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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

State collective bargaining laws for the public sector which in-
clude teachers have become more and more prevalent. Before 1965 only
one state had a collective bargaining law which included teachers (30,
p. 16). By 1973, 26 states had passed legislation giving teachers the
right to negotiate with the local boards of education (30, p. 16). 1In
other states, teachers and/or teacher organizations have been actively
pursuing such legislation.

Iowa passed a collective bargaining law for public employees in
1974 (Appendix). Prior to that time, several Iowa districts had been
negotiating under written professional negotiation agreements. The Iowa
State Education Association indicated that "beginning in the 1973-74
school year, there are 38 known local negotiation policies in the state
of Iowa. They date as far back as 1964" (66, p. 1). These agreements
were categorized into levels I through IV. Districts operating under
a level III or level IV agreement had a policy which included impasse
procedures--a maior point in the Iowa collective bargaining law.

Various aspects of negotiations were open to study. For example,
Johnson (41) and Mallas (50) carefully researched the role of the
administrator in negotiations in the state of Iowa. However, the rela-
tionship between collective bargaining and Iowa school district ex-

penditures had not been formally explored.



The Problem

Organized collective bargaining in the public schools was first
introduced into law in the state of Wiscomsin in 1959. With the advent
of public sector collective bargaining laws, local districts were forced
to negotiate items relating to wages, hours and working conditions with
the recognized teacher bargaining group (upon the request of the group).
Miller and Neubury noted (55, p. 72):

izeable increases have resulted from more militant teacher
attitudes. Hard bargaining and the threat of strikes in one
state has averaged pay increases 10 to 20 percent higher than
teachers would otherwise have received. Ultimate contractual
settlements ranged from no increase to as much as a 60 percent
increase in teacher compensations. In the years before bar-
gaining the increase averaged 3 percent. In the first two
years of negotiating the increase was three times as large.

Quinn stated that in Michigan teacher salaries increased substanti-
ally when collective bargaining legislation was enacted.1 However,
neither Miiler and Neubury nor Quinn furnisned statistical evidence Lo
establish that collective bargaining was indeed a cause of greater
salaries.

From 1967 to 1974, school district budgeted expenditures2 in Iowa

increased 79 percent (8, 14). Average beginning teacher salaries in-

creased 36.9 percent during the same period, while the consumer price

er. Quinn is vice~president of the Management Education Center,
Incorporated. This is a professional negotiating firm for "management"
in Michigan and other midwestern states. This statement was made during
a management workshop in Marshalltown, Iowa, March 20, 1973.

21974-75 figures were estimates, based on certified budgets, Iowa
lay provided for "carrying over" unspent dollars to be applied to the
next year's budget. Thus actual expenditures for Iowa school districts
were somewhat less.



index increased 33.1 percent. Except for those at the top of the sched-
ule, a teacher on a four percent salary schedule with a base salary
equivalent to the state average would have had a salary increase of at
least 57 percent. Additional fringe benefits such as personal leave,
were added in various districts within the state.

What role, if any, did collective bargaining play in these increases?
To answer this question, more research was needed. This need for more
information on the relationship between collective bargaining and school

expenditures prompted the following questions:

Questions

1. '"Have teacher organizations been able to secure larger salary in-
creases through collective bargaining than would have been forthcom-
ing in the absence of bargaining?" (64, p. 137)

2. "If they have, at whose expense did the increases come?" (64, p. 137)

3. Were nonsalary-related expenditures increased proportionately with
salary~related expenditures?

4, What were the costs of training for negotiations?

5. What were the costs to the districts during the collective bargain-
ing process?

6. How much time did the school administration spend in training and
planning for negotiations?

7. How much time was involved for the administration and/or board of
education in the actual negotiation process?

8. How have fringe benefits affected the total budget?



a. What fringe benefits were added since negotiations began?
b. How do these fringe benefits compare to fringe benefits in non-
negotiating districts?

Questions one through three led to the following hypotheses:

Hypotheses

1.

There is no significant difference between expenditures for teacher
salaries (and salary-related items) by districts with collective
bargaining and by districts without collective bargaining.

There is no significant difference between expenditures for non-
salary-related items by districts with collective bargaining and
by districts without collective bargaining.

Expenditures for nonsalary-related items neither increased nor de-
creased at a disproportionate rate to expenditures for teacher
salaries and salary-related items in districts operating under
collective bargaining.

Expenditures for nonsalary-related items neither increased nor de-
creased at a disproportionate rate to expenditures for teacher
salaries and salary-related items in districts not operating under
collective bargaining.

Question 8b led to the following hypotheses:

There is no significant difference between fringe benefits offered
by districts with collective bargaining and by districts without

collective bargaining.



Terminology

American Federation of Teachers

Commonly referred to as AFT, this is a "union of classroom teachers
affiliated with the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of
Industrial Organizations" (28, p. 49). Most of the AFT strength lies in

large bargaining units in large cities.

Arbitration

"If the two sides cannot settle a dispute by negotiation and media-
tion, many trade agreements provide for arbitration. In arbitration both
sides agree beforehand to accept the decision of the person or persons

they have mutually chosen to settle the dispute” (79, p. 426).

Arbitrator
Impartial person(s) chosen by the disputing parties to settle the

dispute (see arbitration).

"Method whereby representatives of the employees and employer deter-
mine the conditions of employment through direct negotiations, normally
resulting in a written agreement or contract setting forth the wages,
hours, and other conditions to be observed for the duration of the agree-

ment' (28, p. 50).

Contract
"A written agreement, generally of specified duration, arrived at

as a result of negotiation between an employer and employees. The



contract sets forth the conditions of employment (wages, hours, fringe
benefits, etc.) and the procedure to be used in settling differences
that may arise during the term of the contract (grievance procedure)"

(28, p. 51).

Demands
Proposals, offers, stipulations, or issues which are presented by

either the employer or the employees' organization for negotiation.
y ploy 8

Exclusive representation

"Representation by one employee organization designated as the sole
agent for negotiations with the employer" (28, p. 51). Especially ap-

plicable where two organizations exist, such as the AFT and the NEA.

Expenditures

For the purpose of this study, expenditures will refer to all ex-

penditures except capital debt service and retirement of capital debt.

Fact-finding
"Investigation of an emplover-employee dispute by a board or panel
. ." (28, p. 51). Fact-finding boards issue reports which describe
the issues in the dispute and frequently make recommendations for their

solution.

Fringe benefits

Supplemental benefits in addition to the regular salary, such as
insurance, retirement plans, travel pay, and noncompensatory items such

as personal leave and sick leave.



Good faith
Term implying that both parties honestly and sincerely attempt to

reach an agreement.

Impasse

"A deadlock in the negotiating process where there is no meeting
of minds. Neither side will make further modification of its position.
Usually indicated by a breakdown in the bargaining process where dis-

cussions cease and strikes or withdrawal of services occur' (28, p. 52).

Key districts

Those districts which normally provide leadership in setting salary

trends.

Labor

Term applied to the employees.

Level I -~ IV agreements

Iowa State Education Association categorization of negotiation
agreements in Iowa. For the purpose of this study, only districts with
Level III or IV agreements have been included. These are agreements

containing formal impasse procedures.

Management

"Term applied to the employer and his representatives who are re-
sponsible for the administration and direction of an enterprise" (28,
p. 52). 1In schools this would include superintendents, other central
office administrators, principals, and assistant principals. ''Depart-

ment heads, athletic directors, and other such positions may be listed



as either management or labor depending on state laws, local policies

or the job descriptions."l

Mediation

". . . the aid of a neutral party toward settling a dispute . . .

acceptance of mediation is voluntary" (79, p. 426).

National Education Association

Commonly referred to as NEA, this is the largest educational organi-
zation in the nation. It has great strength at state and local levels

as well as at the national level.

Negotiations

The collective bargaining process.

Nonsalary items

Tor Lie purposes vi inis study nomsalary itoms will rofer to these
expenditures (see definition of expenditures--page 6) which are not

directly related to wages or fringe benefits requiring additional finan-

cial outlay.

Principal

The administrative head of a particular school.

Professional negotiations

Term preferred by the NEA, but with the same meaning as the union

term "collective bargaining'".

3
“Paul Hershey, Iowa Association of Secondary School Principal Spring
Meeting, 1974.



Professional negotiator

Person who negotiates for either employee or employer as a pro-
fession. This person may negotiate solely for one district or organiza-

tion or for several.

Strike

Employee work stoppage. Used to pressure concessions from the em-

ployer.

Superintendent

School district's chief administrator.

Supervisor
School employee who directs other school employees. May or may not

be management in the management/labor relationship.

Teacher

"A school employee who spends all or part of the time in the class-
room and who is in direct contact with students in promoting the learn-

ing process' (28, p. 54).

Teacher salary and salary-related items

Teachers' wages and those fringe benefits which require financial

outlay.
Delimitations

This study encompassed an analysis of expenditures and fringe bene-
fits of selected Iowa public school districts which utilized a collec-

tive bargaining agreement and those which did not. The expenditures were
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grouped into teacher salary-related expenditures and nonsalary-related
expenditures.

By use of a questionnaire, district expenditures and administrative
time consumed in preparation for negotiations and in the collective bar-
gaining process were also studied.

All districts in Iowa operating under a level III or IV negotiation
agreement at the beginning of the 1973-74 school year were included in
the study. Comparable nonnegotiating districts were selected, as much
as possible, by utilizing enrollment figures and socioeconomic status

of the community. Assessed valuation per student was also considered.

Sources of Data

Data to be analyzed were collected, at the state level, from the
Department of Public Instruction and, at the local level, from superin-
tendents of the selected districts via a questionnaire.

School districts in each enrollment category were selected on a set-
criterion basis by the researcher in conjunction with the Finance Director
of the Department of Public Instruction and the Executive Secretary-
Elect for the Iowa State Education Association. These criteria included
key salary-setting districts within the state and relatively comparable
enrollments, socioeconomic status of community, and assessed valuation
per pupil between districts utilizing collective bargaining and those
which did not. The districts included in the study are listed in
Table 1.

The first three pairs of districts were predominantly rural, as



Table 1. Districts included in the investigstion

Assessed Districts Assessed

Districts with Enrcll- val./child without level Enroil- val./res.
level III ox IV ment in ADM IIT or IV ment child in
agreements ADM (32) (32) agreements? ADM (32) ADM (32)
1. Central Dallas 374.9 25,136 Radcliffe 410.9 31,809
2. Central City 850.8 7,784 Springville Comm. 759.4 7,826
3. Interstate=35 933.1 12,170 Mt. Ayr 883.1 16,051
4.  Sumner 1118.6 12,233 Adel 1115.0 11,253
5. Mediapolis 1243.8 16,418 Central Lee 1301.2 14,330
6. Osage 1761.3 13,380 Iowa Falls 1923 .4 13,531
7. Mt. Pleasant 2233.2 12,648 Fairfield 2942.1 12,950
8. Pleasant Valley 2444 .6 27,048 Forest City 1618.9 17,957
9. College Comm. 3001.5 14,426 Southeast Polk 3314.8 12,365
10. Ft. Madison 3658.1 17,254 Newton 4738.0 11,864
11. KXeokuk 3404 .1 10,434 Bettendorf 5695.5 8,379
12. Urbandale 3643.6 8,076 Ankeny 3832.5 9,097
13. Burlington 7216.7 10,226 Ottumwa 7130.8 7,426
14. TIowa City 90¢1.0 13,385 Ames 5730.7 13,184
15. Davenport 22,913.1 9,556 Waterloo 17,133.4 10,413
16. Des Moines 41,135.3 11,914 Cedar Rapids 23,023.1 11,742

%Each district was selected to be relatively comparable to the negotiating district

listed on the same line of the table.

11
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was the fourth pair. However the fourth pair was within commuting dis-
tance to a large metropolitan area (Waterloo and Des Moines). Pair five,
Mediapolis and Central Lee, were rural southeastern Iowa districts.

Osage and Forest City were a fairly even mixture of rural and town and
were located in northcentral Iowa. Pair seven included towns, Mt. Pleas-
ant and Fairfield, in which colleges were a predominant factor and were
both located in southeastern Iowa. College Community and Southeast Polk
were suburbs of metropolitan areas. Ft. Madison and Newton were strong
industrial labor oriented districts as were the Mississippi River towns
of Keokuk and Bettendorf as well as the thirteenth pair of Burlington
and Ottumwa. Two Des Moines suburban districts comprised the twelfth
pair. The location of two major state universities within the districts
of Iowa City and Ames provided additional criteria for pairing these two
districts. The final two pairs of districts were selected as large
metropolitan districts--paired on the basis that Des Moines and Cedar

Rapids were the two largest cities in the state of Iowa.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Brief History of Ccllective Bargaining

Collective bargaining as defined by Davey (23, p. 2) included the
words ". . . a continuing institutional relationship between an employer
entity (govermmental or private) and a labor organization (union or asso-
ciation)., . . ."

In the teaching profession the labor organization to which Davey re-
ferred was the National Education Association (NEA) and the AFL-CIO-
affiliated American Federation of Teachers AFT)., The climb to power of
these organizations as the voices of the teaching profession did much to
forward the cause of collective bargaining in the schools.

The NEA and its state and local affiliates, over the course of years,
ite etand from 2 passive inferesi in economic issues and &
working conditions--teaching was work done "primarily for public service
and secondarily for earning (ome's) living" (85, p. 365)--to an active
voice in legislation and total school district concerns. The NEA switch
from the traditional "professional' philosophy, was attributed largely to
the gain in popularity of the AFT. From its conception in 1902, the
AFT membership grew so that in 1920 it was equal to that of the NEA (64,
pp. 7-8).

Although the twenties saw NEA membership greatly increase while the
AFT suffered declining membership and a struggle for existence (64, p. 8),

it was the early success of the AFT that possibly spurred Joseph Swaine,
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an NEA past president, to remark in 1918: 'Suppose the nation cannot be
made to see its duty. Then there is only one other way: the teachers
by concerted action and the application of the principles of collective
bargaining must compel the nation to wake up" (86, p. 49).

By the late 1960s both the AFT and the NEA strongly supported col-
lective bargaining as a right of the teaching profession. In 1969 the
NEA published guidelines for effective representation of teachers. In-
cluded in these papers was the NEA stand on the need for formal recogni-
tion of the bargaining group (31):

Teachers want the right to negotiate sc that their talents

may be used regularly to help in selecting textbooks, in solving

staff transfer problems, in determining class size, and the like.

Negotiation is necessary in these areas and in developing griev-

ance machinery, in improving salaries, and in establishing de-

sirable conditions for professional service. Better education

of children, improved teacher morale and competence, better ad-

ministration, and higher-quality decision making are a few re-

sults of professional negotiation.

