiving attention. 

Management rights are also being addressed and flexibility 

is being incorporated, in small ways, into the contract. 
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Dorsett was successful in negotiating with DEA 

leadership a Memorandum of Agreement in 1985 which provided 

increased flexibility for the district in filling positions, 

effected a change in the transfer procedures, and introduced 

a formula permitting the district to, in some cases, exceed 

maximum class size. These DEA concessions came in exchange 

for reemploying over 200 teachers who had been laid off 

under a reduction in force move. Reemployment of these 

teachers was originally won in a grievance arbitration (MOA, 

4/15/85). The district, however, told DEA that it would not 

abide by the decision, a direct challenge to their own 

binding arbitration policy. According to those involved in 

the negotiation, ·the agreement reached was met with mixed 

response among the teachers. DEA leadership was criticized 

by som~ of its membership for "giving away" power. Other 

members felt that the move was in the best interest of 

teachers, students, and the district. 

Dorsett was also instrumental in the board's hiring 

of Duane Brendon, a new professional negotiator for the 



district, who had extensive background in industrial 

collective bargaining. 
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In December 1985, the board, at the urging of Wood, 

filed suit against DEA, seeking a legal opinion regarding 

binding arbitration. The suit followed a realignment of the 

position of two other board members, who had originally 

taken the position that no issues relating to binding 

arbitration existed in the district. Cabrillo, one of those 

board members, stated: "Binding arbitration had never been 

supported publicly and there was a lot of encouragement to 

ignore the fact that there was a question about it." In his 

opinion, once the question was publicly voiced, it had to be 

confronted. 

Many persons speculated that the suit was filed in 

December as a deliberate negotiation ploy. The board denied 

that, saying that the attorneys selected to file the suit 

had been asked to file several months earlier, but had 

suggested to the board that it needed to file on both 

exclusivity and binding arbitration. The board did not 

agree. The new superintendent, Harry Paulson, and the new 

negotiator, Duane Brendon, both advised against filing the 

suit at all. The board decided it was necessary to clarify 

the issue and that the best place to do so was in the 

courts. The actual filing occurred in December, 1985, 

according to board members, only· because it took that long 

to get a decision made and implemented. 
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A final ruling on the DSD-DEA suit is expected by 

January, 1987. A preliminary order, given in October, 1986, 

suggests that the court will probably strike down binding 

arbitration agreements between the board and its bargaining 

units. DEA plans to carry the case to the highest level of 

appeal afforded them, since they interpret an attack on 

binding arbitration as "going after our queen." DEA seems 

concerned that "our voice [without binding arbitration] is 

going to be somewhat limited." 

AFSCME, the AFL-cro local that bargains for several 

groups of employees in the district, has not pushed for 

binding arbitration and its leaders feel that other 

approaches to preventing arbitrary decision making by the 

district work as effectively. 

The 1986 negotiations moved forward almost as if the 

suit was unrelated. The one hint of concern on the part of 

DEA was in the selection of their bargaining team. All 

members of the team had served on at least one previous 

team, dating back to the 1978 bargaining period. Most had 

served on at least two. The board, for its part, was 

careful not to make the legality of binding arbitration a 

negotiations issue, and agreed, tentatively, to abide by the 

provision until a final decision is made. 

There is disagreement on the board, however, not 

only on this issue, but on many others in terms of the 

direction the district should take. No predictable majority 
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exists. Gonzales announced his retirement from the board, 

effective January, 1987. Two positions were placed before 

the voters in November, 1986, the one vacated by Gonzales 

and that of Betty Evans, who won reelection. This election 

marked the first time that she ran without the endorsement 

of DEA. The future tone of the board may depend to some 

extent on the newly elected board member and how she aligns 

herself ideologically with other board members. 

Thus far, the third generation has been marked by an 

awareness on the part of the board and the DEA executive 

board that additional sources of power are interested in 

monitoring bargaining outcomes. Prior to the 1986 

negotiations, the Community-School Partnership Council met 

with DEA, the board and the District's negotiator, to 

discuss a list of key educational concerns they had relating 

to the contract. Since the CSPC supported many things that 

the board and administration wished to accomplish, its 

recommendations received much more attention than perhaps 

they might have otherwise. These concerns related to 

vacancies and transfer procedures, teacher duties outside 

the classroom, teacher evaluation, released time for DEA 

business, and the need for a management rights clause in the 

contract. Among the changes they sought were more 

discretion for principals in selection of teachers and 

relaxation of a rigid seniority rule, a reduction of the 

time that teachers could be away from the classroom on DEA 



business, and required teacher attendance at school open 

houses (CSPC Resolution, 11/25/85). 
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According to all parties present, the 1986 

bargaining process was a professional, stable process, with 

mutual give and take. Each side came properly prepared, as 

"worthy opponents to deal with." Administrators 

participating on the DSD team were given substitutes in 

their jobs to free them for the time consuming process. 

Bargaining sites alternated this year between district and 

DEA offices, unlike other years since the strike, when 

bargaining. took place at DEA offices. When the process 

moved to a local hotel during mediation, the board stayed at 

the hotel to be available for consultation. Said one 

observer: "DEA gave up little in substance in this 

negotiation, but some in principle and concept. If this 

continues, it will make relationships at the table much 

improved." 

The new superintendent, Harry Paulson, is seen by 

many as a peacemaker, a relaxed person who can pull the 

district together. He states: "I think a smart district, 

just like a smart company, listens to and invites the 

participation of its employees not because you're forced to, 

but because you're smart. All of us are the company." Thus 

far he has been very successful in dramatically reducing the 

number of grievances. Of the 94 pursued through level II or 

above during the 1985-1986 school year, 62 were filed under 
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the old administration and only 32 under Paulson. From July 

through December, 1986, only 5 grievances have reached Level 

II or above and none have been arbitrated. Paulson has 

been interested in input from all quarters both within and 

outside the district. He states that the present contract 

is "a monument to the distress of the district," and 

believes that a contract is not the only, or in some cases, 

even the best forum for resolving problems. 

Erck notes (1983) in his discussion of Tumbletown as 

it enters the third generation, that " ••• a third generation 

manager, with adequate public and political support can 

reverse the momentum of labor relations. and use the contract 

negotiating process to increase managerial flexibility." (p. 

155). The agenda of the new superintendent in DSD seems to 

be broader than that. He is perceived as a person with 

intelligence, political skills, and concern for major 

educational issues. Many seem to hope that he can "bring 

peace and exc~llence" to the district. Everyone speaks 

cautiously however, since the "honeymoon" period is not over 

yet and both the board and the superintendent are difficult 

to predict. As one observer noted: "If we had a board that 

wanted public education to be what it should be, and a 

superintendent who wanted to move in that direction, I think 

that this district could be a motivator, leader, innovator 

of public educational thought. We have a great racial mix, 

outstanding professional educators, willing parents, great 
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students, and interesting demographics in the community. We 

could be the leading edge of public education, but the 

politics of the board get in the way." 

Description of Labor Relations in the'Third Generation 
By Major category 

Table 12 provides a categorical summary of labor 

relations in Desert School District in the third generation~ 

What Happens. Both the district and the DEA 

demonstrate in this period that they are very aware of 

community pressures. The potential conflict over binding 

arbitration has been relegated to the court, and becomes a 

legal, rather than a relationship issue. The 1986 contract 

specifies more internal committee membership on the part of 

teachers. Cooperation has increased and grievances have 

declined dramatically. 

Symbols Raised. Among the symbols of this period 

are: "jointly concerned about the issuesi" "when the public 

gets involved more things will start to happeni" and "voice 

in policy decision making." 

Conflict. It is .almost too early to describe 

adequately the level of conflict. Wary accommodation and 

new outward signs of stability are presently indicated. 

Trust: Teachers and District. Trust, although 

tentative, appears to be increasing. Workshops for 



Table 11. The generations of labor relations in DSD 
(third generation). 

FIRST FIRST SB:OND SB:OND nlIRD 
GENERATION a:lNFLICT GENERATION OONFLICT GENmATION 

. Descril2tion of Lalxlr Relations 

WlBt teachers seek DEI\ organiza- (altentative EE:A:SPC internal 
lli!ppens organized tion legiti- acceptance/ open partici- comnitt~ 

voice I nego- rrucy: power recognition of -pation to rrernb!!rship 
Hation policy struggle I O~I parentsl call spec i fi'!<i: 
(19671: il11?8sse strike of 1978 (bl acconno- for contract/ both aware 
, suit (19741 dation to O~ rmnagenent of~-

changes (19841 pressures 

Symbols "frustration" "dignity" "keep peace" "outrage" "jointly 
Raised "unfair" "respect" "labor "enough is concerned " 

oriented" enough" "plblic 
support" 

Cooflict rising very high: focused and plblic & stable? 
very plblic private: high intra-organ-

grievances i:ational 

Trust: decreasing lowl teacher low to m:xler- general increasing 
teachers leaders called ate paranoia: cooperation 
, dist. "radical" rhetoric 

Catalyst issue (741 withdrawing cost of con- disgruntled Il'Utual 
or external negot.policy: flict: new groups and gains: 
trigger pressures NE7\ & AEI\: supt arrenable individuals: education: 
bringing board & supt. power par~nt 

imbalance support 

Oqninant adndnistration teachers teachers citizens teachers 
Ccnlition board citizens superintendent board board 
l'anbers board citizens 

Other deseg suit political uneven growth political new supt: 
Events declining change of expertise: change; bJd- negotiator 

funds: enroll- fed. programs get crises: board 
rrent: local fWlding county attny 

report 

Period MeetA:a1fer DEm!nd/nespond Good Faith Inflexibili ty Ne;otiated 
Oescrip- Commission Bargaining Policy 
tor 

Other teacher role crisis is nanaging ~ity nanaging 
Key is advisory withdrawal of around & issues: scope through 
Charac- recognition in spite of of contract: contract: 
teristics contract: nanagerrent inplt: 

forum for account-
problem-solving ability: ------

Noted negotiation board rmjor- scope has long period issue of 
Variance began here: ity state: been issue of crisis: legality 

nonbargain "giving away since '78 issue: no of binding 
state the store" follow thru arbitration 
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administrators and teachers were co-facilitated by the DEA 

and the district negotiator. positive communication has 

increased, and examples of efforts to resolve problems 

quickly (rather than to deny them) are common. 