This statement suggested that the NEA considered nearly every as-
pect of the school program in which teachers were involved as possibly
negotiable. 1In fact, NEA stated (67, p. 21): 'Negotiations should in-
clude all matters which affect the quality of the educational system.'

In addition to the rise of power of the teacher organizations,
numerous court decisions and legislative enactments have also been in-
strumental in bringing collective bargaining to the public sector. In
1935 the Wagner Act was signed into law. Smith (79, pp. 415-16) stated
that the National Labor Relations Act (Wagner Act) was ". . . by far the

most important labor law in American history. . . ." This act ",

guarantees and protects the right of workers to organize unions and to
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bargain collectively through their chosen representatives. It prohibits
employers from interfering in any way with efforts of workers to organize
unions.”

The Wagner Act was definitely labor-biased and consequently caused
many problems. In 1947 the Labor Managment Relations Act (Taft-Hartly
Act) was enacted which provided for a new and more nearly equal status
between labor and management (33, p. 525). Oune of the major provisions
of the act was that public employees were forbidden to strike.

However, in 1951, teachers in the Norwalk, Connecticut school system
went out on strike. They were consequently dismissed from the system.

In upholding the dismissal, the Connecticut Supreme Court also ruled
that (61, p. 4, 5):
. . in the absence of enabling legislation, (1) public school
teachers may organize; (2) a school board is permitted; but is

not legally obligated to negotiate with a teachers organization;

only on those issues that do not erode the board's legal pre-

rogative to have the last word; (4) a school board may not agree

to a closed shop; and (5) public school teachers may not strike

to enforce their demands.

Nolte (61, p. 5) stated: 'During the next two decades these five
conclusions from the Norwalk case became important precedents in those
states that lacked legislation on collective bargaining for teachers."

In the 1960s two presidential executive orders gave added thrust to
the right of public employees to bargain collectively. In 1962 President
Kennedy issued executive order 10988 which ". . . specifically recog-

nized the right of employees in the administrative branch to organize

and to present their view on cmployment terms to agency management''

(49, p. 692).
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Executive order 10988 had many ambiguities and inadequacies which
were accounted for in 1969 when President Nixon issued executive order
11491. Of primary importance to teacher organizations was the greacer
stress on exclusive recognition rights as the basis for bargaining.
Davey (23, p. 361) explained:

A second area of improvement over E. O, 10988 is the greater
stress on exclusive recognition rights as the basis for bargain-
ing. The new order does away with both "informal" and "formal"
recognition. These types of recognition under E. 0. 10988 had
proved generally unsatisfactory, and nebulous and frustrating.
The current stress on the familiar private sector concept of
exclusive recognition is a mature step forward., The employee
organization so recognlzed is entitled to bargain for and must
represent all employees within the appropriate unit in question.
The use of secret ballot elections as the sole basis for achiev-
ing exclusive recognition status is procedurally desirable.

Collective Bargaining: The Process

Upon the receipt by a public employer of a request from an em-
plovee organization to bargain on bchalf of public employees, the
duty to engage in collective bargaining shall arise if the employee
organization has been certified by the board as the exclusive bar-
gaining representative for the public employees in that bargain-
ing unit. . . . (39)

Similar statements were found in all collective bargaining laws re-
viewed1 as well as in Iowa districts operating under a level III or IV
agreement. But exclusive representation has caused some concerns and
problems of its own. Knezevich noted (47), p. 366):

Considerable sums of money may be expended by rival organizations

battling to gain exclusive representation rights for teachers.

In large cities the competing organizations spend as much as

$100,000 each on the election alone. Also to be decided is how

long certification of the winning organization as exclusive repre-
sentation shall prevail before another election must be held.

1Bargaining laws of midwestern states.
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Still, the important fact remained, that either because of state
laws or by local policy, once a majority of teachers within a district
had asked for negotiations, then the process had begun.

In an outline developed by The Management Education Center, Incor-
porated, the following items were listed as the basis of the negotiation

process (51, pp. 2-8):

Preliminary

Setting the ground rules: time, place, frequency of meet-
ings, public or private sessions, press releases, note
taking, agenda and caucus.

Discussion

Overview of both sides, specific points, priorities, negotia-
ble and non-negotiable items, and agreement,

Mediation/fact finding

This is only if discussions fail to produce an agreeable
compromise.

It is important to note that there has been some disagreement as to
the validity of the preliminary segment of the negotiation process.
Richard Hogancamp, supcrintendent of schools in Allen Park, Michigan,
stated (59, p. 165): "The whole purpose of collective bargaining is to
get a contract. Don't waste your time with what may later prove to be
meaningless ground rules. In the beginning, we used to have strikes
over ground rules. Now we don't have any rules at all."

The second part of the outline, the discussion phase, is the major
phase of the entire process. In fact, some authors believed it to be the
only actual phase of negotiations. Van Zwoll noted (93, p. 221):

When a difference exists, there is usually something to be said

for each side of the controversy. Experience demonstrated that

life often calls for a give and take that proves enlightening

and makes consequences reasonably agreeable. Hence, the parties

to a dispute enter into a conference with the purpose of explor-
ing all the facets of the issue at stake and of finding common
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ground for immediate agreement and, in the remaining areas of
conflict, acceptable compromises. This exploratory conferring
in search of agreement is negotiation,

In adopting policies or enacting legislation on collective bargain-
ing, problems have arisen in the third phase of the collective bargaining
process. For example, in the collective bargaining bill that was signed
into law in Iowa in 1974 a provision was made for a panel of arbitrators

to select the final best offer on each item offered.

Rogers and Phillips analyzed this section of the law by stating

(73, pp. 28-29):

Arbitrators must select between last offers made by the parties
and "the offer selected by the panel of arbitrators . . . shall
be deemed to represent the contract between the parties."
Curiously, there is no provision for fact-finding or advisory
arbitration, both of which are accepted procedures where a
neutral hears the parties' proposals and reasoning and makes
findings and recommendations to assist them to clarify and re-
solve disputes. In their stead, the bill provides for compul-
sory binding arbitration of "a final offer on specific items."

The bill requires that if the parties have not agreed upon pro-
cedures to determine unresolved issues, they are compelled to
submit such issues to a panel of arbitrators for hearing and
decision, which decision ''shall be deemed to represent the con-
tract between the parties.'" Compulsory arbitration of new con-
tract terms is very rare in the private sector, is disliked by
labor and management alike, and deprives the parties the free-
dom to resolve a dispute through free collective negotiations.
"Final offer" arbitration gives the panel no flexihility to
suggest more reasonable terms than those proposed by the parties--
the bill provides '"the panel of arbitrators shall not compromise
or alter any of the items in any final offer.'" Arbitrators who
have been involved in this process have themselves criticized

it for these imperfections.

. Veteran mediator Theodore Kheel has called final offer
arbitration "compulsory arbitration at its worst . . . you take

your chances on who is going to make the least unreasonable
offer."

The example of final-best-offer arbitration gave weight to the need
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for periodic review of the laws and/or policies governing negotiations
just as there was a periodic review of the contractual agreements when-

ever the two sides sat down at the negotiation table.

Private Sector Bargaining

Because of the scope of this research little will be said concern-
ing private sector bargaining. However, complete omission of private
sector bargaining would be misleading and could erroneously imply that
private sector bargaining had little or no influence on the public
sector.

Successful bargaining by private sector negotiators has (over the
years) landed greater wages, better fringes and better working conditions
for the employers. Quinn noted that the comparison to private sector
procedures and accomplishments has enabled public sector negotiators to
avoid many pitfalls and to use private gains as a strong comparaiive
tool at the negotiation table.

However, this comparison to private sector bargaining by the public
sector negotiators has presented some unique problems. For example,
strikes may be deemed by some as more of a problem for certain public
employer groups (such as police and fire personnel) due to an obligation
of continuing service and safety. Yet "successful” strikes by private
segments have brought the threat of strikes to an ever-present problem

in public sector bargaining.
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Collective Bargaining: Financial Implications

The Iowa State Education Association insists that (in its handbook

for negotiations) these following items are definitely negotiable (35,
p, 1-2):

« « . full hospitalization insurance, unlimited sick leave,
paid attendance expenses at workshops, full credit on salary
schedules for outside experience, full transfer of sick leave,
teacher aides for supervision duties, teacher aides in the
classroom, addition for more adequate teacher lounge facili-
ties, ratio of pupils to professionals, number of free periods
per week, and number of days of personal leave.

Each of these items either directly or indirectly could result in
substantially increasing district expenditures or in forcing decreases
in other areas to meet the financial obligations if the negotiable
items were agreed upon by the district.

Quinn (69) remarked that there are five "Nitty Gritty" issues in
2) grievance proce-
dures, 3) class size, 4) fringes, index position and 5) the basic eco-
nomic package of hours and wages. The last three of these are or could
be financially related. Shreeve stated (76, p. 73):

Anytime you change the teacher-pupil ratio it costs money. Each

time you give a teacher a duty-free lunch period it costs money.

Every time you hire an aide or an intern or a paraprofessional

it costs money. . . . Almost everything that we talk about at

the negotiation table really does cost dollars and cents somewhere

along the line.

In an address, Erwin B, Elliman commented (51, p. 11)

Teachers who have increased their salaries some 30 percent in

three years have little doubt as to the value of collective ac-

tion. . . . A recent study by a University of Michigan group

suggested that while the average amnual increase in teaching
salaries in the years before negotiations was three percent at
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the B.A. minimum and 3.5 percent at the M.A. maximum, during

the first two years the negotiation process has ylelded increases

of eight percent and nine percent at the B.A. and 11 percent and

10 percent at the M.A.

The study by Rhemus (70) to which Elliman referred, while interest-
ing, did have serious shortcomings if conclusions such as Elliman's are
going to be made. First only twelve districts were studied. These
twelve were not randomly selected but were picked on the basis of other
criteria. Thus, conclusions would only be valid for those twelve dis-
tricts.

Second, the study tends to imply that negotiations had increased
salaries at a much greater percent than would have been possible without
negotiations. Even if this were true, the study did not substantiate it.
No nonnegotiating control group was used for the same years to test
whether or not greater salary increases prevailed in the two years tested
or even the nonnegotiating schools. Thus, the only conclusions that
could be validated was that there was an increase in salaries, and nego-
tiations were possibly a factor.

In another study related to negotiations, Mongue (56) alleviated the
first of Rhemus study's limitations by taking a valid random sample of
Wisconsin districts. Mongue's study failed to incorporate nomnegotiating
districts, but then, the main thrust of the study was a comparison of
the magnitude and direction of the differences in per-pupil expenditures
between salary-related and nonsalary-related items. An appropriate
statistical test (Wilcoxson Matched Pairs-Signed Ranks Test) was utilized.

The study confirmed that salaries and fringe bencfits had increased
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at a greater percent than nonsalary items. Mongue (56, p. 1) concluded:

Faced with such alternatives as arbitration, fact-finding,

litigation, and censure, as well as the ultimate in teacher-

group response--the strike--boards of education generally

have met teacher demands of increased salaries and up-graded

salary schedules as well as costly fringe benefits.

Thornton (88, pp. 37-46) also found a positive relationship between
collective bargaining and teacher salaries. In an analysis of the 1969-
70 salary schedule of forty negotiating districts and 43 nonnegotiating
districts-~-all in cities of at least 100,000 people--he concluded that
collective bargaining districts did, in fact, give significantly higher
salaries., The data is illustrated in Table 2. From the table, it
appeared that negotiations in these districts tended to emphasize the
top end of the salary schedules. Because of the sample (all from large

metropolitan areas), inferences to smaller districts would be subject

to question.

Table 2. Differences in salary levels, negotiating vs. nonnegotiating
districts 1969-70 school year

Salary level Absolute difference Percent difference
A.B., Min 238 3.7
A.B. Max 472 5.0
M.A., Min 160 2.3

M.A. Max 3,132 28.

co
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In contrast, Armistead (16) found no significant difference in the
percent of the total budget used for teacher salaries between districts
with collective bargaining and districts without collective bargaining.
Her study was of 25 St. Louis County School Districts, 14 with collec-
tive bargaining and 11 without. However, in a statistical analysis
(using the Fisher test) of amounts of personal and sabbatical leave and
tuition refunds, she concluded that there was a significant difference
in favor of the districts using collective bargaining in terms of the
fringe benefits of personal and sabbatical leaves.

Considering the homgeniety of the schools (all one county), the
salary finding was expected. However, the finding in terms of fringe
benefits was indicative that additional or improved fringes may possibly
be one important teacher advantage of collective bargaining.

Perry and Wildman (64) also found a relationship between the monies
allocated for salaries and fringe benefits under collective bargaining
compared with the monies allocated for other budget areas. They iavesti-
gated two dozen school districts across the United States. These dis-
tricts varied in ". . . terms of geographic dispersion, size of system,
public policy toward negotiations, organizations representing teachers,
and age and structure of formal relationships" (64, p. 19).

Obviously this was not a statistically sound sample for making wide-
spread inferences. However, within these districts Perry and Wildman (64)
found that teacher salary increases came at the expense of budget alloca-
tions for contingency funds; building maintenance; salary increases for

nonteaching personnel; total number of administrative personnel; total
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number of guidance, special education or paraprofessional personnel;
kindergarten; class size; and textbooks and classroom supplies.

They noted (64, pp. 150-151)

In all cases, some reduction in the over-all quality of the educa-

tional program was required to finance increased teacher compensa-

tion. This reduction in quality may or may not have been off-set

by an increase in the quality of classroom instruction.

Thus the costs of these short-run incremental increases in teacher

compensation have been met through two types of changes in re-

source allocation:

1. Shift of resources to public education within the public sector.

2. A shift of resources to teacher compensation within the school

systen.

From this investigation it would seem that with limited resources,
increases in teacher compensation could, by necessity, result in de-
creased financial outlay for other areas of programs. This potential
problem becomes even more critical as inflation pushes the cost of materi-
als and supplies upward. Thus, when even a stable financial outlay for
other areas would purchase less, a decreased outlay could definitely
compound the problem

In a study closely related to that c¢f Perry and Wildman, Furno and
Cuneo (27, pp. 10-48) analyzed the Cost of Education Index from the years
1965-66 through 1970-71. They found that expenditures for teachers'
salaries and fringe benefits increased sharply while other budgeted areas
experienced only moderate increases., They stated: '"Substantially
higher expenditures for salaries and retirement benefits appear to be
forcing a slowdown in materials and textbooks" (27, p. 16).