Catalyst or Trigger Bringing. It is in the best 

interest of the district administration, the board and DEA 

to work cooperatively at this time. Watchdog groups remain 

"in the wings." Among the gains of cooperation are parent 

support and meeting educational needs. 
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Dominant Coalition Members. The coalition at 

present appears to be clustered around the new 

superintendent. Power is presently being shared among the 

superintendent, DEA, the community, and the board in a 

spirit of cooperation. The board is the greatest question 

mark in this coalition since no clear direction has yet been 

charted with this new superintendent. Thus far, as all 

board members point out, they are giving the superintendent 

an opportunity to manage the district with little 

interference. Otherwise they could not evaluate his success. 

To some extent, Paulson's skill in educating and working 

with the board will determine his continued success. 

Other Events. The selection of a new 

superintendent in 1986, two new board members in 1985 and 

one in 1987, and the hiring of a professional negotiator in 

1985 have had impact on generational movement. It is also 
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interesting that the search for a new superintendent was a 

very politicized process. Although the board members had 

agreed to keep the identity of the candidates confidential, 

at least one trustee leaked the information to the press. 

Articles were published on power struggles on the board, 

particularly over the possible selection of Dorsett. At 

least two candidates withdrew their names. During the 

selection process, the DEA explored the backgrounds of all 

candidates (except Dorsett) and made the information 

available to the board. Moreover, the Desert Administrators 

Inc. interviewed the candidates, a move that some board 

members found very upsetting. It is also suggested by 

several persons that community groups also worked behind the 

scenes to identify "the best candidate" for the district. 

The greatest division occurred regarding the 

possible selection of Dorsett as superintendent. 

Accusations were made at the time that the decision not to 

hire her as superintendent were racially motivated. It 

could be as easily argued however, based on the record and 

field notes for this project, that she was "contaminated" by 

the administration in which she worked, and that her style 

was not perceived as one which could "bring the district 

together." Many believed that continuation of confrontation 

within the district would keep the district in conflict, 

rather than moving it toward resolving joint concerns. 



Period Descriptor and Other Key Characteristics. 

Thus far~ this appears to be a period of negotiated policy. 

The 1986 consensus agreement is the first three year 

agreement in the district's history. It incorporates 

proposals by CSPC and site administrators. Seniority, 

although still a major consideration in filling vacancies, 

is moderated so that some choice is given to principals. 
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The district agreed to a new incoming base salary for 

teachers. Both sides stated that they had made gains and
o 

had "given up something dear." With a new common training 

focus, an increased number of new site administrators whose 

tenures do not predate the strike, and the insistence of the 

superintendent on giving both voice and accountability to 

site administrators, the framework for managing through the 

contract appearsoto be in place. 

Noted Variance of DSD from the Kerchner and 

Mitchell Framework. Because data regarding the third 

generation is sketchy, variance is difficult to determine. 

The area that continues to be a determinant of underlying 

volatility in this district that is not a factor in other 

districts studied is the issue of the legality of binding 

arbitration. 

Impact of Bargaining on the District 

Although the interviewees' responses to questions 

regarding impact were generally stated in terms of working 



conditions and employment, r.ather than programs and policy, 

this study generally supports the findings of Kerchner and 

Mitchell that: 

(1) "accidental" policy is made through the bargaining 

process and contract implementation; 

(2) collective bargaining, contract making and contract 

enforcement in this district have enhanced the "laboring" 

aspect of teacher work; and 

(3) substantial change has occurred in this district in 

managerial beliefs and operations as a result of the 

consensus agreement. 

152 

Each of these areas will be addressed separately in 

this section. At this point, there is no way to determine 

to what extent the impacts cited have been influenced also 

by factors other than'bargaining, the contract and contract 

enforcement. Certainly bargaining has not occurred in a 

vacuum. In some instances data clearly support the 

perceived relationship between bargaining and impact; in 

others, it is suggested but not as clear. This problem is 

typical of 'attempts by most authors to establish clear 

relationships between bargaining, the contract, and 

organizational outcomes. Resear~h attempting to determine, 

for' instance, whether salaries have increased because of 

negotiations has been thus far inconclusive (Kerchner, 1986, 

Johnson, 1986). 
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"Accidental" Policy 

With the parties' increasing sophistication and the 

broadened scope of bargaining, the work roles of teachers in 

this district have changed. Some of the change has been 

subtle and some dramatic. These changes have been 

influenced by the contractual separation between "regular" 

and "extra duties" and by mechanisms used by DEA to enforce 

the the contract. Both findings are congruent with those of 

Kerchner and Mitchell. 

"Regular" and "Extra Duty". Recognition of the 

distinction between "regular" and "extra duty" 

responsibilities of teachers has become increasingly 

formalized, so much so that no respondent was able to think 

of a function not explicitly part of "regular duty" that the 

contract did not cover, with the possible exception of 

school open houses. Generally speaking, "regular" duties of 

teachers have narrowed, and "extra duties" have been 

specified and are separately paid. These are tasks that 

teachers can choose whether to perform. As a result, 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) point out, "the mix of tasks 

teachers typically perform in the course of their work," has 

been changed by the contract (pp. 6-4). Some 

extracurricular and parent-contact activities, formerly 

routine, are less frequently performed by teachers, without 

strong site administrator efforts to "entice, cajole, or 

coerce" such responsibility. The CSPC and PTA proposal to 



district and DEA representatives prior to the 1986 

negotiation period addressed this concern, and explicit 

language was added in the 1986 contract to include 

attendance at the school open house as a regular duty of 

teachers. 

Substantively, the importance of II non - c1assroom 

work ll such as some extracurricular programs, after-hours 

meetings, and student supervision activities has been 

reduced. Under tight budgetary conditions, the number of 

extra duty IIpositionsll are reduced, reinforcing the split 

between the two areas, and the decreased importance of 

non-classroom work. 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) also found that 

llmanagement negotiators have generally made strenuous 

efforts at.the bargaining table to keep both the number of 

compensated extra duties and the size of the stipends paid 

for their performance to a minimum ll (p.6-5). In contrast, 

the number of compensated extra duties in DSD is high and 

size of stipends paid is indexed. Stipend is determined by 

multiplying the index by the teacher's experience step 

salary in the B.A. column. The range is from .03 for middle 

school club sponsor to .15 for manager of interscholastic 

activities. Field notes indicate that lIyounger teachers ll 

are more likely than lIolder teachers" to volunteer for most 

of these positions. Extra duty positions related to 

coaching and band or orchestra activities have different 

selection criteria than other such positions. 
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The Specialist Teacher. Kerchner and Mitchell 

found that teacher organizations have a great deal of 

difficulty promoting the interests of specialist teachers. 

Specialists tend to be less active and influential in 

teacher organization policy formation than other teachers, 

and administrators are disinclined to strongly support 

unique working conditions for specialist teachers. More 

specifically Kerchner and Mitchell concluded that 

(I) specialist demands were rarely viewed as crucial; 
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(2) specialists and other teachers hold diverge~t interests; 

(3) different types of specialists have "direct interests 

and problems" and thus cannot generate cohesive support for 

particular proposals; (4) regu~ar classroom teachers tend to 

resent specialists, whom they see as having protected, less 

demanding or productive jobs, and as not being subject to 

the same risks of job loss from declining enrollment; and 

(5) specialists do not frequently seek or acquire leadership 

positio~s within teacher organizations. 

Although it can be argued that there may be a 

"serious and permanent contradiction" between collective 

bargaining and tbe creation of specialized teacher roles, 

DSD seems to have handled the contradiction better than 

Kerchner and Mitchell's study sites. Not only are 

specialists members of the bargaining unit, but nurses, 

social workers, and other noncertified personnel are as 

well. In recent negotiations a specialist has been included 



as part of the negotiation team and the contract reveals 

specific gains for specialists in terms of characteristic 

desires, such as class size, aide support, and discipline 

issues. 
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Such a statement is not meant to imply that no 

problems exist, however. Specialists in DSD include two 

major areas, special education and bilingual education. A 

principal in the district who is also the former president 

of the Association for Bilingual Education indicated that 

special education has great "clout" in the district in 

relationship to the number of students they serve. Specific 

guidelines have been set by PL 94-142 and parents of 

students served are well organized and vocal. Bilingual 

education, however, receives less consistent support from 

parents or teachers, and is somewhat more controversial. He 

acted as "unofficial negotiator" on behalf of bilingual 

education in the 1984 and 1986 negotiations. He found DEA 

to be resistant to some of their concerns in 1984 but less 

so in 1986. District support generally has broadened, 

however, since the 1970s and, "compared to other places, the 

relationships are better, the programs are more successful, 

and the quality is higher at DSD. We take it very seriously 

here." 

No one interviewed cited major conflict between 

specialists and other teachers, but some issues were noted. 

One person commented that "better understanding by' other 



teachers of the problems faced by the specialist in the 

classroom is needed." "Special education ran its own 

mini-personnel department" until recently, when the 

district, encouraged by DEA, began to exert greater efforts 

to manage through the contract. During the 1978 strike many 

specialists did not go out on strike because "most of our 

kids were sent to school anyway, and there was no one else 

available to meet their special needs." 
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A recent major contract issue has involved 

noncertified members of the bargaining unit (MBU), rather 

than specialist teachers. The issue relates to sabbatical 

leaves which were granted to noncertified MBUs for several 

years. Recently DSD has challenged and changed this 

practice. Arizona law has been interpreted as allowing only 

certified teachers to receive sabbatical leaves. The 

association has supported the MBUs, and the issue is not as 

yet resolved. 

This district began local speci~l education programs 

before required by federal law. The data indicate, however, 

that federal programs increased the number of specialists 

and programs in the district and altered the student/teacher 

ratio in the 1980s. Largely due to the consensus agreement, 

the district has absorbed the cost of teaching positions and 

staff as some federal programs have been eliminated. If 

federal programs continue to be cut, the role of the 

specialist in the district may be more directly affected 



more than other teachers. Conversely, if federal and state 

law continue to require special services without providing 

additional funding, the potential for conflict between 

specialists and other teachers may increase. 

Minimization of Work Effort. Kerchner and 

Mitchell described "periodic pressure on teachers (by the 

union) to minimize their work performance in order to bring 

pressure to bear on managers during the negotiating process 

or during other times of labor unrest." Organized 
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deliberate pressure by teachers on the district has occurred 

in DSD, orchestrated by DEA. However, it has not generally 

taken the form of deliberate work slowdowns or strikes and 

has been targeted more frequently at the board than at site 

managers. The only work stoppage in this district was the 

five day strike in October, 1978. Picketing of district 

offices occurred during bargaining in 1979. Frequently 

during bargaining periods, large groups of teachers in DEA 

"red shirts" have made their presence and their concerns 

known at board meetings. 

Less direct organized pressure also exists in this 

district during bargaining periods. One teacher is assigned 

to lobby, or "shadow" each board member prior to and 

continuing throughout the bargaining period. General 

tensions are high during bargaining as well. One principal 

stated that principals sometimes express hesitancy to serve 

as members of the district bargaining team because their 



relationship with teachers onsite is affected by their 

bargaining role. 
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One reason for moving to a two year contract in 1980 

and a three year contract in 1986 (except for salary issues) 

was to avoid the "wear and tear" of the process. This 

concern relates to those impact areas already discussed, but 

to others not mentioned in the Kerchner and Mitchell work. 

Much time, effort and expense are involved in preparing for 

and participating in bargaining. Key DEA representatives 

are given release time by the district for their 

participation in bargaining and other "DEA business." Only 

recently has that been true for administrators serving on 

the district's negotiating team. 

Association pressure on teachers in the enforcement 

of the contract has occurred in two major ways: through the 

encouragement of the use of the grievance process, (for 

review, see Table 8), and through pressure applied on site 

to abide by contract stipulations, even if teachers would 

prefer to do otherwise. 

The ALaboringA Aspect of Teacher Work 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) state: liAs a general 

tendency, unionization has accented the rationalization of 

tasks and close supervision of teacher role performance, 

thus highlighting laboring aspects of teaching rather than 

the skilled craft, professional service, or artistic 

components of the work" (pp. 6-9). Kerchner and Mitchell 
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define rationalization as an approach to task definition in 

which specific tasks are pre-planned and then undertaken as 

"routine enactment of 'standard operating procedures'" 

(pp. 6-10). Close supervision, under their definition, 

involves direct oversight or "stringent reporting 

requirements." 

performed. 

Assessment monitors how required tasks are 

Field notes and an analysis of contracts identify 

these phenomena as occurring in this district. That is not 

to say that teaching does not include the nonlaboring 

components, but that the focus of the contract language and 

its implementation have accented the laboring aspects of 

teaching. DSD's consensus agreement has unquestionably 

given teachers more explicit control over their economic 

future and school-based decisions. It has brought, 

according to most, a sense of self worth and has improved 

teacher morale in the district by building objectivity into 

system procedures. Specifically, teachers have gained 

smaller class size, extra duty pay (which has decreased 

teacher volunteerism, partly because most extra jobs are 

covered by extra duty pay), improved pay, and other fringe 

benefits, such as liberal sick leave, personal leave days, 

buy-out leave time and pay for planning periods. The 

consensus agreement has specified planning and standard 

operating procedures, and has built in evaluation components 

for how both district and teacher tasks will be performed. 



Rationalization has been a goal of the DEA, a central 

element of their effort to protect teachers. They have 

deliberately brought in objectivity, standardization, and 

specificity and clarity of policy language governing the 

process. This effort creates a reciprocal effect. 

Beginning in 1984 and even more apparent in the 1986 

bargaining period, managers asked that their rights be more 

explicitly stated in the contract. 
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Nationally, concern about student achievement has 

brought questions about teacher competency. Studies such as 

"A Nation at Risk" and the recent National Governors' 

Association study, "Time for Results: The Governors' 1991 

Report On Education" are two that address this concern. 

Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) point out that labor relations 

encourage the setting of standards for performance, and 

inspection and evaluation. Labor relations also encourage a 

grievance mechanism, which in turn, requires concomitantly a 

close inspection of procedural rules and of job performance. 

In DSD, grievances have played a major role in the 

rationalization and assessment of tasks. 

According to Kerchner and Mitchell, the 

rationalization and inspection mechanisms that support a 

laboring conception of teaching are contract language, 

social relationship changes, and new political 

decision-making. All these mechanisms can be discovered in 

DSD. 



Contract Language. Six key observations may be 

made regarding contract language in DSD: 
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(1) Contract analysis indicates that hours and duties 

are now much more explicitly defined than they were in 1967, 

encouraging a move from "mission-bounded" work to 

"time-bounded" work (Kerchner and Mitchell 1981). The 

teacher's day has become less ambiguous; undefined hours and 

duties have been specified. 

(2) Contracts in this district have formalized a 

distinction between "regular" and "extra" responsibilities. 

Contractual encouragement, then, is for teachers to narrow 

responsibility and to focus on tasks that are explicitly 

stated. 

(3) Increasingly elaborate procedural rules are 

negotiated into the contract, especially in job definition 

and transfer, and have encouraged rationalization and 

planning. 

(4) A high level of grievances filed in the ~istrict 

have gradually required all managerial levels to give more 

attention to the contract. Decisions have become tied to a 

contractual base. Grievances have acted as a communication 

device, directing attention to specific problem areas, or 

sometimes, specific personalities. In any case, they help 

to shape the way that DSD expends time and money. RIFs and 

transfers have been the two major areas of contention in 

this district. 



(5) In this district, principals had great autonomy and 

stability during the Robbin and Thomas years (1941-1977). 
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As their power and stability diminished under Melvin, and as 

grievances based on standardized procedures in the contract 

became more frequent, the necessity of becoming a "contract 

administrator" was apparent. Older administrators have 

retired or otherwise left the district and teachers already 

familiar with the contract increasingly are promoted to 

managerial positions, changing the nature of management in 

this district. 

(6) Dismissal of teachers is now based on contractual 

evaluation standards. It is easiest to demonstrate whether 

a teacher has followed the rules. However this requires 

that the principal follow the explicit steps of the 

evaluation process as well. Some principals stated that the 

process is so complex "it isn't worth it." DEA leaders 

spoke positively of the dismissal process, saying that some 

guidance was necessary and, that if the process is followed, 

DEA will also support the dismissal. Administrators, 

however, seem skeptical. 

The Social Organization. Throughout most of the 

first generation, in "Camelot," the DEA did not compete with 

the district for loyalty of its teachers. In fact, teachers 

and administrators, including the superintendent, were part 

of DEA, and membership in the organization was encouraged by 

the superintendent and board. After the 1978 strike, the 



role of the organization changed. As the power of DEA 

increased, and the management of the district was confused, 

teachers went to the DEA for protection and to get problems 

addressed. Administrators formed their own organization. 

Given the strength of DEA, even some principals indirectly 

sought change in the district through encouraging teachers 

to grieve circumstances in the school that they felt 

powerless to change through their own line of command. 

Until the superintendency of' Paulson, DEA's approach to 

grievances had a tendency to bypass the principal as an 

important part of the process. 
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During the period of the study, the relationship 

between DEA and the district has become an increasingly 

"rationalized" one, emphasizing formal interpretation of 

rules. During the periods of tension between DEA and the 

district, especially between October 1978 and 1984, teachers 

were pressured to follow explicit rules that helped to 

standardize administrative behavior. 

Kerchner and Mitchell suggest that labor 

professionals contribute to both rationalization and 

inspection of teachers' jobs through their communication 

network across district boundaries. They bring to the 

district the assumptions of private sector labor relations. 

This contribution is more difficult to ascertain in DSD. 

Only two professional negotiators have been hired by the 

district (other than as mediator/arbitrators> in the history 
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of the district. The first was Myron Lieberman, who was 

hired as a consultant to assist them in negotiating a 

contract in 1978, and the second was Duane Brendon, hired in 

1985, who has a background in private sector bargaining from 

a management perspective. 

For the DEA, influence from NEA or other external 

sources has come in four ways: (1) training of all DEA 

negotiators: (2) advisory status during the strike of 1978: 

(3) through UniServ positions made available to DEA 

beginning in the mid1970s: and (4) since the strike, the 

experience and expertise of Bill Welch, executive director of 

the DEA. 

Contract analysis indicates that the most dramatic 

change in its language occurred with the contract negotiated 

by Lieberman in 1978. The language became distinctly more 

labor oriented. 

The Political System. According to Kerchner and 

Mitchell (1981) "achieving a satisfactory contract 

settlement in education depends heavily on the ability of 

each side to form and sustain strong political support 

coalitions" (pp. 6-30). Their findings indicate that 

rationa~ization of teaching helps to create solidarity 

within both manager and teacher groups and facilitates a 

sense of commonality between educators and citizen groups or 

public policy makers. Further, the climate of demand for 

accountability and lack of confidence in schools means that 



candidates' promises of closer inspection of teacher and 

student performance help to win school board elections. 