Whether this slowdown adversely affected the quality of education

was not shown. Nor was there any indication that collective bargaining
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was a factor in this relationship. However, if teacher salaries did in-
crease substantially it would seem imperative that a shift of resources
to public education within the public sector to off-set these increases

would be necessary for quality education.
Financial Implications Beyond the Negotiated Agreement

While the major financial concern of most studies cited related to
increases in wages and fringe benefits, there were two other primary
sources of costs which faced school districts in negotiations. These
were cost of consultant fees and cost of arbitration and fact-finding.

Shreeve (76, p. 71) commented on the first of these:

The problem is that we are now spending money for this and we

didn't used to. When you start to pay consultants $100 or

$200 a day, or you start hiring professional negotiators for

$25 or $50 an hour and they spend 300 hours to negotiate a

contract the first time around--these things run into some

pretty good figures. These are dollars and cents which could

be utilized more effectively, in my opinion, in educating the

child.

Undoubtedly Shreeve had a good point concerning the effective use
of monies, but this applied only if the district had a competent negotia-
tor within its administrative or board ranks. Lieberman (48, p. 37)
noted:

If you don't know what you're doing, hire someone who does.

. . . More costly mistakes are made by school boards in

their initial actions and reactions than at any other time., . . .

The second cost mentioned, that of arbitration and fact-finding,

had the potential of being extremely high. Staudohar (83, pp. 165-66)

noted that in twenty-seven fact-finding cases in Wisconsin in 1970, the
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median cost was $500 with an approximate low of $300 and a high of
$15,000. He stated that fact-finding costs of up to $100,000 have been
reported.

In Iowa's law a set cost of $200 per day was established in fact
finding with the cost to be shared equally by the district and the bar-

gaining group. Thus, costs such as reported in Wisconsin were potenti-

ally in store.
Stummary

Prime factors in the emergence of teacher collective bargaining as
a major force have been 1) NEA's switch to a strong advocate of bargain-
ing for teachers; 2) the Norwalk, Connecticut teachers' strike in 1951
and the consequent Connecticut Supreme Court rulings; and 3) the execu-
tive orders by Presidents Kennedy and Nixon.

The process of negotiations inciude the preliminary stages oi set-
ting the ground rules, the discussion by both sides, and fimnally, if
discussions fail, mediation and fact-findinmg. The discussion phase is
the major phase of the entire process,

Public sector bargaining has been influenced by the procedures and
accomplishments of private sector bargaining. However, the public sector
negotiators have had to face some situations, such as the status of
strikes in light of continuing service obligations, which are unique to
the public sector.

Three of the five "Nitty Gritty'" issues of collective bargaining

are or could be financially related. Several studies have been conducted
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investigating various financial implications of bargaining.

Rhemus (70) determined that teacher salaries in Michigan increased
some thirty percent due to bargaining. Mongue (56) confirmed that sala-
ries and fringe benefits had increased at a greater percent than non-
salary items in a random sample of Wisconsin districts. 1In a study of
districts in cities of 100,000 or more people, Thornton (88) also found
a positive relationship between bargaining and teacher salaries.

In an investigation by Armistead (16) there was no significant
difference in the percent of the total budget used for teacher salaries
between districts with collective bargaining and districts without col-
lective bargaining but she did find that in the amount of personal and
sabbatical leave there was a significant difference in favor of the dis-
tricts with bargaining. Perry and Wildman (64) also found this to be
true in an investigation of twenty-four districts across the United
States. However, they also concluded that monies allocated for sala-
ries was positively related to collective bargaining.

Other potentially major costs to districts, besides those related
to the negotiation agreement, are consultant fees and costs of arbitra-
tion and fact-finding. 1In a study in Wisconsin (55) costs to the dis-
tricts for arbitration and fact-finding ranged from a low of $300 to

a high of $15,000.
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

In analyzing the literature it was determined that existing proto-
type studies are available in the area of the costs related to negotia-
tions. The methodology of this investigation will build upon the
strengths of the existing research in order to obtain comparable data

and knowledge.

Selection of the Population

Iowa public school districts were divided into two groups--those
which had a level III or level IV negotiation agreement and those which

did not.

Selection of negotiating districts

All 16 Towa Districts with a level III or level IV negotiation

agreement as of the 1973-74 school year were selected for this study.

Selection of nonnegotiating districts

Sixteen nonnegotiating districts were selected by matching each one
with a comparable negotiating district on the basis of enrollments,

assessed valuation per student and socioeconomic status of the community.
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Development of the Instrument

To test the hypothesis relating to fringe benefits and to obtain
information relating to time and costs of training for negotiations and
arriving at an agreement, a questionnaire was developed in consultation
with Quinn,1 Smith,2 Davidson3 and Manatt4 to send to superintendents
of the selected Iowa school districts. Since information regarding
general fund expenditures was available through the Iowa Department of
Public Instruction, the questions related to the first four hypotheses
were omitted from the questionmaire. The instrument was field-tested
in two Iowa school districts--Nevada Community School District and North-
east Hamilton Community School District. Comments of the respective
superintendents were analyzed and the final draft of the questiommaire

was developed along with the appropriate tables for data collection

Administering the Instrument

The revised questionnaire, along with a cover letter explaining
the purpose, was sent to superintendents of the districts selected for

this study. All respondents answered the general fund expenditures

Cornelius Quinn, Vice-President, Management Education Center
Incorporated--a professional negotiating firm for "management".

2Clifford Smith, Associate Professor, Industrial Administration,
Iowa State University.

3 . . .
Ted Davidson, Executive Secretary. Iowa Association of School Boards.
b r

ARichard P. Manatt, Professor of Education, Iowa State University.
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questions. The other areas of the questionnaire were answered by 13 of
16 districts in each division (collective bargaining and nonbargaining).
Opinions of negotiations chairmen of the local teacher organizations of
the districts were also obtained. Only opinions from those districts

whose superintendents also responded were analyzed.

Treatment of the Data

Data obtained from the Iowa Department of Public Instruction and
from the superintendents and negotiations chairmen were placed in the
appropriate data collection tables. Data were analyzed using the totals
from all districts and by subdividing the sample by enrollment categories

of 0-1749, 1750-5999 and 6000 and over.

Data on general fund expenditures and fringe benefits

on on general fund expenditures was used in testing the
first four hypotheses. Both per pupil and per teacher (full-time equiv-
alency) expenditures were utilized. The five hypotheses relating to ex-
penditures and fringe benefits were tested using a paired-t test.

Table 3 contains an example of the use of the paired-t values in testing

the hypotheses,



Table 3. Teacher salaries per FTE: 1974-71 expenditures
Number of Means Means Paired
Enrollment District districts (enrollment (paired t-values t 975
strata) difference) °
Bargain. 6 $10,352
60 - ’ - -0. .
0o over Nonbargain. 6 10,698 $961 0.12 3.18
Paired
gz;Z;Ct Mean salzries of districts
Bargaining Nonbargaining Difference
i3 12,116 13,363 ~1247
14 13,770 15,884 -2114
15 13,859 13,336 523
16 15,402 13,525 1877
Total ~ 961
Mean: D = -igl = =240
Standard _= f_l_)_
deviation: D 50y > 5
5 = 5.7 - @Yy
D
n -1
_ \/79,820,663) - (923,:21)
A
3
= 1787
_ 1787  _
SD = i = 893.5
t-test t = j__ = =240 = -0.12
SB #93.5

1€
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FINDINGS

There were eight basic questions to be answered by this research,
with three of these questions leading to a total of five hypotheses. The
findings have been presented by question categories with the related

hypotheses having been placed under the appropriate categories.

Salary Increases and Collective Bargaining

Have teacher organizations been able to secure larger salary in-
creases through collective bargaining than would have been forthcoming in
the absence of bargaining? To answer this question a paired t-statistic
was used to test the hypothesis that there is no significant difference
between expenditures for teacher salaries (and salary-related items) by
districts with collective bargaining and by districts without collective
bargaining. Tables 4 and 5 contain information relating to the test of
this hypothesis. It should be noted that the mean salaries per full-
time equivalency increased with the size of the districts and were
higher for nonbargaining districts than for bargaining districts in all
enrollment categories. This same relationship was evident in teacher
salaries per pupil (ADM) except in districts with an enrollment of 6000
or over, in which case the bargaining districts mean salaries were great-
er, There was no significant difference for any of the enrollment cate-
gories for either teacher salaries per full-time equivalency or teacher
salaries per average daily membership, which would indicate that appar-

ently neither bargaining nor the size of school had an important
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Table 4. Teacher salaries per FTE: 1974-75 expenditures

Number of Means Means
Enrollment District districts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment diiference) t-values ¢t
.975
strata)
Bargain. 6 $10,352
0-1749 Nonbargain. 6 10,698 397 ~0.15 2.57
Bargain. 6 12,055
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 12.075 26 0.03 2.57
Bargain. 4 13,784 - _
6000-over Nonbargain. 4 14,027 240 0.13 3.18
Bargain. 16 11,849 . _
Total Nonbargain. 16 12,047 199 0.56  2.13
dFor significance, t must be greater than t 975°
Table 5. Teacher salaries per ADM: 1974-75 expenditures
Enrollment District digtricts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment difference) t-values ¢t
.975
strata)
_ Bargain. 6 $ 548 _ _
0-1749 Nonbargain. 6 574 28 1.10 2,57
Bargain. 6 597
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 600 .7 0.04 2,57
_ Bargain. b 671
6000-over Nonbargain. L 645 27 0.82 2,57
Bargain. 16 597 - -4 -0.29 2,13
Total Nonbargain. 16 601

3For significance, t must be greater than t 975°
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relationship to salary increases.

Even though there was no empirical evidence that collective bargain-
ing had any significant effect on teacher salaries, in an opinion ques-
tion summarized in Table 6, 69.2 percent of the negotiations chairmen
felt that teachers had received greater salaries due to collective bar-
gaining while only 30.8 percent of the respective superintendents be-
lieved salaries to be positively related to bargaining. Five superin-
tendents and negotiations chairmen from the respective districts were in
direct disagreement on the influence of collective bargaining on salaries.
This represented 38.5 percent of the total responses. These differences

of opinions were not significant when tested by the Chi-square test.

Table 6. Did teachers receive greater salaries as a result of negotia-
tions? Opinions of superintendents and the respective negotia-
tions chairmen

2
inions of negotiations chairmen >
ggs go Totals (corrected)
Opinions of Yes 4 0 4 a
superintendents No 5 4 9 2.85
Totals 9 4 13

aSignificant only if‘X2 > 3.8 (p > .05).
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Sources of Funds for Salary Raises

Nonsalary expenditures and bargaining

The absence of presence of bargaining did not prove to be a sig-
nificant factor in salary expenditures but would it be significant in
nonsalary expenditures? To answer this question a paired t-test was
made of the hypothesis that there is no significant difference between
expenditures for nonsalary related items by districts with collective
bargaining and by districts without collective bargaining., Tables 7
through 10 contain the appropriate information for making this test,
and, although none of the t-values were significant, it should be noted
that nonbargaining districts spent a larger mean dollar amount for
instructional supplies per teacher and per student in all enrollment

categories except the 1750 to 5999 group. The means for other costs

cacher were higher for nonbargaining districts except for this same
enrollment category. However, the means for other costs per student

were higher for bargaining districts except in the lowest enrollment

category.

Nonsalary expenses and salary expenses

Given the fact that total expenditures were limited by state law,
salary increases had to come from two sources--'nmew' money as provided
for by the state formula and/or by a reduction in other expenditures.
There were two hypotheses used in analyzing this latter possibility.

Tables 11 through 14 contain the appropriate information for testing
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Table 7. Instructional supplies per FTE: 1974-75 expenditures

Number of Means Means
Enrollment District districts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment difference) t-values ¢t
.975
strata)
Bargain. 6 $ 957
0-1749 Nonbargain. 6 1,177 -220 -1.52 2.57
Bargain. 6 1,203
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 1,098 629 0.42 2.57
Bargain. 4 986
6000~over Nonbargain. 4 1,133 589 0.66 3.18
Bargain. 16 1,057
Total Nombargain. 16 1,137 80 .70 2.13
qror significance, t must be greater than t 975°
Table 8. Instructional supplies per ADM: 1974-75 expenditures
Number of Means Means
Enrollment District districts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment difference) t-values ¢t
’ .975
strata)
Bargain. 6 $52 . _
0-1749 Nonbargain. 6 63 11 2.09 2.57
Bargain. 6 59
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 54 4 0.43 2.57
Bargain. 4 59
- -5 -0, .
6000-over Nonbargain. 4 54 0.50 3.18
Bargain, 16 53
Total Nonbargain, 16 57 -4 ~0.78 2,13

& s
For significance t must be greater than t 975°
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Table 9. Other costs per FTE: 1974-75 expenditures

Number of Means Means
Enrollment District districts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment difference) t-values t
.975
strata)
Bargain. 6 $6,977
0-1749 Nonbargain. 6 7,055 78 -0.21 2.57
Bargain. 6 7,117
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 6,671 446 0.82 2.57
Bargain. A 7,016 _
6000-over Nonbargain. 4 7,291 276 0.47 3.18
Bargain. 16 7,039
Total Nonbargain. 16 6,970 93 0.3  2.13
3For significance t must be greater than t 975°
Table 10. Other costs per ADM: 1974-75 expenditures
Number of Means Means
Enrollment District districts (enroll- (paired Paired
ment difference) t-values ¢t
.975
strata)
Nn_17.0 Bargain, 6 $371 _ec _1 nc n £9
o Nonbargain. 6 382 v Fe £y cet
Bargain. 6 351
1750-5999 Nonbargain. 6 334 18 0.74 2.57
Bargain. 4 341
6000-over Nonbargain. 4 335 e 0.25 3.18
Bargain. 16 356 .
Total Nonbargain. 16 359 13 0.63 2.13

8For significance, t must be greater than t 975
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hypothesis three with Tables 15 through 18 containing similar informa-
tion for testing hypothesis four.

Hypothesis three stated that expenditures for nonsalary-related
items neither increased nor decreased at a disproportionate rate to ex-
penditures for teacher salaries and salary-related items in districts
operating under collective bargaining. It was found that there was no
significant difference for any of the enrollment categories between
percent increases for teacher salaries and percent increases for in-
structional supplies in districts with collective bargaining when
using costs per FTE or costs per ADM. However, when analyzing the
differences of the means of salaries and other costs, the t-value
were all significant and in the direction of greater percent increases
for other costs rather than in the direction of teacher salaries.
There was also a greater percentage increase for instructional sup-
plies than for teacher salaries. Apparently supplies were increasing
in cost more rapidly than salaries during this period.