Labor relations in DSD are more political than 

economic. Many sources argue that the community's support 

for teachers during the strike was critical in their 

success. The DEA, historically, through a political action 

committee, has supported specific candidates for school 

board elections. The board from 1979-1984 was described by 

most respondents as a "teachers' board." One board member 

stated that after his first election, he "owed them a debt 

of gratitude." It was from this board that major 

contractual gains were made by DEA which have rationalized 

teacher work. 

DEA support has varied from endorsement and various 

levels of financial support to campaigning for specific 

candidates. In the 1986 election, for the first time in 

recent history, DEA chose not to support an incumbent, one 

of the three board members who voted to file the suit 

against DEA regarding binding arbitration. She won 

reelection without their support. The political action 

committee has supported candidates for state offices as 

well. The DEA also joined the district in successfully 

campaigning for the override election of 1984, and many 

people interviewed give much credit for its success to DEA 

support. 
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DEA's political influence has depended greatly on 

the group's size and solidarity. Welch, the executive 

director has played a major role in generating solidarity of 

DEA since the 1978 strike. Rationalization of teaching has 

helped to sustain that solidarity. 

Other points need to be made in relation to this 

topic. During the first generation, when the teachers, 

board, and superintendent acted as a coalition, this 

district had national influence as well as influence in 

local elections. During the strike of 1978, the dominant, 

influential political coalition was between DEA and parents, 

or the public. During the second generation, the salient 

political coalition was between DEA and the board. During 

the second intergenerational conflict, a significant 

realignment occurred. It appeared as a time of caution for 

DEA in making public statements that might be construed by 

watchdog community groups as being "too powerful." 

Managerial Beliefs and Operations 

The position of site administrator has been altered 

substantially, and the criteria for managerial behavior has 

changed. As Kerchner and Mitchell found in their work, the 

tendency in DSD is generally toward rationalization, 

formalization and specialization of daily operations. There 

is no question that as Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) state: 

"the tension between managerial discretion and teacher 

autonomy and security is a permanent fixture of labor 



relations" (pp. 6-33). DSD's site administrators have 

reduced autonomy; many have perceived the contract as "a 

millstone" that has "hurt those who were doing a good job 

and has made others improve. 1I 
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Altered Position. Managerial authority in the 

district is expressed in recent years as rule-based as 

contrasted with earlier charismatic or autocratic 

leadership. The rules are largely procedures for 

organizational maintenance, and education is not the central 

focus. In the second generation, rules were made and taken 

seriously by teachers, but principals were trying to find 

some other means of running the schools. In the second 

generational conflict, rules were a serious issue, and they 

continue to be important in the third generation. Central 

administrative functions, such as personnel and budget, are 

strongly influenced by the contract. In general, the 

operation of the district has become more standardized and 

procedura1ized as a result of the agreements. 

The Good Manager. Criteria for "good" manager 

change as generational movement occurs. Peace had a 

particularly high value just after the 1978 strike. During 

Robbin's superintendency (1941-1968), in contrast, the 

ability to be creative, charismatic and independent were 

desired characteristics in a principal. 
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The Struggle for Loyalty. Interdependency exists 

between the teacher organization and the school district, 

whether they are competitive or cooperative. without 

cooperation, teachers cannot be successful in the classroom. 

Yet in an adversarial relationship, the first loyalty is to 

the association. 

Mutual Strategy and Adaptation. DEA was 

established soon after the district was organized. 

Administrators and teachers were members and leaders in the 

organization. As DEA changed from a social organization to 

a powerful union, administrators left the organization and 

its rule-making goals became explicit. After attempting to 

deny the contract and work around it, the "coping mechanism" 

used by most principals has been to learn the rules. Once 

they learn to cope, they learn to develop strategies to 

regain influence at the site level. In the study, this 

coping becomes more apparent as labor relations move into 

the second intergenerational conflict and the third 

generation. Particularly in the third generation, 

management rights are negotiated into the contract and 

organizationally site administrators are expected to know 

and use the contract. To a large extent, this process 

actually appears to be a codification of informal rules, 

i.e., regaining officially some of what was lost. 
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Coalitions. Coalitions change as generational 

movement occurs, and different behavior is required of 

principals and superintendents in each generation. Although 

variance exists in the types of coalitions found in DSD when 

compared to Kerchner and Mitchell sites, the fact and 

importance of coalitions is a common finding. In the first 

generation, the principal is part of the coalition with 

teachers against the coalition of the board and 

superintendent. At the school site the principal and 

teachers are a coalition of control. At the first 

generational conflict, the site principal is somewhat 

estranged from the earlier relationship, and the teachers 

"go public," forming a coalition with parents and the media. 

The superintendent and board did not create a coalition in 

this district during the first intergenerational conflict. 

The superintendent became the symbol of the problems 

encountered and was asked to resign. 

The second generation leaves principals to form 

coalitions as they can, sometimes with teachers in their 

school, sometimes not. At least accommodations are made 

between teachers and principals. The administrator learns 

to live with the contract because "it isn't going to go 

away." Moving into the second generational conflict, the 

principals coalesced with community groups or with teachers. 

Entering the third generation, the effort is to develop a 



systemic coalition among teachers, principals, 

superintendent and board. 

Impact on the District as a Whole 
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The following comments do not attach to the 

categories mentioned by Kerchner and Mitchell. However they 

represent estimates of impa~t on the district offered by 

several respondents. 

As contract specificity and complexity increased, 

power of administration and board to affect the school site 

and classroom decreased. Timelines in many procedures have 

been difficult to implement, particularly in a large 

district. In fiscally difficult periods, money might be 

spent to increase teachers' salaries that was needed for other 

areas (such as capital improvements). Buyout of unlimited 

sick leave and early retirement has been very expensive to the 

district. 

On the other hand, contract specificity and 

complexity has required personnel, budget and other 

departments to become more efficient and has forced the 

district to live up to agreements. The contract has 

provided structure and, to some extent, has brought 

stability to the district. The 1986 consensus improved the 

balance of power in the district and provided more of a 

leadership role to principal. 

Reflections on collective bargaining in DSD that 

suggest future issues included such comments as: "Collective 



bargaining has increased teacher involvement in policy 

decision making, perhaps giving teachers more power in 

policy making than even they would like to have." "The old 

contract (1984) was not really beneficial to either DSD or 

DEA. It was a contract more suited to pipefitters or 

steelworkers. Something run on a strictly seniority basis 

with virtually no movement. Very protective but also very 

constrictive." "The most recent contract (1986) has a 

different tone. It seems more neutral than it used to be. 

The old one eroded the whole idea of a teacher being a 

teacher ••• all that silly detail •••• They all have 
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professional pride in being teachers. Yet they have an 

agreement like laborers in industry." "The contract is 

becoming a working document." "Transfer is still an area that 

needs work. The process can be harmful to teachers, students 

and programs." 

A central administrator, once a DEA negotiator, said 

of collective bargaining in the district: "The impact of 

collective bargaining has been evolutionary and takes time. 

The agreements have changed the roles of teachers and 

principals in relationship to each other. They have changed 

my perceptions of how I manage." 

Summary of Findings 

This chapter has discussed the generational movement 

of labor relations in Desert School District through two 

generational periods and two periods of intergenerational 
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conflict. At present, relations appear to be suggestive of 

early third generation, although the balance is tentative. 

The direction district relations will take will depend in 

part on the ability of the board to find common goals and 

the nature of the developing relationship between the board 

and superintendent. In major ways, generational development 

in this district has evolved along the lines of the Kerchner 

and Mitchell framework. The district is idiosyncratic, 

however, in the nature of the coalitions formed, stimuli for 

change, and the continuing unresolved legal questions 

regarding collective bargaining in Arizona resulting from a 

lack of legislative guidance in this area. 

Findings of this study generally support those of 

Kerchner and Mitchell that: 

(1) "accidental" policy is made through the bargaining 

process and contract implementation. 

(2) collective bargaining, contract making and contract 

enforcement in this district have enhanced the "laboring" 

aspect of teacher work. 

(3) Substantial change has occurred in this district in 

managerial beliefs and operations as a result of the 

consensus agreement. 

Each of these areas was addressed separately in this 

. chapter. Variance from Kerchner and Mitchell findings was 

also addressed. 
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Variance, even within the district, is an important 

theme. Although substantial change can be documented 

throughout the district, the impact of bargaining in DSD 

appears to vary from principal to principal and school to 

school. This finding is consistent with that of Susan Moore 

Johnson (1986). In some DSD schools, as Johnson reports in 

her study: "the contract was quite prominent and rigorously 

enforced, while in others within the same district it was 

barely mentioned or teachers knowingly bent it for the good 

of the school. There were schools with hostile labor 

relationships and many grievances and schools with cordial 

labor relationships and no grievances. There were schools 

where a number of teachers did little more than the contract 

required and schools where most teachers went well beyond 

its minimal demands" (Johnson, 1986, pp. 13-14). 

The nature of impact on the district has also 

varied consistent with the changes in the contracts, 

becoming progressively more restrictive on both teachers and 

administration until 1986. Then, the bargaining teams were 

better matched and the process was more professional, 

drawing input from those who work with the contract to 

determine what changes would make it more workable and in 

the best interest of the education of students. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this research has been to provide a 

systematic, analytical examination of the evolutionary 

development of labor relations in a large public school 

district in the southwestern United States, responding to 

the following questions: 

1. Does the evolution of labor relations in this 

district follow the generational patterns specified in the 

framework developed by Kerchner and Mitchell (198l)? 

2. What has been the impact of teacher collective 

bargaining on governance of this district? 

The Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) generational 

framework of labor relations has been utilized in this study 

to evaluate its explanatory power. 

This chapter will individually address the two 

research questions, note key observations and implications, 

and suggest directions for future research. 

Generational Review 

Research Question '1: Does the evolution'of. labor 

relations in this district follow the generational patterns 
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specified in the framework developed by Kerchner and 

Mitchell (198l)? 
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This research generally supports the conclusions of 

Kerchner and Mitchell that the social force of accommodation 

in public school labor relations is interrupted by political 

upheaval and conflict, and that the movement of labor 

relations in a district generally appears to follow a 

generational framework. In Desert School District, as 

predicted by Kerchner and Mitchell, "three generations and 

two distinct, intergenerational periods of conflict emerge 

from the juxtaposition of accommodation and political 

conflict ll (Kerchner & Mitchell, 1981). Tables 12 and 13 

recapitulate by descriptor category a generational summary 

of labor relations as evidenced in the Kerchner and Mitchell 

study and in Desert School District respectively. 

Generational movement in Desert School District, as 

in the eight districts studied by Kerchner and Mitchell, 

appears to be relatively predictable and perhaps inevitable, 

given that these districts vary widely in.demographic 

characteristics. As time progresses, labor relations 

change, and these changes impact the role of teachers, 

administrators, superintendents, and board. 

Generational evolution appears to be intimately 

entwined with partisan politics and other decision making 

devices as noted by Kerchner and Mitchell (1981), Juris and 



Table 12. Generations of labor relations: 
and Mitchell. 

Kerchner 

FIRST FIRSr SECOND SECOND TllmO 
GENERATION CDNFLICl' GENERATION . CDNFLIcr G::NERATION 

Descrietion of Labor Relations 

What teachers seek teacher teacher org. opening of lIOice in 
Happens organization organization accepted, participation poli C'f I1I3.ki ng 

and voice legitimaC'f: aco::mnodated; & productive 
negotiations conflict education 
begin decreases programs 

SymIxIls "anger" "dignity" "scope of "efficienC'f" "effective" 
liaised "injustice" "protection" bargaining" "propriety" "public 

support " 
understanding 

COnflict rising high and focused and high and stable 
public private public 

Trust: cEclining 10"': mx1erate to moderate increasing 
teachers" teacher high cooperation 
district leaders 

"radical" 

Catalyst -statutes I:reaking a costs of dissatisfied costs of 
or trigger -issue tal:oo oonflict I:oard members conflict: 
bringing -person -den.:mds citizens mutual econ. 

gains in 
public 
support 

Oc:minant administration teachers teachers I:oard teachers 
i.oalition I:oard mard administration citizens I:oards 
M:mI:ers citizens citizens 

Other organizing political growth of political importance of 
Ewnts change expertise change political 

events 

Pericxl Meet/Confer D::mancl/Respond Good Faith "Giving Away ~otiated 
Descriptor Store" PoliC'f 

Other Key teacher role teacher managing aroWld o::mnWlity managing 
Character- is advisory recognition contracts issue: through 
istics crisis scope of oontracts: 

teacher Evaluation: 
contract monitoring of 

t~cht!t' 

(Adapted from Kerchner " Mitchell, 198 Ll 
perform.:mce 
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Table 13. Generations of labor relations in Desert 
School District. 

FIRST FIR5r sa:::oND SEr::OND nl!RD 
GrnmATION CXlNFLICT GrnmATION CXlNFLICT GrnmATION 

Descril2tion of Labor Relations 

WlBt teachers seek DEI\ organiza- (a) tentative m:::;\:spc internal 
Happens organized tion legiti- acceptance/ open partici- c:omnl. tte<! 

voice: nego- IIBCY: power recognition of -pat ion to nemb!!rship 
tiation fOliey struggle: om; parents; call specifi~: 
(1967): ilTpasge strike of 1978 (b) accomro- for contract/ both aware 
, suit (1974) dation to om IIBnage!l'en t of oonmun-

changes (1984) pressures 

Symbols "frustration" "dignity" "keep peace" "outrage" "jointly 
Raised "unfair" "respect." "labor "enough is concerned" 

oriented" enough" "p.!blic 
support" 

CcrIflict rising very high: focused and ~lic Ii stable? 
very ~lic private: high intra~rgan-

grievances izational 

Trust: decreasing low: teacher low to rrcder- general increasing 
teachers leaders called ate paranoia: cooperation 
, dist. "radical" rhetoric 

Catalyst. issue (741 withdrawing cost of con- disgruntled ITUtuat 
or external negot. fOliey: flict: new groups and gains: 
trigger pressures NEA Ii~: supt aI1'enable individuals: education: 
bringing board Ii supt. power par'!nt 

imbalance support 

Ocminant administration teachers teachers citizens teachers 
Coolition board citizens superintendent board board 
~rs board citizens 

Other cleseg suit fOlitical Wleven growth fOlitical new supt: 
Events declining change of expertise: change: b.xl- negotiator 

funds: enroll- fed. programs get crises: board 
rrent: lccal funding county attny 

rep:lrt 

Period Meet;\:onfer DmBnd/ResfOnd Good Faith Inflexibility Negotiated 
Oescrip-commission Bargaining Policy 
tor 

Other teacher role crisis is ITBIlaging COI11TIW1 i ty rre.naging 
Key is advisory withdrawal of around Ii issues: scope through 
Charac- recognition in spite of of contract: contract; 
teristics contract: rmnagerrent. input: 

forum for account-
problem-solving ability: 

Noted negotiation board IIBjor- scope has long period issue of 
Variance began here: ity state: been issue of crisis: legality 

nonbargain "giving away since '78 issue: no of binding 
state the store" follow thru arbitration 
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Feuille (1973) and Bacharach and Mitchell (1985). Public 

dissatisfaction, more than any other single factor, appears 

to influence movement, although the pressure for action may 

come ultimately from educators. 
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In Desert District multiple access points are 

available for the Desert Education Association, as well as 

for other bargaining units (such as AFSCME), Community 

School Partnership Council (CSPC), PTA, and several special 

interest groups. The result is often that substantive 

negotiation appears to take place in sites other than the 

formal bargaining table. Through direct access to 

individual board members, partisan pressure, suits brought 

through the courts, the grievance process, lobbying of the 

legislature, and media manipulation, interested persons and 

groups within and outside the district have influenced labor 

relations in the Desert School District. 

During each generation, perspectives dominant in 

other generations seem to be present among the actors, 

however the most influential themes and key actors appear to 

be those leading the district toward the next generation. 

Key groups in. the same generation or intergenerational 

conflict periods tend to share similar opinions and beliefs 

about the nature of teacher-district collective bargaining. 

For example, in the first generation, the superintendent, 

board and many teachers believed that a paternalistic system 

was appropriate. They accepted the board as a unilateral 



decision-making body. In the first intergenerational 

conflict, the board majority and the superintendent 

continued to hold to this position, perceiving the teacher 

leadership, who claimed to fight for legitimacy and voice, 

as militants, improperly influenced by powers outside the 

district. During this time several subgroups were warring 

also, including the board and superintendent. 

Once the crisis passed, a new relationship between 

teachers and the district had to be defined and tested. 

This occurred in the early second generation and led to 

formalized bargaining, teacher (and administrator) distrust 

of the district, a high level of grievances, and DEA's 

efforts to demonstrate power. As the relationship 

continued, the superinte~dent, the board and the teachers' 

association became more accommodative, in this district 

largely to DEA's demands. Both sides came to agree, 

however, that the bargaining process was an appropriate 

mechanism for problem solving. Scope of bargaining 

increased, tension decreased, and mutual support increased 

in late second generation. A community coalition, parent 

partnership council, principals' association, a new board 

majority became the key actors in the second 

intergenerational conflict, as they struggled with the 

political issues of this period: (1) management issues in 

the district impacting education; (2) a rigid contract, 

generating strong DEA influence, but inflexibility for both 
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individual teachers and administrators; and (3) a 

significant number of expensive grievance settlements on 

behalf of members of the bargaining unit. 
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DEA's strength under the consensus agreement to some 

extent had to intrude that organization into the district's 

leadership function. During the second intergenerational 

conflict, as that function became an issue, DEA indirectly 

became defined as a part of the district's problem. In 

response, the teachers' organization lowered its highly 

visible profile. with a new superintendent and newly hired 

district negotiator, contract negotiations and a series of 

administrative decisions began to improve the balance of 

power between management and teachers, and to bring 

management rights into the 1986 contract. DEA, with 

hesitancy, largely acquiesced to this reordering as they, 

and, to some degree, the board, appeared to recognize the 

political nature of bargaining. 

In the Desert District, citi~en participation in 

labor relations generally has been "highly fluid and 

episodic," but also "highly influential in changing the 

course of labor relations" and always involved at key 

turning points. This finding, also noted in the Kerchner 

and Mitchell work and by Erck (1983), presents a paradox of 

relatively low participation yet high influence. Iannaccone 

and Lutz (1970) suggest that public participation in school 

districts is episodic rather than continuous because levels 
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of dissatisfaction only periodically rise past a "zone of 

tolerance," and only at that point are citizens motivated to 

action (Iannaccone and Lutz, 1970). In this study, an 

example of a point of public intervention occurred in 1984 

when the Educational Excellence Coalition (EEC) took the 

position that: "Somebody had to say that the emperor wore 

no clothes." 