It should be noted that the smailest schools had the greatest
percent increases for imstructional supplies per FTE and ADM while
districts with enrollments from 1750-5999 had the greatest percent
increases for other costs. The greatest percent increases for teacher
salaries occurred in districts in the 1750 to 5999 enrollment category
when using an FIE mean figure and in the 6000 and over category when
using an ADM mean figure.

In testing hypothesis four, that the expenditures for nonsalary



Table 11. Percent increases in teacher salaries and instructional supplies per FTE, 1973-74
to 1974-75 in districts with collective bargaining

Enrollment Number Tezcher salaries Instr. supplies (Difference) Stand. t-value® t 975
di:i. Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean dev.
A dev, % dev. %
0-1749 6 4,76 7.6 24:.04 18.4 -19.27 22.1 -2.14
1750-5999 6 10.61 5.6 11.50 12.2 - .89 12.2 -0.18
6000~over 4 £.28 5.0 12.54 5.3 - 4,25 5.8 -1.48
Total : 16 7.84 6.5 16.46 14.3 - 8.62 17.1 -2.01

“For significance, t must be greater then t 975°

Table 12. Percent increases in teacher salaries and instructional supplies per ADM, 1973-74
to 1974-75 in districts with collective bargaining

Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Irstr, supplies (Difference) Stand. t-value® t.975
digi. Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean dev-
dev. dev.
0-1749 6 5.55 7.1 25,28 20.6 -19.72 22.6 -2.14
1750-5999 6 9.03 5.2 10.11 13.7 - 1,07 11.7 -0.18
6000-~over 4 9.55 2.9 14,01 7.5 - 4,46 6.0 -1.48
Total 16 7.86 5.5 16.77 16,2 -8.91 17.3 -2.06

8For significance, t must be greater theén t g75.

6¢



Table 13. Percent increases in teacher salsziries and other costs per FTE, 1973-74 to 1974-75
in districts with collective bargaining

Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Other costs (Difference) Stand. t-value
of dev.
dist. Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
VA dev, % dev. VA

0-1749 6 4,76 7.6 17.21 6.5 -12.45 11.3 -2,71%

1750-5999 6 10.61 5.6 23.63 9.2 -13.02 13.1 -2.43*
*

6000-0over 4 8.28 5.0 13.35 6.7 - 5.06 2.0 -5.13

Total 16 7.8 6.5 18.65 8.3 -10.82 10.6 -4.08"

v

Significant at .05 level.

Table 14, Percent increases in teacher salaries and other costs per ADM, 1973-74 to 1974-75
in districts with collective bargaining

oy

Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Other costs (Difference) Stand. t-value
of dev.
dist. dean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
YA dev., YA dev. %

0-1749 6 5.55 7.1 18.13 6.4 -12,53 11.4 -2.70
*

1750-5999 6 9.03 5.2 22.12 12.5 -13.08 13.5 -2.37
*

6000 ~over 4 9.55 2.9 14.65 4,7 - 5.10 2.0 -5.23
%*

Total 16 7.86 5.5 18.75 8.9 -10.99 10.8 =4,02

*
Significant at .05 level.
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related items neither increased nor decreased at a disproportionate
rate to expenditures for teacher salaries and salary-related items in
_districts not operating under collective bargaining, the t-values in
Tables 15 through 18 followed a similar pattern to those in the preced-
ing tables in that the difference of the means of salaries and instruc-
tional supplies were not significant but the difference of the means

of salaries and other costs were significant and in the direction of
other costs. However, the difference of the means were positive in
both the smaller and larger districts when comparing salaries and in-
structional supplies-~indicating that there was a greater percent in-
crease in salaries than instructional supplies for these enrollment
categories in the nonbargaining districts. It should be noted that

the mean percentage increase for teacher salaries was greatest in the
larger districts, the mean percentage increase for instructional sup-
plies was oreatest 1n the enroilment category 1750-5555 and ile mean of
the percent of increase for other costs was greatest in the smaller dis-

LAy 8

tricts., This was true for both FIE and ADM expenditures,

Costs of Training

Both districts under bargaining agreements and districts not under
bargaining agreements invested monies in research and training for nego-
tiations as is shown in Table 19. Bargaining districts had a slightly
higher mean but a lower mode than did the nonbargaining districts. The
range was also greater in the bargaining districts. From the measures

of central tendencies it was clear that more districts spent emounts



Table 15. Percent increases in teacher salaries and instructional supplies per FTE 1973-74
to 1974-75 in districts without collective bargaining
Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Instr. supplies (Difference) Stand. t-valuea t 975
of dev. *
dist. Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
% dev, %o dev. %

0-1749 6 6.16 4,2 3.48 3.6 2,68 29.1 0.23
1750-5999 6 3.78 4,2 23.32 29.3 -14,.54 29.5 -1.21
6000-over 4 11.86 2.5 5.68 10.2 6.18 7.9 1.57

Total 16 3.57 4.2 11.47 26.8 - 2,90 25.9 -0.45

qFor significance, t must be greater than t 975"

A

Table 16. Percent increases in teacher salaries and instructional supplies per ADM, 1973-74
to 1974-75 in districts without collective bargaining
Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Instr. supplies (Difference) Stand. t-value® t 975
of dev. ¢
dist, lMean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
% dev. yA dev. YA

0-1749 10.39 5.2 7.25 31.0 3.14 30.3 0.25
1750-5999 10.09 1.4 24 .66 29.1 ~14.,58 30.4 -1.18
6000~-over 11.46 4,6 5.29 10.6 6.17 7.8 1.58

Total 16 10.54 3.8 13.29 26.6 - 2.75 26.8 -0.41

a . g
For significance, t must be greater than t 975°



Table 17. Percent increases in teacher salaries and other costs per FTE, 1973-74 to 1974-75
in districts without collective bargaining
Enrollment Number Teacher salaries Other costs (Difference) Stand. t-value
of dev.
dist. Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
% dev. % dev. %

%*
0-1749 6 6.16 4.2 19.68 16.2 ~13.52 14,1 -2.36
1750-5999 6 8.78 . 19,25 7.1 ~10.47 5.1 -4,05"
6000-over 4 11..86 . 22.11 5.5 -10.25 6.5 -3.15*
Total 16 86.57 . 20,13 10.6 ~11,5%6 9.2 —5.00*

%

Significant at .05 level.

Table 18. Percent imncreases in teacher salaries and other costs per ADM, 1973-74 to 1974-75
in districts without collective bargaining
Enrolliment Number Teacher salaries Other costs (Difference) Stand. t-value
of dev.
dist, Mean Stand. Mean Stand. Mean
% dev, % dev. %

*

0-1749 10.39 5.2 24,34 15.8 ~13.95 14.2 -2.40
*

1750-5999 10.09 1.4 20.67 5.5 -10,.58 5.2 ~4.96
*

6000-over 11.46 4.6 21.77 8.8 ~10.31 6.6 -3.13
*

Total 16 10.54 3.8 22.32 10.6 ~11.78 9.4 -5.02

*
Significant at .05 level.

£y
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Table 19. Costs of training for negotiations

Number of Range Mean Median Mode Totals
districts
Districts
with 11 $50-5000 $1082 $500 $450 (2) $11,900
bargaining
Districts
without 12 200-4200 1063 500 500 (3) 12,750
bargaining
Totals 23 50-5000 1072 500 500 (4) 24,650

closer to the lower end of the range. By inspection the means were not

significantly different.

Costs During the Collective Bargaining Process

The presence of the chief negotiators for the districts were of
primary importance in determining the costs during the collective bar-
gaining process since 25 percent of the districts had hired special
personnel to do their negotiating as is shown in Table 20. It should
be noted that of those districts which did not hire special personnel,
the superintendent was the negotiator in 56 percent of the districts.
Lawyers represented 62,5 percent of the districts hiring special per-
sonnel to negotiate.

Along with the presence of a chief negotiator, superintendents were
asked to give their opinions as to the worth of hiring special personnel

to negotiate for the district. The results of this question are found
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Table 20. Chief negotiator in 1975-76 school year

Number of Cost of Occupation Chief negotiator when special
districts hiring of the personnel has not been hired
hiring special negotiator
special personnel Supt. Ass't Prin. Board None
personnel supt. member

g? $15-60/hr (6) School dist. 10 3 1 2 2

+ expenses (1) lawyer (2)

$5200-6000 Professional
retainer (2) negotiator (3)

+ expenses (1) Professional

negotiator/
outside

lawyer 3)

a . . . . .
Included are four districts which are listed as nonbargaining
districts.

in Table 21, A sign test of the paired districts indicated that there was
not a significant difference in the opinions of superintendents on the
worth of hiring a special mnegotiator. However, approximately 54 per-

cent of the superintendenis felt that hiring a district negotiator had
great worth while less than eight percent saw little value in it.

Other expenses that some districts incurred were those of consult-
ant fees, fact-finding and arbitration. A summary of these expenses
can be found in Table 22. It should be noted that consultants were
used by 25 percent of the districts with fact-finders or arbitrators
being used by 37.5 percent of the sample of bargaining districts. The
mean average fees were 43 dollars per hour for consultants and 522 dol-

lars for the use of fact-finders or arbitrators.
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Table 21. Superintendents' opinions on the value of hiring a district
negotiator
. 2
Great Some Little
, a
value value value (sign test)
Districts
with 6 4 3
bargaining
Districts
without 8 3 2
bargaining
Totals 14 7 5 4,01

#significant only if 'Xz is greater than 3.84 (.x?. 95. 1d.f ).
.95, 1d.f.

Table 22.

for 1975-76 contract

Use and expenses of consultants, fact-finders and arbitrators

Consultants Fact-finders or arbitrators
Number of districts 4 6
Range of expenses $35-60/hr $100-1075
Mode $35/hr None
Mean $43/hr $522
Median $40/hr $6474
Occupation outside lawyer - -
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Time Spent by the School Administrator

in Training and Planning for Negotiations

The amount of time spent on preparation for negotiations for the
1974-75 school year varied greatly, but as is shown in Tables 23 and 24,
superintendents in districts with a level three or four agreement did
spend a greater amount of time on this aspect than did their countef-

parts in nonnegotiating districts. However, the means are not signifi-

that, on the average, administrators in districts without bargaining

spent considerably more time in preparation for negotiations in 1975-76
than they did the previous year. Administrators in districts with bar-
gaining also spent more time, but there was not nearly as great an in-

crease in the number of hours.

Table 23. Hours spent by superintendents in training and preparation
for negotiations for 1974-75

Number of

districts Range Mean Median Mode Total
Districts
with 9 10-200 63 40 10 (2) 571
bargaining
Districts
without 9 4-100 23 10 20 (2) 203

bargaining
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Table 24, Hours spent by superintendents in training and preparation
for negotiations for 1975-76

Number of Ave. cost to
districts Range Mean Median Mode Total the dist./
administrator

@ $9.60/hr.?

Districts

with 14 5-201 77 70 100 (2) 1085 $744
bargaining 70 (2)

Districts 50 (2)

without 12 4-200 52 55 60 (2 738 $590
bargaining 80 (2)

aAverage hourly wage computed by dividing contract salary by esti-
mated number of hours worked per year.

Time Spent by the Administration and/or Board

in Actual Negotiations

Superintendents were asked to list the members of the negotiating
team and the number of hours spent negotiating along with contract in-
formation for staff members on the team. This information has been
condensed and placed in Table 25. From the measures of central ten-
dencies it is clear that administrators spent considerably more hours
negotiating than did board members. However, the upper limits of the

range were the same for both board members and administration.
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Table 25. Hours spent negotiating in 1974-75

Members WNumber of Range Mean Median Mode Total Ave. cost per

negotiators member @ $9.13/
hr,
Board 8 2-95 33 10 10 (3) 264 --
Admin. 23 5-95 45 36 95 (3) 1028 8411

aAverage hourly wage computed by dividing contract salary by esti-
mated hours worked per year.

Fringe Benefits and the Total Budget

Any type of fringe benefit represents at least a potential cost to
the district. Therefore, in the analysis of fringe benefits there were
two basic parts to the question of "How have fringe benefits affected
the total budget?" The first of these concerned fringe benefits that had
heen added as a resuii of coliective bargaining and the second a compari=-
son of fringe benefits of bargaining districts and nonbargaining dis-
tricts. Opinions of superintendents and negoziation chairmen of dis-
tricts with collective bargaining were taken to answer the first part
while a paired-t test of existing fringe benefits in bargaining and non-
bargaining districts was made to answer the second. Table 26 contains
the results of the opinion survey.

It should be noted that only 23 percent of the superintendents felt
that teachers' fringe benefits had increased more under bargaining while
61.5 percert of the negotiations chairmen felt bargaining was a definite

factor in increased benefits. Thirty-eight percent of the superintendents
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Table 26, Have fringe benefits for teachers increased more under
collective bargaining than they would have in the absence
of bargaining: Opinions of superintendents and respective
negotiations chairmen?

Negotiations chairmen

Yes No Totals ?(2 (corrected)a
Yes 3 0 3
Superintendents
No 5 5 10
Totals 8 5 13 3.35

4For significance,'x2 must be greater than 3.84 ('xz 95. 1 d.f ).
) 3 . L]

and negotiations chairmen were in direct disagreement on the influence of
collective bargaining. However, a Chi-square test of significance in-
dicated the differences of opinion were not significant.

Tables 27 through 36 contain information relating to the t-tests
of the hypothesis that there is no significant difference between fringe
benefits offered by districts with collective bargaining and by dis-
tricts without collective bargaining. Even though none of the amounts
were significant, several points stand out. First, there were more bar-
gaining di stricte with the ¢
in all cases except personal leave in which case the numbers were the
same, Second, more bargaining than nonbargaining districts had health
insurance coverage greater than just that of the employee, and also more
bargaining than nonbargaining districts offered life insurance. However,

this was reversed in the other insurance categories of disability and

liability in which case more nonbargaining than bargaining districts
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made this available to the teachers. Over 90 percent of all the dis-
tricts sampled had personal leave, bereavement leave, professional

leave and liability insurance. Only 11.5 percent of the total districts
had sabbatical leave and only 23 percent of the total offered health
insurance beyond single coverage. Thirty-four percent of the total
districts had sick leave policies greater than the state minimum and
approximately 60 percent of the total districts granted maternity leave.
Liability and disability insurance were also offered by approximafely

60 percent of the total districts sampled.

Table 27. Personal leave (PL)

Number of districts Mean a
(paired Standard Paired
With PL Without PL  difference) deviation t-value

Districts
with 13 0
bargaining
.154 .104 1.48
Districts
without 11 2
bargaining

a s s .
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t’975, 12 d.f.)'
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Table 28. Sick leave (SL) greater than state minimum requirements
Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With SL Without SL (paired deviation t-value

difference)

Districts

with 6 7

bargaining .231 .122 1.89

Districts

without 3 10

bargaining

#For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t

Table 29,

Maternity leave (ML):

.975, 12 d.f.)'

Separate or as sick leave

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With M. Without ML  (paired deviation t-value
difference)

Districts

with 8 5

bargaining 077 177 0.44

Districts

without 7 6

bargaining

#For significance, t must be greater than 2,18 (t

.975, 12 d.£.)°

Table 30. Sabbatical leave (Sal)
Number of districts Mean Standard Paired _
With Sal Without Sal (paired deviation  t-value®
difference)
Districts
with 2 11
bargaining
. . .077 .137 0.56
Districts
without 1 12
bargaining

a . es
For significance,

t must be greater than 2.18 (t5975’ 12 d.f.)'
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Table 31. Bereavement leave (BL)

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With BL Without BL (paired deviation t-value
difference)

Districts

with 13 0

bargaining .077 .077 1.00

Districts

without 12 1

bargaining

a s s
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t.975’ 12 d.f.)'

Table 32. Professional leave (PrL)

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With PrL. Without PrL (paired deviation t-value®
di.fference)
Districts
with . 12 1
bargaining .000 .112 0.00
Digtricts
without 12 i

bargaining

a . . .
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t.975’ 12 d.f.)’

Table 33. Health insurance (HI) greater than coverage of employee only

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With HI Without HI  (paired deviation t-value
difference)

Districts

with 4 9

bargaining 154 154 1.00

Districts

without 2 11

bargaining

a . .’ s L3
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t”975’ 12 d.f.)'
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Table 34. Life insurance (LI)

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With LI Without LI  (paired deviation t-value
difference)

Districts

with 10 3

bargaining .308 175 1.76

Districts

without 6 7

bargaining

a . s
For significance, t must be greater than 2,18 (t.975’ 12 d.f.)'

Table 35, Disability insurance (DI)

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired
With DI Without DI  (paired deviation t-value®
difference)
Districts
with 7 6
bargaining -.077 .211 -0.37
Digtricts
without 8 5

bargaining

a . s
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (t.975’ 12 d.f.)'

Table 36. TLiability insurance (LI)

Number of districts Mean Standard Paired a
With LT Without LI  (paired deviation t-value
difference)

Districts

with 11 2

bargaining -.154 104 -1.48

Districts

without 13 0

bargaining

a .
For significance, t must be greater than 2.18 (c.975’ 12 d.f.)'
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Collective bargaining did not result in significantly greater
salaries or improved fringe benefits for Iowa teachers from’122§-1975.
During these years there was no state bargaining law for teachers, but
16 Towa districts did have master agreements which were very similar to
the relatively new state bargaining law. These 16 districts were in-
cluded as bargaining districts in this study with 16 comparable, but
nonbargaining districts, included as a control group. The districts
were subdivided into three enrollment categories (0-1749, 1750-5999,
and 6000-over).

Mean dollar expenditures per teacher and per pupil were studied
in areas of salavies, instructional cocts and other costs. Percent in-
creases from the 1973-74 school year to the 1974-75 school year were
analyzed in these same areas by per teacher and per pupil costs. Other
expenses relating to training and preparation for negotiations, con-
sultant and fact~-finders fees and the person(s) negotiating for the
board were also analyzed. Opinions of superintendents and negotiation
chairmen were studied and where appropriate were tested by a Chi-square
test. Fringe benefits of leaves and insurances were also analyzed. 1In
the tests and analyses of eight basic questions and five supporting
hypotheses, no relationship was established between collective bargain-
ing and school expenditures and fringe benmefits. The following ques-

tions and hypotheses were studied:
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Question 1: Have teacher organizations been able to secure larger
salary increases through collective bargaining than would
have been forthcoming in the absence of bargaining?

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between expenditures
for teacher salaries (and salary-related items) by dis-
tricts with collective bargaining and by districts with-
out collective bargaining.

The mean full-time equivalency salaries were actually higher in
the nonbargaining digtricts as were the mean salaries per pupil with
the exception of the largest enrollment category. However, the t-value
was not significant at the five percent level and thus the null hypoth-
esis was not rejected.

In an opinion poll, superintendents appeared to support this con-
tention while negotiations chairmen thought bargaining had helped
salaries. These differences of opinions were not significant when

tested by the Chi-square test.

Question 2: If they have, at whose expense did the increase come?
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between expenditures
for nonsalary-related items by districts with collective
bargaining and by districts without collective bargaining.
Although question two actually depended upon rejection of hypoth-
esis one, data relating to question two were analyzed. Nonbargaining
districts spent a larger mean dollar amount for instructional supplies
and other costs per teacher except in the middle emrcllment category.

Mean expenditures for instructional supplies per pupil were higher in
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nonbargaining groups except for the middle enrollment category, while
mean expenditures for other costs were higher for bargaining districts
except in the lowest enrollment category. However, the t-values were
not significant in any test, thus lending further support to the con-
tention that the presence of bargaining had no relationship with the

level of expenditures,

Question 3: Were nonsalary-related expenditures increased proportion-
ately with salary-related expenditures?

Hypothesis 3: Expenditures for nonsalary-related items neither increased
nor decreased at a disproportionate rate to expenditures
for teacher salaries and salary-related items in districts
operating under collective bargaining.

Hypothesis 4: Expenditures for nonsalary-related items neither in-
creagsed noir decreased at & disproporticmate rate to ex-
penditures for teacher salaries and salary-related items
in districts not operating under collective bargaining.

The mean percent increases were higher for instructional supplies
and- for other costs than they were for teacher salaries in bargaining
and nonbargaining districts., The only exceptions were for instruction-

al supplies in nonbargaining enrollment categories of 0-1749 and 6000-

over. Testing hypotheses three and four for significance, it was found

that these differences were not significant in the direction of greater
teacher salaries, thus the answer to question three would be that non-

gsalary items increased proporiionaitely with salary-related iltems.
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Question 4: What were the costs of training for negotiations?

Both bargaining and nonbargaining districts were found to have in-
vested money in training personnel for negotiations with the mean average
amount per school being slightly over $1000. Bargaining districts had
a slightly higher mean., Obviously, boards and administrators in non-
bargaining districts were anticipating and preparing for becoming bar-
gaining districts in the near future under the 1975 Iowa Public Employees

Relations Act.

Question 5: What were the costs to the districts during the collective
bargaining process?

Expenditures in this category included those of eight districts
which hired special personnel to negotiate for the district, those of
four districts which had utilized a consultant and those of six districts
which had incurred expenses due to fact-finding or arbitration. Costs
ranged upwards to $6000 for negotiators, $60 per hour for consultants
and $1075 for fact-finding or arbitration. In an opinion poll, 14 of
26 superintendents felt hiring a district negotiator was of great worth,
seven felt it would be of some value and five saw little value in it.
These differences of opinions were not significant when tested by a Chi-

square statistic.

Question 6: How much time did the school administration spend in train-
ing and planning for negotiations?
In preparing for the 1974-75 school year superintendents in dis-

tricts with bargaining spent a mean average of 63 hours in training and
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preparation. The same group (during the 1974-75 school year) spent an
average of 77 hours each in training and preparation for negotiations.
Administrators in nonbargaining districts spent an average of 62 hours,

apparently due to anticipation of bargaining under the new state law.

Question 7: How much time was involved for the administration and/or
board of education in the actual negotiation process?
The hours spent in actual negotiations by board members ranged from
two to ninety-five with hours spent by administrators ranging from six
to the same high of ninety-five. The respective means were thirty-

three and forty-five hours.

Question 8: How have fringe benefits affected the total budget?

A. What fringe benefits were added since negotiatioms
began?

B. How do these fringe benefits compare tou irluge beéine-
fits in nonnegotiating districts?

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between fringe bene-
fits offered by districts with collective bargaining and
by districts without collective bargaining.

Superintendents felt, by a 10-3 margin, that teachers had not re-
ceived greater fringe benefits under bargaining while negotiations
chairmen felt (8-5) that fringes were greater under bargaining. This
difference of opinions was not significant when tested by a Chi-square
statistic.

There were ten fringes investigated in an attempt to determine
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what effect bargaining may have upon them. These fringes were personal
leave, sick leave, maternity leave, sabbatical leave, bereavement leave,
professional leave, health insurance, life insurance, disability in-
surance and liability insurance. More bargaining districts than nonbar-
gaining districts had health and life insurance and the specific leaves
with the exception of personal leave in which case the number of dis-
tricts was the same. However, when tested by the t-statistic, none of

the differences were significant.

Conclusions

1. Collective bargaining has not been a factor in increased teacher
salaries, although teacher negotiations chairmen thought that it
was. In fact, mean salaries were greater in nonbargaining dis-
tricts.

2. Teacher salaries had not increased more under bargaining; the same
held true for instructional costs and other costs. Nonbargaining
districts actually spent more thus lending further support to the

contention that bargaining was not a factor.

)

In both bargaining and nonbargaining districts instructional
supplies and other costs expenditures had increased at a greater
rate than salaries leading to the conclusion that teacher salary
increases did not come at the expense of other areas regardless of
vhether or not the districts bargained.

4. There were some costs for training but the amounts were minimal,

one time, and should not be cause for any alarm. Personnel in
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both bargaining and nonbargaining districts expressed a need for
training.

5. The costs incurred were minimal for consultants and fact-finders.
However, the potential of greater costs would seem to exist if con-
sultants were used extensively. 1In the case of fact-finding the
expense should not be a prime factor in striving to avoid this
agspect of negotiations. The only major expense seems to be in the
hiring of special persomnel to negctiate, but even that was, rela-
tively speuxing, minor as the size of the district and the size of
the total budget increases.

6. Since bargaining was or will be a continuing part of public educa-
tion in Iowa, the number of hours administrators spent training and
preparing for negotiations does not seem high. Administrators ob-
viously have taken enough interest in the process and practice to
allot time for this training and preparationm,

7. A considerable amount of time was spent by some board members and
administrators in actual negotiations., The possibility of many hours
at the table seems to be a reality that comes with bargaining.

8. Bargaining did not appear to make a significant difference on the
amounts or number of fringe benefits offered by districts. However,
negotiations chairmen believed that bargaining had brought about

greater fringe benefits for teachers.

Basic conclusion

1)

rom the analiysis of the data the only conclusion that can be

justifiably reached is that for this sample of districts, under the
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given methodology and procedures of selection, collective bargaining
was not related to significantly greater school expenditures and fringe
benefits other than indirect costs related to time and relatively minor

costs of consultants, negotiators and fact-finders.
Discussion

District expenditures

The fact that salaries did not increase more under bargaining was
not surprising since the Towa legislature had placed a ceiling on total
expenditures, During these years the state allowable growth was 13 per-
cent. Compared to the state average teacher salary increase of 11,2
percent during the same period, it was obvious that salaries could not
feasibly increase at a much greater degree than they did. Also, con-
sidering that salaries had not increased more under bargaining and that
there was a state imposed ceiling on expenditures, it was not surprising
that expenditures for instructional supplies and cther coste had not
increased more under bargaining nor at greater rates than salaries.

In addition, the fact that Towa was becoming a bargaining state
made the years of this study unusual in the respect that all districts
were anticipating becoming bargaining districts., No doubt this could
have influenced teacher salary raises--especially if teachers in nonbar-
gaining districts were given higher salaries in a management effort to

avoid encouraging teachers from voting to become a bargaining unit.

Related research

The finding that salaries did not increase more under bargaining
was consistent with Armistead's study (16) of bargaining in St. Louis

County districts. However, it was in direct disagreement with studies
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of bargaining and salaries in Michigan districts by Rhemus (70), in
United States cities of over 100,000 people by Thornton (88), and in 24
selected districts across the United States by Perry and Wildman (64).
In addition, this study was in direct disagreement with Mongue's (56)
study of bargaining in Wisconsin districts in that Mongue found that
salary items had increased at a significantly greater percent than non-
salary items., Thus, for the most part, the evidence from previous
studies indicated that salaries increased more under bargaining which

was not the case with this study.

Opinions

The opinions on salaries and fringes by superintendents and nego-
tiations chairmen should be of little surprise since both are repre-
senting clientele that would expect or at least hope that this would be
the case. This is probably even more true of the negotiations chair-
men since the showing here could influence the members in deciding

whether or not to continue membership in the organization.

Training

With bargaining a reality in education it would seem logical that
there will be a need for training personnel and that there will be some
costs, The minimal dollar amount of these costs should indicate to
other districts that it doesn't take a lot of money to become well-
informed. Since it is not costly, failure by the administration to
allow time and put forth effort to become extremely knowledgeable in
the area of bargaining could place management at 2 distinct disadvan-

tage at the bargaining table.
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Special negotiators

Depending on the size of the district the cost of using special
negotiators may or may not be a minimal expenditure, But unless there
is a competent negotiator for management it would seem that this amount
might be very small in light of the potential damage that could be done

if management does a poor job of negotiating.

Time

Bargaining with teachers probably will be time consuming. However,
from this study two facts emerge that would seem to make the time spent
worthwhile. First, bargaining has not been a cause for greater salaries
or more fringe benefits and second, negotiations chairmen seem to think
it has and are more likely better satigfied with an added consequence of
a more satisfied staff, So, as long as management rights are not given

...... +ld A =2
away, crnis ¢

Reasons for no relationship

There are several possible reasons why the data did not support
any positive relationship between collective bargaining and school ex-
penditures: 1) The Iowa school finance law invoked a ceiling on expen-
ditures based on the number of students in the school. Thus only a
limited amount of new dollars were available. 2) The levels of the
agreements may not have been as important as the fact of whether or not
the district had any type of agreement. 3) The districts selected for
the nonbargaining group were comparable in enrollment, assessed valua-

tion per student and socio-econcmic status which may be overriding
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factors. 4) Negotiators may have been inexperienced. 5) There could
have been a definite strategy on the part of the union to keep a low

profile during the first couple of years of bargaining. 6) By neces-
sity the sample of districts was small. Possibly a larger sample may
have indicated some significant differences. 7) There may be no rela-

tionships between collective bargaining and school expenditures,

Limitations

There were some obvious weaknesses or areas which could be improved
upon if this study were to be repeated, One of these=--the small sample
size which was not randomly selected--was, of course, mandated by the
number of available districts. As the number of bargaining districts
increase in Iowa a larger, random, sample could be taken.

Considerable time and space was devoted to teacher salaries, how-
ever, salaries of administrators and other statt were not included,
Investigation into other groups' salaries and whether or not the group
bargained or what relationship there may have been between their
salaries and teacher salaries would have given a more thorough picture
of the financial situation.