Although the Desert School District's teacher 

organization and school administrators have been successful 

in keeping parents away from the bargaining table, field 

notes indicate that during the crucial periods of change, 

parents have been involved and highly influential in labor 

relations, albeit indirectly. This was true in the 

recognition strike of 1978. In several studies made of the 

strike (e.g., Alday, 1981: Cooper, 1983: and Barbery, 1980), 

and in field interviews for this study, administrators and 

teachers overwhelmingly agreed that the support for the 

teachers from the community made a major difference in the 

outcome of the strike. More recently, citizen involvement, 

particularly by parents, was clearly influential in the 

district through the EEC and CSPC. Their activities in 1984 

led to turnovers in district personnel and in 1985 to a 

successful override election. In 1986 the parents group's 

proposal for the bargaining process was clearly considered 

by both DEA and the district bargaining teams. The board's 

recognition of the legitimacy and influence of active 



parties, other than labor and management, supports 

Wellington and Winter's position that public sector 

bargaining becomes multilateral (Wellington and Winter, 

1971; Erck, 1983). 
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Interestingly, labor relations has not generally 

been a campaign issue in school board elections, although 

the election of school board members is-seen as a means of 

influencing decisions in the district by persons within and 

external to the district. In the 1986 election, nine 

candidates, including one incumbent, pursued two open seats 

on the Desert School Board. Although the incumbent was not 

supported by the DEA, she easily won reelection. The other 

winning candidate was the only candidate to be endorsed by 

the DEA. She was also supported by individuals identified 

with the EEC, by CSPC and PTA members, and by two former 

school board members who had been perceived as moderates and 

consensus builders while serving on the board. She replaced 

Richard Gonzales, who will retire in January, 1987, after 

serving 12 years on the board. All candidates, including 

the incumbent, charged that the present board was 

unresponsive to student, teacher and parent needs, and most 

argued for greater financial accountability in the district. 

Both winning candidates campaigned on a platform combining a 

"for the kids" plea and a sound management theme. The newly 

elected member argued that the district's key problems are 

"loss of public trust and an average dropout rate of nearly 
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11 percent." She encouraged comprehensive teacher 

evaluations and increased listening to teachers (Citizen, 

10/31/86; 11/2/86). One candidate who lost his bid for 

board membership was an Hispanic identified with Gonzales as 

his former campaign manager and associate. 

In this study, the generational framework was 

helpful in providing a structure for: 

(a) observing the cycle of labor relations in Desert 

School District, and 

(b) observing the pattern of alternating conflict and 

accommodation that appears to be a part of public sector 

labor relations. 

Impacts on School Governance and Operations 

Research Question 12: What has been the impact of 

teacher collective bargaining on governance of this 

district? 

Findings of this study generally support the 

findings of Kerchner and Mitchell that: 

(1) "accidental" policy is made through the bargaining 

process and contract implementation; 

(2) collective bargaining, contract making and contract 

enforcement in this district have enhanced the "laboring" 

aspect of teacher work; and 

(3) substantial change has occurred in this district in 

managerial beliefs and operations as a result of the 

consensus agreement. 
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Labor relations in Desert School District has had a 

profound effect on the district, not only generally 

affecting the governance of the district, but also changing 

the nat'ure of school operations and work within schools. 

Kerchner and Mitchell found the impact of collective 

bargaining on schools, "although not universal, to be more 

profound than generally recognized." They further 

determined that "the efforts to contain labor relations by 

restrictive scope of bargaining statutes have largely been 

failures." They believe that much of the educational policy 

flowing from labor relations is "accidental, unrecognized 

and visible only after the fact." This is the case partly 

because the changes in school operations are largely 

second-order consequences of labor relations, brought about 

through the way the contract is integrated into the school 

organization rather than directly by the mandates of a 

contract (Kerchner and Mitchell, 1981). 

In Desert School District second-order consequences are 

particularly evident in the impact of the grievance outcomes 

on the district. Analysis of grievances indicated that the 

actual cost to the district of grievances between July, 1981 

and June, 1984 alone was over one million dollars. 

Grievance decisions also strengthened the contract, and in 

the opinion of key district negotiators and administrative 

staff, sometimes altered and'expanded original contract 

language. Contractual agreements and grievance decisions 
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have shaped board policy both directly and indirectly, often 

guiding budget decisions beyond. original district 

anticipation, and controlling teacher working conditions and 

terms of employment. 

Change has been influenced by the contractual 

separation between "regular" and "extra duties" and by 

mechanisms used by DEA to enforce the contract. As found in 

the Kerchner and Mitchell work, increasing standardization 

and rationalization of tasks, accompanied by close 

supervision of teacher role performance in DSD, has accented 

the "laboring" aspect of teacher work in the district. 

"Language creep" has characterized the evolution of contract 

language in this district. The contract has become more 

voluminous and complex, increasingly restricting the 

autonomy of building level managers. Relationships within 

the district are increasingly rationalized and standardized, 

and labor relations appear to be more political than 

economic. 

With a ~endency toward rationalization, 

formalization and specialization of daily operations, the 

position of site administrator has been altered 

substantially in Desert School District, as have the 

criteria for managerial behavior. The consensus agreement 

and grievance decisions have limited principals' autonomy, 

their decision making power, and the ways in which they are 

able to work around the contract. The changing consensus 
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agreement and grievance decisions have also encouraged 

principals to use the teacher bargaining process as an 

indirect means of correcting problems on site, and provided 

them an excuse for not making difficult decisions, or for 

not taking the responsibility for them·("hiding behind the 

contract"). The position of school principals has evolved 

in this district from one of great individual power and 

autonomy (one teacher said "emperor"), where contracts, if 

they existed, could be generally ignored, to one in which 

principals' power had to be gained through working around 

the contract, sometimes through developing "sweetheart" 

relationships with teachers. Now, principals are 

attempting, with the help of district training, to work 

through the contract. Working through the contract requires 

adherence to standardized rules protecting teachers, but 

also includes management rights. Management rights in DSD, 

a third generation characteristic, appear for the first time 

in the 1986 consensus agreement. 

Standardization requires increased consistency 

across sites in dealing with matters included in the 

contract; some system rules must be centralized. Such a 

move encourages better system control, but also provide? for 

less building autonomy and flexibility in the areas of 

standardization. As Johnson (1984) found, variance 

continues to exist from site to site within the district. 



Procedural constructs that are a part of the 

consensus agreement and grievance decisions have required 

changes in DSD's central administrative procedures and have 

required that departments such as personnel and budget 

become more responsive and efficient. 

Certainly the evidence from field notes and 

secondary sources in this district would support the 

observations of Kerchner and Mitchell that bargaining has 

effected changes in "the hature of duty, loyalty and the 
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nature of the relationship with the employer." Teachers are 

somewhat more independent, more cohesive as a group, and 

less dependent on the district than they were prior to 1978. 

Teaching in this district has also become more explicitly 

tied to sometimes restrictive rules and to a traditional 

contract that many teachers, as well as administrators, are 

cautiously interested in giving more flexibility. 

Observations and Implications 

Desert School District and Districts 
in the Original Study: Key Themes 

Four California and four Illinois districts were 

researched in depth for the Kerchner and Mitchell study. 

Demographic characteristics of these districts are included 

in Table 14; Table 15 presents a summary record of Desert 

School- District. 

Three similarities exist among all the districts. 

They have had to confront declining enrollments, financial 



Table 14. 

Name 

CALIFORIlIA 
Homestead 

Thresher 

Palermo 

South 
Garfield 

ILLIIIOIS 
Riverview 

Boulder 
City 

Industrial 
City 

T1pid 
Village 

Characteristics of Kerchner and Mitchell 
study sites. 

Demographics Strikes Generation Description 
(enrollment) 
(A in enrol.) 
(location) 

40,000 First Severe financial 
-8~ Inter- stress, history 
metro generational of labor unrest 

17,000 Early Second Controversy over 
+5% Generation board and 
suburban superintendent 

100,000 Late Second Overt attempts at 
-2~ Generation smoothing conflict 
metro with union; board 

becoming critical; 
strong teacher org. 

4,000 0 Early Second Shows privitization 
-5% Generation of labor relations 
suburban after First Inter-

generational Conflict 

25,000 4 Late Second Well organized union. 
-2% Generation Accommodation with 
separate management on polit-
city and operating matters. 

Union under suspicion 
poli tically. 

5,000 Early Second Union lacks direction 
-3% Second while mgt. operates 
separate comfortably in Second 
city Generation 

3,500 2 Early Third Board, Superintendent 
-3% Generation pursue policy changes 
suburban through labor contract 
city 

900 Early Second ~emonstrates policy 
no chance making in the labor 
suburban process 
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Table 15. Desert School District summary district 
record. 

District Name Desert School District 1.0. 1966 
Enrollment 55,422: Trend (+ 1%) 
Budget Millions 202,663,322 

Financial Status: 
Super Troubled/Under Control 
Union Troubled/Under Control 
Board Troubled/Under Control 

Community: [diverse, tolerant] [stable] 

Labor Perception: 
Super Working/Beginning Cooperation 
Union Working/Beginning Cooperation 
Board Working/Beginning Cooperation 

Bargaining Agent: NEA First Year? No 

Percent Membership: over 61% of the members of the bargaining unit 

Grievances This Year: 1 

Recognition Conflict: Strike 

Strikes: number 1; year of most recent 1976; duration of most recent ~ 

Board Elections: interest?~; Successful? generallYj overall impact unclear 

Impact: 
Super 
Union 
Board 

help 
mixed-help 
mixed-help 
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difficulties, and their school boards have become 

increasingly politicized. All but one district had five 

member boards. Generally, board composition in all these 

districts has become more diverse and less 

business-oriented. Impact of negotiations on the districts 

has been similar, in that the balance of power within 

districts has been affected by labor relations and the role 

of principals has changed. Beyond these similarities, 

although the districts all have tended to follow a 

generational pattern of development in labor relations, they 

are at different points in that development. Various key 

actors and coalitions can be identified as encouraging or 

obstructing generational movement in these districts. 