Likewise, cpinions of more than just the superintendent and nego-
tiations chairmen and relating to more than salaries and fringes would
have been more enlightening in terms of what various groups of people
felt about the results. Some of those that could have been included
would have been board members, special negotiators, principals who had

to administer the contract, teachers working under the comtract,
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support staff and people within the community. Along this same line

a more thorough analyses of what the teacher group had hoped to attain,
their feelings of the degree of success and, where possible, verifica-

tion with factual data of the degree of success would give a more clear
picture of whether or not bargaining was effective in areas other than

salaries and fringes.

Recommendations

Collective bargaining in education will undoubtedly continue to be
an interesting phenomenon in the years ahead. Educators in general,
and administrators in particular, should become as knowledgeable as

possible in this area.

Recommendations for further research

In Iowa it remains to be seen whether or uoi the collective bar-
gaining law will produce major changes in the schools. It would seem
useful for the ILowa Association of School Boards to make yearly studies
of general fund expenditures in relation to those districts with and
without bargaining to ascertain if there will be a trend toward greater
costs under bargaining as some researchers have indicated. Other areas
which are negotiated should also be reviewed statewide annually in
searching for any trends toward changes in the power structure within
the schools. Individual districts can also do yearly analyses of ex-

penditures and other negotiated areas to check for trends or major

changes within the district.
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For those desiring to do related research it is suggested that they
randomly sample the districts and use a larger sample in order to arrive
at a more statistically sound basis for conclusions. Also, with the
advent of the bargaining law in Iowa, the problem of ascertaining‘which
districts are bargaining districts and which are not in Iowa is no
longer a problem of definition as it was with this research. However,
any similar research in states without bargaining laws should be done
using the utmost care in defining bargaining and nonbargaining districts.
In addition, while the opinions of negotiations chairmen and superinten-
dents were an important aspect of this research it might have proven
interesting and beneficial to have collected and analyzed opinions of
the board members and the teaching staff not affiliated with the local
education association or federation,

Because it is possible that the relative magnitude of per pupil
costs may have an emotional impact upon bargaining, subsequent research-
ers may wish to classify districts by this variable. That is to say,
high unit cost districts may resist salary raises more successfully be-

cause of public opinion and pressure.

Recommendations for practice

Management negotiators have a large responsibility in bargaining.
From the opinion portion of this investigation it appears that they
should anticipate teacher organization representatives holding opinions
more favorable toward the impact of bargaining on salary raises and
fringe benefits. Obviously, their leadership roles and continued
following depend upon it. Perhaps it will be effective bargaining
strategy to go along with this point of view despite the fact that re-

sults from this study indicate that it is a myth.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COLLECTIVE Please Return Completed

BARGAINING AND SCHOOL DISTRICT Questionnaire to

EXPENDITURES H. Gary Keplinger
Box 156

Radcliffe, Iowa 50230

School District

Person Completing this Questionnaire Position

Part I: Chief Negotiator and the Negotiations Team

1. Has special personnel been hired to be chief negotiator for
management?

[ves

[:::lNo

2. If the answer to question one was yes, what was (is) the cost for
hiring the chief negotiator?

$ contracted as full-time employee
$ per session

$ vetainer for the entire proccss
$ other (please specify)

2b, Are expenses paid in addition to the above?

] lYes, $ amount this past year

[:::[No

2c. The special persomnel hired as a chief negotiator is

[::!Regular school district lawyer

[::IOutside lawyer
—

ﬂProfessional negotiator

oo

[::IOther (please explain)
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3. If the answer to question one was no, what position does the chief
negotiator hold?

4, How valuable do you feel hiring a specialized negotiator.is or
will be?

D Great value

]:| Some value

I ILittle value

5. Has your district hired a consultant (not chief negotiator)?

[::] Yes
[::]No

6. If the answer to number five was yes, is this person a

! IProfessional negotiations
consultant

! IRegular school district lawyer
™ ) A . .4 -
| _juuCsiue rawyel

[::]Other (please explain)
7. Whnat is the cost of consultant fees and expenses?

c
$ per session
$ retainer for the entire process

$ other (please specify)

Items 8-11 pertain to negetiations as they existed in your district in
1974-75 in reaching an agreement with the teachers' organization for
the 1975-76 school year,

8. Did your district use an outside fact-finder, mediator or arbitrator?

[:]'Yes
[::]No
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9. 1f the answer to question eight was yes, what was the total cost
to the district for this service?

$

10. Board team description for 1974-75 actual negotiations:

Outside Negotiator Total cost to the district §

Superintendent: Was he/she part of the team?

[::] Yes
| [::INO

Approximate time spent planning and preparing for sessions: __hrs.
Approximate time spent in actual negotiation sessions: hrs,

1974-75 contract salary: $

Length of contract: days; Average hours worked per week:
hrs.
Positions of Hours Preparing Hours Contract Contract Ave. Hrs.
Other Team for Negotiations Negotiating Salary Length Work per
Members Week for
the dist,

11. Other than the teachers, with what organized groups within the
district's jurisdiction did the Board's team negotiate?

12, Vhat was the total cost to the district on research and training
for negotiations this past year (include workshops, travel, lodg-
ing, etc.)? $

13, Board team description for 1975-76 negotiations:

Qutside Negotiator Total cost to the district §
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Superintendent: Is he/she part of the team?

[::] Yes
[::]No

Approximate time spent on research and training this past
year: hrs,

Approximate time spent on independent study on any phase of
negotiations: hrs.

1974-75 contract salary: $

Length of contract: days; Average hours worked per week:
hrs.
Positions of Hours 1974-75 Contract Contract Ave. Hrs. Work
Other Team Training Salary Length Per Week for
Members the District
$

Part II: Teacher Organization Negotiators

1. Does your district compensate teachers directly involved in negotia-
tions in any of the following manners (please check)?

reduced class load
released time

cost of substitute while teacher attends negotiations meetings
or workshops

registration and travel expenses to teachers attending negotia-
tions meetings or workshops

other (please specify)
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2. Has the teacher organization obtained the services of an outside

negotiator?
[[ves

[_Ino

3. Has the teacher organization obtained the services of an outside

consultant?
[::'Yes
I_—_lNo
Part III: Fringe Benefits

Leaves: Please list the number of days allowed per year and/or
accumulative

personal other (please specify)

sick

maternity

sabbatical

bereavement

professional

Insurance: Please list the amount

h other (please specify)

life

disability

liability

Other Fringes (please specify):

Part IV: Opinions (answer only if your district operated under a
formal negotiations agreement this past year)

1. Do you feel teacher salaries increased more than they would have
under a less formal agreement?
[ lves

[ Ixo
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2. Do you feel teacher fringe benefits increased more than they would
have under a less formal agreement?

[::]Yes
[::]No

3. What, if anything, do you feel was postponed, cancelled or adjusted

in order to compensate for increases in the areas of teacher salaries
and fringe benefits?

Part V: General Fund Expenditures

Most of this information will be obtained through the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction; however, the general fund categorical
totals will not be available for some time for this past year.
Please send a photocopy of page 4 of the 1974-75 secretaries annual
report.

Thank you for taking the time and effort to complete this questionnaire.

A ~e £ st~ Amistden «2311 - “e
a COpy Ox the results will be sent upon request.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COLLECTIVE Please Return Completed

BARGAINING AND SCHOOL DISTRICT Questionnaire to

EXPENDITURES H. Gary Keplinger
Box 156

1.

‘xj
(o]
]

Radcliffe, Iowa 50230

Was there a formal negotiations agreement between the
teachers' organization and the school district in the

1974-75 school year?
Yes D No

answers of ves:

Do you feel teacher salaries increased more than they would
have under a less formal agreement?

Yes

No

J

Do you feel teacher fringe benefits increased more than
they would have under a less formal agreement?

Yes

No

What, if anything, do you feel was postponed, cancelled or
adjusted in order to compensate for increases in the above
areas?
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IOWA PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS ACT
Chapier 20, 1975 Code of lowa

SECTION 1. NEW SECTION. Public policy. The general assembly
declares that it is the public policy of the state to promote harmonisus
and cooperative relationships between government and its employees
by permitting public employees to organize and bargain collectively;
to protect the citizens of this state by assuring effective and orderly
operations of government in providing for their health, safety, and
welfare; to prohibit and prevent all strikes by public employees; and
to protect the rights of public employees to join or refuse to join, and
to participate in or refuse to participate in, employee organizations.

Sec. 2, NEw SectioN. Title. This Act shall be known as the

“Public Employment Relations Act”.

SEC. 3. NEW SECTION. Definitions. When used in this Act, un-
less the context otherwise requires:

1. “Public employer” means the state of Iowa, its boards, commis-
sions, agencies, departments, and its political subdivisions including
school districts and other special purpose distriets.

2. “Governing body” means the board, council, or commission,
whether elected or appointed, of a political subdivision of this state,
including school districts and other special purpose districts, which
determines the policies for the operation of the political subdivision.

3. “Public employee” means any individual employed by a public
employer, except individuals exempted under the provisions of section
four (4) of this Act.

4. “Employee organization” means an organization of any kind in
which public employees participate and which exists for the primary
purpose of representing public employees in their employment rela-
tions,

5. “Board” means the public employment relations board estab-
lished under section five (5) of this Act.

6. “Strike” means a public employee's refusal, in concerted action
with others, to report to duty, or his willful absence from his position,
or his stoppage of work, or his abstinence in whole or in part from the
full, faithful, and proper performance of the duties of employment,
for the purpose of inducing, influencing, or coercing a change in the
conditions, compensation, rights, privileges, or chligations of public
employment.

7. “Confidential employee” means any public employee who works
in the personnel offices of a public employer or who has access to in-
formation subject to use by the public employer in negotiating or who
works in a close continuing working relationship with public officers
or representatives associated with negotiating on behalf of the public
employer.
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“Confidential employee” also includes the personal secretary of any
of the following: any elected official or person appointed to fill a
vacancy in an elective office, member of any board or commission, the
administrative officer, director, or chief executive officer of a public
employer or major division thereof, or the deputy or first assistant of
any of the foregoing.

8. “Mediation” means assistance by an impartial third party to
reconcile an impasse between the public employer and the employee
organization through interpretation, suggestion, and advice.

9. “Arbitration” means the procedure whereby the parties involved
in an impasse submit their differences to a third party for a final and
binding decision or as provided in this Act.

10. “Impasse” means the failure of a public employer and the em-
ployee organization to reach agreement in the course of negotiations.

11. “Professional employee” means any one of the following:

a. Any employee engaged in work:

(1) Predominantly intellectual and varied in character as opposed
to routine mental, manual, mechanical, or physical work;

(2) Involving the consistent exercise of discretion and judgment in
its performance;

(3) Of such a character that the output produced or the result ac-
complished cannot be standardized in relation to a given period of
time; and

(4) Requiring knowledge of an advanced type in a field of science
or learning customarily acquired by a prolonged course of specialized
intellectual instruction and study in an institution of higher learning
or a hospital, as distinguished from a general academic education or
from an apprenticeship or from training in the performance of routine
mental, manual, or physical processes.

b. Any employee who (i) has completed the courses of specialized
intellectual instruction and study described in subparagraph four (4)
of paragraph a of thls subsectlon and (11) is pbrformmg related work

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

unacr Wic QU UL ViIDIUILL Uf a pxuu:)bluual PETSOnN LU uuaufv ]lll“\tﬁll or
herself to become a professional employee as defined in paragraph a
of this subsection.

12, “Fact-finding” means the procedure by which a qualified person
shall make written findings of fact and recommendations for resolu-
tion of an impasse.

SEC. 4. NgW SECTION. Exclusions. The following public employ-
eeg shall be excluded from the provisions of this Act:

1. Elected officials and persons appointed to fill vacancies in elective
offices, and members of any board or commission.

2. Representatives of a public employer, including the administra-
tive oflicer, director, or chief execulive officer of a public employer or
major division thereof as well as his deputy, first assistant, and any
supervisory employees.

Supervisory employee means any individual having authority in the
interest of the public employer to hire, transfer, suspend, layoff, recall,
promote, discharge, assign, reward or discipline other public employ-
ees, or the responsibility to direct them, or to adjust their grievances,
or effectlvely to recommend such action, if in connection with the fore-
going exercise of such authority is not of a merely routine or clerical
nature, but requires the use of independent judgment. All school
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superintendents, assistant superintendents, principals, and assistant
principals shall be deemed to be supervisory employees.

3. Confidential employees.

4. Students working as part-lime public employees twenty hours
per week or less, except graduate or other post-graduate students in
preparation for a profession who are engaged in academically related
employment as a teaching, research, or service asgistant,

5. Temporary public employees employed for a period of four
months or less.

6. Commissioned and enlisted personnel of the Iowa national guard.

7. Judges of the supreme court, district judges, district associate
judges, and judicial magistrates, and the employees of such judges
and courts.

8. Patients and inmates employed, sentenced, or committed to any
state or local institution.

9. Persons employed by the state department of justice.

10. Persons employed by the commission for the blind.

SEC. 5. NEW SECTION. Public employment relations board.

1. There is established a board to be known as the public employ-
ment relations board. The board shall consist of three members ap-
pointed by the governor, with approval of two-thirds of the senate.
No more than two members shall be of the same political affiliation
and no member shall engage in any political activity while holding
office and the members shall devote full time to their duties.

Each member shall be appointed for a term of four years, except
that of the members first appointed, two members shall be appointed
for a term of two years commencing July 1, 1974 and ending June 30,
1976, and one member shall be appointed for a term of four years
commencing July 1, 1974 and ending June 30, 1978,

The member first appointed for a term of four years shall serve as
chairman and each of his successors shall also serve as chairman.

0
eral assembly IS not in sessmn ‘shall be filled by appomtment by the
governor, which appointment shall expire at the end of thirty days
following the convening of the next session of the general assembly.
Prior to the expiration of the thirty-day period, the governor shall
transmit to the gsenate for its anproval the name of the appointee for
the unexpired portion of the regular term. Any vacancy occurring
when the general assembly is in session shall be filled in the same
manner as regular appointments are made, and before the end of such
session, and for the unexpired portion of the regular term.

3. In selectmg the membex‘s of t‘le board, cons;deratmn s‘nall be
glven 1o their l{nowxeuge, d.l)lllLy, and t:\p\:!'ul\.v in the field of labor-
management relations. The chairman shall receive an annual salary
of twenty-four thousand (24,000) dollars. The remaining two mem-
bers shall each receive an annual salary equal to ninety percent of the
salary received by the chairman.

4. The board may employ such persons as are necessary for the
performance of its functions. Personnel of the board shall be em-
%loged pursuant to the provisions of chapter nineteen A (19A) of the

ode.

5. Members of the board and other employees of the board shall be
allowed their actual and necessary expensss incurred in the perform-
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ance of their duties. All expenses and salaries shall be paid from
appropriations for such purposes and the board shall be subject to the
budget requirements of chapter eight (8) of the Code,

SEC. 6. NEW SECTION. General powers and duties of the board.
The board shall:

1. Administer the provisions of this Act.

2. Collect, for public employers other than the state and its boards,
commissions, departments, and agencies, data and conduct studies
relating to wages, hours, benefits and other terms and conditions of
public employment and make the same available to any interested
person or organization.

3. Maintain, after consulting with employee organizations and pub-
lic employers, a list of qualified persons representative of the public
to be available to serve as mediators and arbitrators and establish
their compensation rates.

4. Hold hearings and administer oaths, examine witnesses and docu-
ments, take testimony and reccive evidence, issue subpoenas to compel
the attendance of witnesses and the production of records, and dele-
gate such power to a member of the board, or persons appointed or
emploved by the board, including hearing officers for the performance
of its functions. The board may petition the district court at the seat
of government or of the county wherein any hearing is held to enforce
a board order compelling the attendance of witnesses and production
of records.

5. Adopt rules and regulations in accordance with the provisions of
chapter seventeen A (17A) of the Code as it may deem necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act,

SEC. 7. NEW SECTION, DPublic employer rights. Public employ-
ers shall have, in addition to all powers, duties, and rights established
by constitutional provision, statute, ordinance, charter, or special act,
thie exclusive power, duly, and the vight to:

1. Dircel the work of its public employees.

2. Hire, promote, demote, transfer, assign, and retain public em-
ployees in positions within the public agency.

3. Suspend or discharge public employees for proper cause.

4. Maintain the eficiency of governmental operations,

5. Relieve public employees from duties because of lack of work or
for other legitimate reasons.

6. Determine and implement methods, means, assignments and per-
sonnel by which the public employer’s operations are to be conducted.

7. Take such actions as may be necessary to carry out the mission
of the public employer.

8. Initiate, prepare, certify, and administer its budget.

9. Exercise all powers and duties granted to the public employer by
law.

SEC. 8. NEW SECTION. Public employee rights. Public employ-
ees shall have the right to:
1. Organize, or {form, joln, or assist any employee organization.
2. Negotiate collectively through representatives of their own choos-
ing.
1.4
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3. Engage in other concerted activities for the purpose of collective
bargaining or other mutual aid or protection insofar as any such
activity is not prohibited by this Act or any other law of the state.

4. Refuse to join or participate in the activities of employee organ-
izations, including the payment of any dues, fees or assessments or
service fees of any type.

SEC, 9. NEW SECTION. Scope of negotiations. The public em-
ployer and the employee organization shall meet at reasonable times,
including meetings reasonably in advance of the public employer’s
budget-making process, to negotiate in good faith with respect to
wages, hours, vacations, insurance, holidays, leaves of absence, shift
differentials, overtime compensation, supplemental pay, seniority,
transfer procedures, job classifications, health and safety matters,
evaluation procedures, procedures for statl’ reduction, in-service train-
ing and other matters mutually agreed upon. Negotiations shall also
include terms authorizing dues checkofl for members of the employee
organization and grievance procedures for resolving any questions
arising under the agreement, which shuall be embodied in a written
agreement and signed by the parties. If an agreement provides for
dues checkoff, a member’s dues may be checked off only upon the mem-
ber’s written request and the member may terminate the dues checkoff
at any time by giving thirty days written notice. Such obligation to
negotiate in good faith does not compel either party to agree to a
proposal or make a concession.

Nothing in this section shall diminish the authority and power of
the merit employment department, board of regents’ merit system,
educational radio and television {acilily board’s merit system, or any
civil service commission established by constitutional provision, stat-
ute, charter or special act Lo reeruit employees, prepare, conduet, and
grade examinations, rate candidates in order of their relative scores
Tor cernificatnion for annmntment or nromotion or tor other matterg
of clagsification, reclassification or appeal rights in the classified
service of the public employer served.

The public employee retirement systems provided under chapters
ninety-seven A (97A), ninety-seven B (97B), four hundred ten (410),
and four hundred eleven (411) of the Code shall be excluded from the
scope of negotiations,

SEC. 10. NEW SECTION., Prohibited praclices.

1. It shall be a prohibited practice for any public employer, public
employee, or employee organization to willfully refuse to negotiate in
cood faith with respect to the scone of negoliations as defined in see-
tion nine (9) of this Act,

2. It shall be a prohibited practice for a public employer or his
designated representative willfully to:

a. Interfere with, restrain, or coerce public employees in the exer-
cise of rights granted by this Act.

b. Dominate or interfere in the administration of any employee or-
ganization.

¢. Encourage or discourage membership in any employee organiza-
tion, committee, or association by discrimination in hiring, ienure, or
other terms or conditions of employment.
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d. Discharge or discriminate against a public employee beeause he
has filed an affidavit, petition, or complaint or given any information
or testimony under this Act, or because he has formed, joined, or
chosen to be represented by any employee organization.

e. Refuse to negotiate collectively with representatives of certified
employee organizations as required in this Act.

f. Deny the rights accompanying certification or exclusive recogni-
tion granted in this Act.

g. Refuse to participate in good faith in any agreed upon impasse
procedures or those set forth in this Act.

h. Engage in a lockout.

3. It shall be a prohibited practice for public employees or an em-
ployee organization or for any persen, union, or organization or their
agents wilifully to:

a. Interfere with, restrain, coerce, or harass any public employee
with respect to any of his rights under this Act or in order t{o prevent
or discourage his exercise of any such right, including, without limi-
tation, all rights under section eight (8) of this Act.

b. Interfere, restrain, or coerce a public employer with respect to
rights granted in this Act or with respect to selecting a representative
for the purposes of negotiating collectively on the adjustment of
grievances.

c. Refuse to bargain collectively with a public employer as required
in this Act.

d. Refuse to participate in good faith in any agreed upon impasse
procedures or those set forth in this Act.

e. Violate section twelve (12) of this Act.

f. Violate the provisions of chapter seven hundred thirty-six B
(736B), sections one (1), two (2) and three (3) of the Code, which
are hereby made appiicable to public employers, public employees and
public employee organizations.

g. Picket in a manner which interferes with ingress and egress to
the facilities of the public employer. ‘

h. Engage in, initiate, sponsor or support any picketing that is per-
formed in support of a strike, work stoppage, boycott or slowdown
against a public empioyer.

1. Picket for any unlawful purpose.

4, The expressing of any views, argument, or opinion, or the dis-
semination thereof, whether in written, printed, graphic, or visual
form, shall not constitute or be evidence of any unfair labor practice
under any of the provisions of this Act, if such expression containg ne

threat of reprisal or force or promise of benefit.

SEC. 11. NEW SgcTiON. Prohibited practice violations.

1. Proceedings against a party alleging a violation of section ten
(10) of this Act, shall be commenced by filing a complaint with the
board within ninety days of the alleged violation causing a copy of
the complaint to be served upon the accused party in the manner of an
original notice as provided in this Act. The accused party shall have
ten days within which to file a written answer to the complaint.
However, the board may conduct a preliminary investigation of the
alleged violation, and if the board determines that the complaint
has no basis in fact, the board may dismiss the complaint. The
board shail promptly thereafter set a time and place for hearing in the
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county where the alleged violation occurred. The parties shall be per-
mitted to be represented by counsel, summon witnesses, and request
the board to subpoena witnesses on the requestor’s behalf. Compliance
with the technical rules of pleading and evidence shall not be required.

2. The board may designate a hearing officer to conduct the hearing.
The hearing officer shall have such powers as may be exercised by the
board for conducting the hearing and shall follow the procedures
adopted by the board for conducting the hearing. The decision of the
hearing officer may be appealed to the board and the board may hear
the case de novo or upon the record as submitted before the hearing
officer, utilizing procedures governing appeals to the district court in
this section so far as applicable.

3. The board shall appoint a certified shorthand reporter to report
the proceedings and the board shall fix the reasonable amount of com-
pensation for such service, which amount shall be taxed as other costs,

4. The board shall file its findings of fact and conclusions of law.
If the board finds that the party accused has committed a prohibited
practice, the board may, within thirty days of its decision, enter into
a consent order with the party to discontinue the practice, or petition
the district court for injunctive relief pursuant to chapter six hundred
sixty-four (664) of the Code.

5. Any party aggrieved by any decision or order of the board may
within ten days from the date such decision or order is filed, appeal
therefrom to the district court of the county in which the hearing was
held, by filing with the board a written notice of appeal setting forth
in general terms the decision appealed from and the grounds of the
appeal. The board shall forthwith give notice to the other parties in
interest.

6. Within thirty days after a notice of appeal is filed with the board,
it shall make, certify, and file in the office of the cierk of court to
which the appeal is taken, a full and complete transeript of all docu-
ments in the case, including any depositions and a iranscripl or cer-
tificate of the evidence together with the notice of appeal.

7. The appeal shall be triable at any time after the expiralion of
twenty days from the date of filing the transcript hy the board and
after twenty days notice in writing by either party and the board upon
the other.

8. The transcript as certified and filed by ihe hoard shall be the
record on which the appeal shall be heard, and no additional evidence
shall be heard. In the absence of fraud, the findings of fact made by
the board shall be conclusive if supported by substantial evidence on
the record congidered as a whole.

9. Any order or decision of the board may be modified, reversed, or
set aside on one or more of the following grounds and on no other:

a. If the board acts without or in excess of its powers.

b. If the order was procured by fraud or is contrary {o law.

¢. If the facts found by the hoard do not support the order.

d. If the order is not supported by a preponderance of the competent
evidence on the record considered as & whole.

10. When the district court, on appeal, reverses or sets aside an
o.der or decision of the board, it may remand the case to the board for
further proceedings in harmony with the holdings of the court, or it
may enter the proper judgment, as the case may be. Such judgment or
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decree shall have the same force and effect as if action had been
originally brought and tried in said court. The assessment of costs in
such appeals shall be in the discretion of the court,

11. An appeal may be taken to the supreme court from any final
order, judgment, or decree of the district court.

SEC. 12. NEW SECTION. Strikes prohibited.

1. It shall be unlawful for any public employee or any employee
organization, directly or indirectly, to induce, instigate, encourage,
authorize, ratify, or participate in a strike against any public em-
ployer.

2. It shall be unlawful for any public employer to authorize, con-
sent to, or condone a strike; or to pay or agree to pay any public
employee for any day in which the employee participates in a strike;
or to pay or agree to pay any increase in compensation or benefits to
any public employee in response to or as a result of any strike or any
act which violates subsection one (1) of this section. It shall be unlaw-
ful for any official, director, or representative of any public employer
to authorize, ratify, or participate in any violation of this subsection.
Nothing in this subsection shall prevent new or renewed bargaining
and agreement within the scope of negotiations as defined by this Act,
at any time after such violation of subsection one (1) has ceased;
but it shall be unlawful for any public employer or employee organ-
ization to bargain at any time regarding suspension or modification
of any penalty provided in this section or regarding any request by
the public employer to a court for such suspension or modification,

3. In the event of any violation or imminently threatened violation
of subsection one (1) or two (2) of this section, any citizen domiciled
within the jurisdictional boundaries of the public employer may peti-
tion the district court for the county in which the violation occurs or
the digtrict court for Polk countyv for an injunction restraining such
violation or imminentiy threatened vioiation. Chapter six hundred
sixty-four (664) of the Code and the pertinent rules of civil procedure
regarding injunctions shall apply. However, the court shall grant a
temporary injunction if it appears to the court that a violation hasg
occurred or is imminently threatened ; the plaintiff need not show that
the violation or threatened violation would greafly or irreparably
injure him; and no hond shall be required of the plaintiff unless the
court determines that a bond is necessary in the public interest. Tail-
ure to comply with any temporary or permanent injunction granted
pursuant to this section shall constitute a contempt punishable pur-
suant to chapter six hundred sixty-five (665) of the Code. The punish-
ment shall not exceed five hundred dollars for an individual, or ten
thousand dollars for an employee organization or public omployer, for
each day during which the failure to comply continues, or imprison-
ment in a county jail not exceeding six months, or both such fine and
imprisonment. An individual or an employee organization which
makes an active good faith effort to comply fully with the injunction
shall not be deemed to be in contempt.

4, If a public employee is held to be in contempt of court for failure
to comply with an injunction pursuant to this section, or is convicted

of violating this section, he shall be ineligible for any employment by
the same public employer for a period of twelve months. His public
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employer shall immediately discharge him, but upon his request the
court shall stay his discharge to permit further judicial proceedings.

5. If an employee organizalion or any of its officers is held to be in
contempt of court for failure to comply with an injunction pursuant
to this section, or is convicted of violating this section, the employee
organization shall be immediately decertified, shall cease to represent
the bargaining unit, shall cease to receive any dues by checkoff, and
may again be certified only after twelve months have elapsed from the
effective date of decertification and only after a new compliance with
section fourteen (14) of this Act. The penalties provided in this sec-
tion may be suspended or modified by the court, but only upon request
of the public employer and only if the court determines the suspension
or modification is in the public interest.

6. Each of the remedies and penalties provided by this section is
separate and several, and is in addition to any other legal or equitable
remedy or penalty.

SEC. 13. NEWw SECTION. Bargaining unit determination.

1. Board determination of an appropriate bargaining unit shall be
upon petition filed by a public employer, public employee, or employce
organization.

2. Within thirty days of receipt of a petition or notice to all inter-
ested parties if on its own initiative, the board shall conduct a public
hearing, receive written or oral testimony, and promptly thereafter
file an order defining the appropriate bargaining unit. In defining the
unit, the board shall take into consideration, along with other relevant
factors, the principles of efficient administration of government, the
existence of a community of interest among public employees, the
history and extent of public employee organization, geographical loca-
tion, and the recommendations of the parties involved.

3. Appeals from such order shall be governed by appeal provisions
pr Uv:dcd in bcumun cleven (11) of thin Act.

4, Professional and nonprofessional employees shall not be included
in the same bargaining unit unless a majority ot both agree.

SEC. 14. NEwW SecTIoN. Bargaining representative determination.

1. Board certification of an employee organization as the exclusive
bargaining representative of a bargaining unit shall be upon a petition
filed with the board by a public employer, public employee, or an
employee organization and an election conducted pursuant to section
fifteen (15) of this Act.

2. The petltxon of an employee organization shall allege that:

a. lllC Clupl\}‘yr\, Ulhulllllltl\lll huw wu!:uu‘vt\,\l w 1T ,u\ o‘u ‘\,\l o llLlIll]ll\
employer to bargain collectively with a designated group of public
employees.

b. The petition is accompanied by written evidence that thirty per-
cent of such public employees are members of the employee organiza-
tion or have authorized it to represent them for the purposes of collec-
tive bargaining.