In both California and Illinois districts the nature 

of bargaining seems to have been affected by changes in the 

statutes. In California, the Rodda Act in 1975 mandated 

exclusive teacher representation and defined to some extent 

the scope of bargaining. Meet and confer had been expressly 

permitted prior to that time by the Winston Act. The 

passage of the Rodda Act seemed to correspond with, and 

perhaps facilitate, the recognition and structuring of 

bargaining in the California districts studied. Illinois 

had no enabling legislation at the time of the Kerchner and 

Mitchell study. However, an Illinois Attorney General's 

opinion allowing the recognition of the Chicago Teachers' 

Union seemed to spark a bid for recognition by other 



associations. Illinois has since passed enabling 

legislation. 
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Arizona, unlike California and Illinois, still does 

not provide legislative guidance on the subject of public 

sector bargaining. In fact, the Arizona Attorney General 

has opined that unless the legislature expressly provides 

for it, a school board cannot give away its decision making 

powers to a third party arbitrator. This also appears to be 

the prevailing judgment in cases that have been brought 

before Arizona courts (Sacken, 1986). 

Curiously enough, labor relations in school 

districts in all three states appear to have progressed with 

or without enabling legislation and even, as in the case of 

Desert School District, where bargaining itself may be 

illegal. In all three states labor relations have reached 

at least late second generation, and in Illinois and 

Arizona, early third generation movement. 

Desert School District is presently involved in 

"informal bargaining" with the DEA through a suit filed by 

the district to clarify whether a binding arbitration 

agreement is within the board's prerogative. Although 

preliminary indications are that the judge will find that it 

is not, appeals by the DEA should keep the case in court for 

some time. 

Collective bargaining is influenced in these 

districts by the direct and indirect involvement of many 



193 

individuals and groups. This finding supports the notion 

suggested by Bacharach and Mitchell (1985) that groups are a 

logical unit of ~rganizationa1 analysis in schools, and that 

groups will influence the pattern and sequence of events 

within the schools. 

principle Areas of Variance 

Accommodation Questions. Although a cooperative 

relationship developed between teacher leaders and 

designated school personnel in Desert School District, it 

was not, as Kerchner and Mitchell (1981) suggest, "managed 

by trained and competent insiders who have found the art of 

developing a satisfactory relationship, sometimes a highly 

helpful one." Until recently, in DSD, most accommodation 

was by the district to DEA. Political discontent, raising 

the questions of the second intergenerationa1 conflict came 

earlier than it did in other districts and prior to the 

establishment of a stable accommodation. An early conflict 

may have been encouraged by the management issues involved, 

the contract itself, and the fiscal impact of the grievances 

on the district. 

Resolution of Disputes. Kerchner and Mitchell 

found that privatization and bureaucratization of disputes 

of teachers and interest groups occurred in the second 

generation. In Desert School Distric~, with the possible 

exception of the grievance process, efforts to accomplish 
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resolution of disputes through formalized rules and 

procedures were either not tried or were ineffective. To 

some extent the formation of several task forces and the 

holding of public budget hearings may have been an effort to 

accomplish such an end; but if so, the board's failure to 

follow through on task force recommendations aggravated 

disputes rather than solving them. Also, politicization of 

disputes was generally encouraged by board action. The new 

superintendent is presently attempting to systematize the 

way that disputes are handled within the system by assuring 

access but decreasing the politicization factor. 

Decisions on Shifting Sand. The situation in 

Arizona is unique among the districts studied in that 

agreements between the DEA and the district are rendered. 

less stable by uncertainty as to the legality of the process 

and its outcome. The 1986 consensus agreement included 

binding arbitration despite an indication from a local court 

that the board could not legally grant it. Most respondents 

seem to feel that legislative change explicitly allowing 

public sector collective bargaining in this state is 

unlikely, at least in the near future; thus, some 

uncertainty will apparently continue. 

It is more difficult to institutionalize the 

practice of collective bargaining iri a district when it 

exists in such a fragile ecosystem. One could argue that 

the fragility of that system increases the influence of 



personal or group characteristics. Where there are no 

structures or processes that are stably sustained and 

legitimated by law, the aspect of personal or group 

preference becomes much more significant. 
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Indeed, as Susan Moore Johnson (1984) found, 

significant intradistrict variation is noted in this 

district, particularly in site managerial efforts to ignore, 

work around and work through the contract. Personal 

preference and individual differences are accented. Even 

with a new generation of managers who have never managed in 

the absence of contracts and who were socialized as teachers 

to perceive the contract as positive, intradistrict 

variation continues to exist, although to a lesser degree. 

In the absence of binding arbitration, the last 

arbitor will always be the board, which is greatly 

influenced, especially on matters of technical operations, 

by the managerial cohort (Tucker and Ziegler, 1982). In 

such a situation, volatility is enhanced and dependency by 

teachers on DEA may be increased. The question has 

continually haunted the district-teacher relationship in 

Desert School District since the Negotiation Policy was 

established in 1967. For many of these years the district 

has acted lias if II binding arbitration did provide employee 

protection, but when the board has deemed necessary., it has 

attempted to "take back the store." 
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This is an old district, still healing from a strike 

that no one believed could even occur. The strike exposed 

and exacerbated "family" dysfunction and was followed by 

years of power imbalances, distrust, and poor management. 

Given this context, it is possible that this present suit 

regarding the question of binding arbitration may actually 

strengthen DEA. If binding arbitration does not ensure 

employee protection, and if it is lost through the courts, 

rather than by DEA's actions, teachers may feel that they 

need the strength of DEA for protection even more than they 

have in the past. 

On the other hand, public schools, as an 

institution, have been under extreme duress on a national 

front since 1980. This may not appear to be a good time for 

internal warfare. Encouragement exists for DEA and the 

district to cooperatively act on a strategy that seeks 

alternative and successful means for resolving problems and 

providing systematic input into decision making. The 

problem of today for both, as Kerchner (1986) notes, is "to 

make the institution of public education conspicuously 

successful" (p. 340). 

In 1982 and 1984, DEA and the district's negotiator 

perceived the DSD-DEA consensus agreement as a forum for 

resolving all teacher-district problems. This finding is 

similar to those of McDonald and Pascal (1979), Kerchner, 

(1978), and Mitchell, Kerchner, Erck, & Pryor, (1981). It 
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is not necessary that the contract be the sole forum for 

such problem solving; it is necessary, however, that avenues 

of appeal on contractual issues be clarified and that good 

management principles prevail both in contracting and in 

implementation of the contract. There are preliminary 

indications that in the third generation in Desert School 

District movement is, tentatively, in this direction. 

Awareness of the nature of generational movement and 

the factors that influence change in a given district in 

itself may alter managerial processes in a district. As 

Erck points out, "those managers who comprehend the nature 

of generational movement will, no doubt, be better able to 

adjust to the changing situation and therefore survive in 

the politically charged educational climate of the 1980s." 

(Erck, 1983). 

Future Directions in Research 

Data regarding nine districts, researched in this 

detail, does not provide a strong enough foundation to 

generalize these findings. Conclusions diawn, then, 

represent points of departure from which further research 

may be conducted. Both formal and informal teacher 

collective bargaining appear to impact board, 

superintendent, managerial, and teacher behavior in an 

educational setting. It would be profitable to test the 

findings of the Kerchner and Mitchell study in different 

school districts. with a large enough sample, it might also 
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be useful to contrast internal and external factors, 

particularly increasing and declining enrollment, relating 

to evolutionary progress. One might determine the influence 

of various factors on labor relations in a district. One 

such factor that might be systematically evaluated is the 

presence and nature of a state's teacher bargaining statute. 

It would be particularly helpful to revisit these nine 

districts at a later date to determine if generational 

movement has occurred as predicted, to define more precisely 

the characteristics of the third generation. It would be 

useful also to know if perhaps generational movement 

continues through another intergenerational conflict and a 

fourth generation. A similar study might be made also of 

other public sector labor relationships, for example 

community colleges, and police and corrections departments, 

to determine if some or all of these findings might be 

generalized to those areas and be generalizable to the 

public sector as a whole. 



APPENDIX A 

ROLES OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

Fifty-nine persons were interviewed for this project. 

Many have been involved with the district in several 

important capacities during their employment with the 

district. The following summary indicates· the number of 

people interviewed who were able to address from personal 

experience the role categories noted. 

District Superintendents/ Acting Superintendents 

School Board Trustees •••.•.•.••.•.•••••.•••••••. 

Central Administration (includes all adminis

trative personnel above principal/site adminis-

7 

9 

tra tor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 

Site Administration/Desert Administrators, Inc..... 10 

AFSCME. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 

DEA members/negotiators............................ 21 

District negotiators............................... 14 

Community/Parents/ PTA/EEC/CSPC................... 13 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Respondent Name: 
Current Title: -------------------------------------
Previous positions: 
(Other Relationship~t-O~D~l~·s-t~r~i-c~t-:-------------------

Code: 

Date: 

Opening Note: 
This research involves inquiry into the dynamics of 

labor relations in school districts and the outcomes of 
employee relations processes. I am going to ask questions 
about the historical and current status of labor relations 
in the district. Finally, there will be some questions 
about the impacts of labor relations as you see them and 
about the future of labor relations for teachers. 

Unless otherwise noted, please assume that the 
questions seek a response within the context of the period 
of time during which you have been associated with the 
district. Your participation is voluntary and that you have 
the right to refuse to answer any question. 

Profile 

Pl. Respondent's relationship to school district: (all that 
apply) 

a. Parent of child in district 
b. School principal or assistant 
c. School board member 
d. Central office administrator 
e. Classroom teacher 
f. Leader in teacher organization 
g. Active in parent-teacher group 
h. Member of a school site councilor advisory 

committee 
i. An interested citizen· 
j. Active in a school monitoring organization (League 

of Women Voters, etc) 
k. Other: ---------------------------------------------------
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P2. Sex: (M) (F) 
P3. Approx. Age: (Under 30) (30-45) (46-65) (over 65) 
P4., Ethic Bkgd: (Black) (Hispanic) (White) (Asian) (Other) 
P5. Approx. family income (0-15,000) (15-25,000) (25-50,000) 

(above 50,000) 
P6. Are you now or have you ever been a member of a labor 
organization? (Y) (N) 

Generic Questions' 

1. What terms do you think describe the community during 
your involvement with the district. 

(rural) (urban) (industrial) (bedroom) (blue collar) 
(upper class) (diverse) (active) (conservative) (moderate) 
(liberal) (demanding) (apathetic) (polarized) 

2. What (is) (has been) the reputation of the district in 
the community? What do (did) people say about the schools? 

3. How would you describe the relationship between other 
political subdivisions and the district? (city, county, 
etc)? 

4. Has there been special notice of the district by 
outsiders? (Positive or negative) 

--When? 
--Type of notice? 
--Circumstances? 

5. What in your opinion is unique about this district? 

6. Would you please describe any major crises or 
disturbances in the school district during the period of 
time that you have been associated with the district? 

(Deseg) (Enroll) (C.B.) (Sch. Clos) (Lay-offs) 

7. How would you describe the financial status of the 
district? 

(Desperate) (Crisis) (Troubled) (Tight or under control) 
(Comfortable) (Big surplus, trouble spending) 

Labor Relations 

8. How would you characterize the tone of labor relations 
in this district? (Recall: in context) 

(High conflict) (uneasy truce) (Some trust) (working 
relationship) (Cooperation) 



9. During your time with the district (did you) (have you 
had to) deal with any labor-related· law suits or unfair 
labor practices charges. (No) (Yes) 

--What was the sUbstance of it? 
--How was it initiated? 
--What was (or is likely to be) the outcome? 

10. How strong (was) (is) the teacher organization in this 
district? 

(Very) ••••••••••••••••• (Average) •••••••••••••••• (Weak) 

11~ Characterize the stability of the TEA leadership group. 
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(Very) ••••••••••••••••••• (Modera te) •••••••••••••••• (Not) 

12. Who would you say (are) 
at the bargaining table and 
relations in the district? 

Management: Names 
Union: Names 
Other: Names 

(have been) the key people 
behind the scenes in labor 
Describe their influence. 

Position 
Positions 
Positions 

both 

13. What has been the most memorable district bargaining 
experience that you personally can recall? 

--What made it memorable? ---------------
--What were the consequences? 

14. Has the teachers' organization taken an active interest 
in school board elections? (Yes) (No) 

--What sort of interest? 
(financial support) (campaigning) (behind the 
scenes) (successful) (unsuccessful) 

--Has this varied during your involvement with the 
district? 

15. Have there been any community groups (or task forces) 
that have taken an active part or an active interest in 
labor relations here? In district po1icymaking in general? 

--Which groups? 
--Key individuals involved 
--What. circumstances? What part? 
--Coalitions? 

16. (Do) (Did) the teachers' organization and management· 
work together on matters of mutual concern in settings 
other than bargaining? 

--Informal meetings, agreements 

17. Has there ever been a serious effort to return to a 
non-association status in this district? (Yes) (No) 

--What happened? 



204 

18. During your involvement with the district, how would 
you characterize the working relationship between teachers 
and district? 

19. Realistically speaking, what is a "good" contract? 

Questions for 1977- Present Only 

20. What were the key issues in the spring 1986 bargaining 
period? (Or in the periods of bargaining in which you were 
involved) 

--Who initiated the issues: (board) (management) 
(teachers) (community pressures) 
(commonly recognized problems) 

--How were they resolved? 
--What was the "path" of negotiation? 
--Characterize the communication patterns. 

21. In your view, what are the· "proper rules" of bargaining 
procedures? 

(pursuing ideal contract) (give & take) (rally the 
troops) (zone of tolerance) (package bargaining) 

22. Do there seem to be serious administration problems with 
the current contract? (Yes) (no) 

Describe: 

23. What do you think the bargaining issues will be during 
the next bargaining session? 

24. In your judgment, how close is the current contract to 
an ideal working relationship with teachers? 

--what would have to change to get closer to an ideal 
arrangement? 

Questions Only for Those Involved Prior to 1976 

25. What seemed to be the primary reasons for the shift to 
collective bargaining? 

--Were there particular events, goals, the law, etc? 
--Radical teacher leaders vs response to catalytic 
events? 

26. How would you characterize the district's and the 
community's reactions to the demand for collective 
bargaining? 

--events, legitimacy, election disputes 
--management tactics . 
--election issues 
--public meetings, extensive newspaper coverage 



27. Were there demonstrations or strikes on the part of 
teachers during the initial demand for collective 
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bargaining by teachers and the start of formal negotiations 
of the first contract? 

(No) (Strike) (Job Action) (Mass Meetings) (Other) 

28. Why did management decide to negotiate? 

29. Was it difficult to settle the first contract? 
--Why? 
--How long did it take? 

30. Wha-t _was the most important substance of that first 
contract? 

(Wages) (Grievance Procedures) (Working Conditions) 
--What was the hardest to resolve? 

31. Was there pronounced public sentiment about the 
substance of the first contract? (yes) (no) 

--Was it a board issue? (Yes) (No) 

32. Were there major problems in the administration of the 
first contract? (Yes) (No) 

--nature of problems? (principals had problems) 
(grievances) (scars from negotiation or strikes) 

dr~t~rgf fP5fuetR~egi~~gofh~Rge~i~Rt1a88€r~~!at~oH5w4n the 
(Yes) (no) 
--How would you characterize the nature of the change? 

(contract language) (tone of relations) (school 
board relations) (effort to strengthen management) 
(other strikes) 

34. During the bargaining sessions in which you have 
participated, who initiated the issues? (board, 
management, teachers, community pressures, commonly 
recognized problems) 

--What was the "path" of negotiation? 
--What were the most critical issues? How were they 
resolved? 
--Characterize the communication patterns. 
--What are the "proper rules" of bargaining procedures? 

(pursuing ideal contract) (give & take) (rally the 
troops) (zone of tolerance) (package bargaining) 

Collective Bargaining Impacts 

Could we talk a bit about the effect of collective 
bargaining on school operations and programs? 
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35 •. On the whole do you think collective bargaining has been 
helpful or harmful to education? 

--Why? 
(formalize) (centralize) (written policy) (org. 
planning considering contracts) (less ad hoc 
decisions) (increased specialization & expertise in 
labor relations) 

36. How is the "extra duty" question handled here? 
(limited hours) (limited list of duties) (extra 
compensation) 

37. In some districts we understand that there have been 
real problems in getting teachers to perform these extra 
duties. Has that been the situation here? 

--Details? 

38. Some people have suggested that absenteeism of teachers 
is partly due to the fact that teachers feel they are 
entitled to the days-off negotiated into the contract, how 
do you feel about that judgment based on your own 
experience? 

39. How much emphasis is given to specialized teachers 
(math, art, special ed, etc) through district contracts? 

40. Characterize the level of specialists influence in the 
teachers' organization? 

Strong ••••••• Moderate •••••••• Weak •••••• Don't Know 
--Why this level of influence? 

41. How does management feel about the specialists job 
classification? 

--Has it ever fought for them, against? 
--Have they expanded or become fewer? 
--Is there a difference between specialists on 
categorical funds and those which are not? 

42. In your experience (Has) (Did) collective bargaining 
changed the way teachers 

--meet with parents 
--evaluate students 
--handle student discipline problems 

43. Which has been more important as a determiner of #42: 
the contract, informal practice, interpretation of the 
contract, etc. 

44. Have practices for teacher evaluation or handling 
complaints against teachers changed as a result of 
collective bargaining? 

--If so, how? 



45. What effect do you think that collective bargaining has 
had on teachers? 

--morale 
--dignity 
--status of work 
--What do these mean? 
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46. What has been the impact of collective bargaining on the 
working relationships that principals establish with 
teachers and with the central office? 

--has that been an important change? 

47. Has collective bargaining changed the structure of the 
organization in any way? 

--has it changed the way it works in practice? 

48. What other factors would you like to mention that might 
explain the impact of teacher organizations in the 
district, or help us to understand the bargaining process? 

49. Generally speaking, are you favorably or unfavorably 
disposed toward labor unions? 

--Why? 

50. Would you characterize yourself as politically 
conservative or liberal? 

Questions for Superintendents Only 

School Background and context 

Sl. How long (have you been) (were you) superintendent? ____ _ 
--What were the circumstances of the turnover? 
--Did the turnover involve labor relations? 
--How does your agenda and style differ from that of 
other superintendents in the district? 

Labor Relations 

S2. During your time with the district, has there been any 
year (or period) in which number of grievances going to 
arbitration was particularly high? 

--Any thoughts as to why? 
--What have been the major grievance topics? 



Collective Bargaining Impacts 

S3. (Does) (Did) the district have problems with teacher 
absenteeism? (Yes) (No) 

--extent, trend, are records specific? 
--why do you think that there has been a chauge? 
--Would the district bargain for a buy back of unused 
days? 

S4. (Are) (Were) there staffing ratios for specialists, 
counselors, psychologists, nurses, etc. in the district? 

Questions Only for Other than Superintendents 
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01. What has been the reputation of the superintendents with 
whom you have worked? 
--Did they vacate voluntarily 
--Was there identifiable public opposition to them? 

02. How does the agenda and style of the new superintendent 
differ from the previous one(s)? 

03. What have been the major subjects of grievances that you 
have had to deal with during your time with the district? 

04. Has there been a period of time during which the number 
of grievances going to arbitration has been especially 
high? 

--Any thought as to why? 

(Adapted from: Kerchner and Mitchell, 1981) 
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