3. The petition of a public employce shall allege that an employvee
organization which has been cerlificd as the bargaining representa-
tive does not represent 4 majority of such public employees and that
the petitioners do not want to be represented by an employee organ-
ization or seek certification of an employec organization.
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4. The petition of a public employer shall allege that it has received
a request to bargain from an employee organization which has not
been certified as the bargaining representative of the public employees
in an appropriate bargaining unit.

5. The board shall investigate the allegations of any petition and
shall give reasonable notice of the receipt of such a petition to all
public employees, employee organizations and public employers named
or described in such petitions or interested in the representation ques-
tioned. The board shall thereafter call an election under section fifteen
(15) of this Act, unless:

a. It finds that less than thirty percent of the public employees in
the unit appropriate for collective bargaining support the petition for
decertification or for certification.

b. The appropriate bargaining unit has not been determined pur-
suant to section thirteen (13) of this Act.

6. The hearing and appeal procedures shall be the same as provided
in section eleven (11) of this Act.

SEC. 15. NEW SECTION. Elections.

1. Upon the filing of a petition for certification of an employee
organization, the board shall submit two questions to the public em-
ployees at an election in an appropriate bargaining unit. The first
question on the ballot shall permit the public employees to determine
whether or not such public employees desire exclusive bargaining
representation. The second question on the ballot shall list any em-
ployee organization which has petitioned for certification or which
has presented proof satisfactory to the board of support of ten percent
or more of the public employees in the appropriate unit.

2. If a majority of the votes cast on the first question are in the
negative, the public employees shall not be represented by an em-
ployee organization. If a majority of the votes cast on the first
Guestion is in the affirmative, then the employee organization receiv-
ing a majority of the votes cast on the second question shall represent
the public employees in an appropriate bargaining unit.

3. If none of the choices on the ballot receive the vote of a majority
of the public employees who could be represented by an employee
organization, the board shall conduct a runoff election among the two
choices receiving the greatest number of votes.

4, Upon written objections filed by any party to the election within
ten days after notice of the results of the election, if the board finds
that misconduct or other circumstances prevented the public employees
eligible to vote from freely expressing their preferences, the board
may invalidate the election and hold a second election for the public
employees.

5. Upon completion ol a valid election in which the majority choice
of the employees who could be represented by an employee organiza-
tion is determined, the board shall certify the results of the election
and shall give reasonahle notice of the crder to all employee organiza-
tions listed on the hallot, the public employers, and the public employ-
ees in the appropriite bargaining unit.

6. A petition for certification as an exclusive bargaining representa-
tive shall not be considered by the hoard for a period of one year from
the date of the certification or noncertification of an exclusive bargain-
ing representative or during the duration of a collective bargaining
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agreement which shall not exceed two years. A collective bargaining
agreement with the state, its boards, commissions, departments, and
agencies shall be for two years and the effective date of any such agree-
ment shall be July first of odd-numbered years. However, if a petition
for decertification is filed during the duration of a collective bargaining
agreement, the board shall award an election under this section not
more than one hundred eighty days nor less than one hundred fifty
days prior to the expiration of the collective bargaining agreement.
If an employee organization is decertified, the board may receive peti-
tions under section fourteen (14) of this Act, provided that no such
petition and no election conducted pursuant to such petition within
one year from decertification shall include as a party the decertified
employee organization.

SEC. 16. NEW SECTION. Duty to bargain. Upon the receipt by a
public employer of a request from an employee organization to bargain
on behalf of public employees, the duty to engage in collective bargain-
ing shall arise if the employee organization has been certified by the
board as the exclusive bargaining representative for the public em-
ployees in that bargaining unit.

SEC. 17. NEW SECTION. Procedures.

1. The employee organization certified as the bargaining representa-
tive shall be the exclusive representative of all public employees in the
bargaining unit and shall represent all public employees fairly. How-
ever, any public employee may meet and adjust individual complaints
with a public employer.

2. The employee organization and the public employer may desig-
nate any individual as its representative to engage in collective bar-
gaining negotiations,

3. Negotiating sessions, including strategy meetings of public em-
plovers or emplovee orgaiizations, mediation and the deliberative
process of arbitrators shall be exempt from the provisions of chapter
twenty-eight A (28A) of the Code. Hearings conducted by arbitrators
shall be open to the public.

4. The terms of a proposed collective bargaining agreement shall he
made public and reasonable notice shall be given to the public employ-
ees prior to a ratification election. The collective bargaining agree-
ment shall become effective only if ratified by a majority of those
voting by secret ballot,

5. Terms of any collective bargaining agreement may be enforced
by a civil action in the district court of the county in which the agree-
mernt was made upon the initiative of cither party.

6. No collective bargaining agreement or arbitrators’ decision shall
be valid or enforceable if its implementation would be inconsistent
with any statutory limitation on the public employer’s funds, spend-
ing, or budget or would substantially impair or limit the performance
of any statutory duty by the public employer. A collective bargaining
agreement or arbitrators’ award may provide for benefits conditional
upon specified funds to be obtained by the public employer, but the
agreement shall provide either for automatic reduction of such condi-
tional benefits or for additional bargaining if the funds are not
obtained or if a lesser amount is obtained.

7. If agreed to by the parties nothing in this Act shall be construed
to prohibit supplementary bargaining on behalf of public employees
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in a part of the bargaining unit concerning matters uniquely affecting
those public employees or cooperation and coordination of bargaining
between two or more bargaining units.

8. The salaries of all public employees of the state under a merit
system and all other fringe benefits which are granted to all public
employees of the state shall be negotiated with the governor or his
designee on a statewide basis, except those benefits which are not sub-
ject to negotiations pursuant to the provisions of section nine (9) of
this Act.

9. A public employee or any employee organization shall not nego-
tiate or attempt to negotiate directly with a member of the governing
board of a public employer if the public employer has appointed or
authorized a bargaining representative for the purpose of bargaining
with the public employees or their representative, unless the member
of the governing board is the designated bargaining representative of
the public employer.

SEC. 18. NEW SECTION. Grievance procedures. An agreement
with an employee organization which is the exclusive representative
of public employees in an appropriate unit may provide procedures
for the consideration of public employee grievances and of disputes
over the interpretation and application of agreements. Negotiated
procedures may provide for binding arbitration of public employee
grievances and of disputes over the interpretation and application of
existing agreements. An arbitrator’s decision on a grievance may not
change or amend the terms, conditions or applications of the coliective
bargaining agreement. Such procedures shall provide for the invoking
of arbitration only with the approval of the employee organization,
and in the case of an employee grievance, only with the approval of
the public employee. The costs of arbitration shall be shared equally
by the parties.

Public emniovees of 1he stare shail follow eliner ine grievance nro-
cedures provided in a collective bargaining agreement, or in the event
that no such procedures are so provided, shall follow grievance prace-
dures established pursuant to chupter nineteen A (12A) of the Code.

SEC. 19. NEW SECTION. Impasse procedures—agreement of par-
ties. As the first step in the performance of iheir duty to bargain,
the public employver and the employee organization shall endeavor to
agree upon impasse procedures. Such agrcement shall provide for
implementation of these impasse procedures not later than one hun-
dred twenty days prior to the certified budget submission date of the
public employer. If the parties fail to agree upon impagse procedures
under the previsions of this section, the impasse procedures provided
in gections twenty (20), twenty-one (21) and twenty-two (22) of this
Act shall apply.

SEC. 20. NEwW SECTION. Mediation. In the absence of an im-
passe agreement between the parties or the failure of either party to
utilize its procedures, one hundred twenty days prior to the certified
budget submission date, the board shall, upon the request of either
party, appoint an impartial and disinterested person to act as medi-
ator. It shall be the function of the mediator to bring the parties
together to effectuate 2 settlement of the dispute, but the mediator
may not compel the parties to agree.
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SEC. 21. NEWw SECTION. Fact-finding. If the impasse persists
ten days after the mediator has been appointed, the board shall appoint
a fact-finder representative of the public, from a list of qualified per-
sons maintained by the board. The fact-finder shall conduct a hearing,
may administer oaths, and may request the board to issue subpoenas.
The fact-finder shall make written findings of facts and recommenda-
tions for resolution of the dispute and, not later than fifteen days from
the day of appointment, shall serve such findings on the public em-
ployer and the certified employee organization.

The public employer and the certified employee organization shall
immediately accept the fact-finder’s recommendation or shall within
five days submit the fact-finder’s recommendations to the governing
body and members of the certified employee organization for accept-
ance or rejection, If the dispute continues ten days after the report is
submitted, the report shall be made public by the board.

SEC. 22, NEW SECTION. Binding arbitration.

1. If an impasse persists after the findings of fact and recommenda-
tions are made public by the fact-finder, the parties may continue to
negotiate or, the board shall have the power, upon request of either
party, to arrange for arbitration, which shall be binding. The request
for arbitration shall be in writing and a copy of the request shall be
served upon the other party.

2. Each party shall submit to the board within four days of request
a final offer on the impasse items with proof of service of a copy upon
the other party. Each party shall also submit a copy of a draft of the
proposed collective bargaining agreement to the extent to which agree-
ment has been reached and the name of its selected arbitrator. The
parties may continue to negotiate all offers until an agreement is
reached or a decision rendered by the panel of arbitrators.

As an alternative procedure, the two parties mav avree 1o submit
the dispute to a single arbitrator. If the parties cannot agree on the
arbitrator within four days, the selection shall be made pursuant to
subsection five (B) of this section. The full costs of arbitration under
this provision shall be shared equally by the parties to the dispute.

3. The submission of the impasse items to the arbitrators shall be
limited to those issues that had been considered by the {act-finder and
upon which the parties have not reached agreement. With respect to
each such item, the arbitration board award shall be restricted to the
final offers on each impasse item submitted by the parties to the arbi-
tration board or to the rccommendation of the fact-finder on each
AAAlyuuuv AU A2,

4. The panel of arbitrators shall consist of three members appointed
in the following manner:

a. One member shall be appointed by the public employer.

b. One member shall be appointed by the employee organization.

c. One member shall be appointed mutually by the members appoint-
ed by the public employer and the employee organization. The last
member appointed shall be the chairman of the panel of arbitrators.
No member appointed shall he an employee of the parties.

d. The public employer and employee organization shall each pay
the fees and expenses incurred by the arbitrator each selected. The
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fee and expenses of the chairman of the panel and all other costs of
erbitration shall be shared equally.

5. If the third member has not been selected within four days of
notification as provided in subsection two (2) of this section, a list of
three arbitrators shall be submitted to the parties by the board. The
two arbitrators selected by the public employer and the employee
organization shall determine by lot which arbitrator shall remove the
first name from the list submitted by the board. The arbitrator having
the right to remove the first name shall do so within two days and the
second arbitrator shall have one additional day to remove one of the
two remaining names. The person whose name remains shall become
the chairman of the panel of arbitrators and shall call a meeting within
ten days at a location designated by him.

6. If a vacancy should occur on the panel of arbitrators, the selec-
tion for replacement of such member shall be in the same manner and
within the same time limits as the original member wag chosen, No
final selection under subsection nine (9) of this section shall be made
by the board until the vacancy has been filled.

7. The panel of arbitrators shall at no time engage in an effort to
mediate or otherwise settle the dispute in any manner other than that
prescribed in this section.

8. From the time of appointment until such time as the panel of
arbitrators makes its final determination, there shall be no discussion
concerning recommendations for settlement of the dispute by the
members of the panel of arbitrators with parties other than those who
are direct parties to the dispute. The panel of arbitrators may conduct
formal or informal hearings to discuss offers submitted by both
parties,

9. The panel of arbitrators shall consider, in addition to any other
relevant factors, the following factors:

&. 1asv coheckive borgaining contracte botwasn the nartien ineind-
in% the bargaining that led up to such contracts.

. Comparison of wages, hours and conditions of employment of the
involved public employees with those of other public employees doing
comparable work, giving consideration to factors peculiar to the area
and the classifications invelved,

c. The interests and welfare of the public, the ability of the public
employer to finance economic adjustments and the effect of such
adjustments on the normal standard of services.

d. The power of the public employer to levy taxes and appropriate
funds for the conduct of its operations.

10, The chairman of the panel of arbitrators may hoid hearings and
administer oaths, examine witnesses and documents, take testimony
and receive evidence, issue subpoenas to compel the attendance of wit~
nesses and the production of records, and delegate such powers to
other members of the panel of arbitrators. The chairman of the panel
of arbitrators may petition the district court at the seat of government
or of the county in which any hearing is held to enforcs the order of
the chairman compelling the attendance of witnesses and the produc-
tion of records,

11, A majority of the panel of arbitrators shall select within fifteen
deys after its firat meeting the most reasonable offer, in its judgment,
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of the final offers on each impasse item submitted by the parties, or
the recommendations of the fact-finder on each impasse item.

12. The selections by the panel of arbitrators and items agreed upon
by the public employer and the employee organization, shall be deemed
to be the collective bargaining agreement between the parties.

138. The determination of the panel of arbitrators shall be by major-
ity vote and shall be final and binding subject to the provisions of
section seventeen (17), subsection six (6), of this Act. The panel of
arbitrators shall give written explanation for its selection and inform
the parties of its decision.

SEC. 23. NEw SECTION. Legal actions. Any employee organiza-
tion and public employer may sue or be sued as an entity under the
provisions of this Act. Service upon the public employer shall be in
accordance with law or the rules of civil procedure. Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to make any individual or his assets liable for
any judgment againsi a public employer or an eimployee organization.

SEC. 24. NEW SECTION. Notice and service. Any notice required
under the provisions of this Act shall be in writing, but gervice
thereof shall be sufficient if mailed by restricted certified mail, return
receipt requested addressed to the last known address of the parties,
unless otherwise provided in this Act. Refusal of restricted certified
mail by any party shall be congidered service. Prescribed time periods
shall commence from the date of the receipt of the notice. Any party
may at any time execute and deliver an acceptance of service in lieu
of mailed notice,

SEC. 25. NEW SECTION. Internal conduct of employee organiza-
tions.

1. Every employee organization which is certified as a representa-
tive of public employees under the nrovisions of this Act shall file with
the board a registraiion report, signed by il8 president or viber appro-
priate officer. The report shall be in a form prescribed by the board
and shall be accompanied by two copies of the employee organization’s
constitution and bylaws. A filing by a national or international em-
ployee organization of its constitution and bylaws shall be accepted in
lieu of a filing of such documenis by each subordinale organization,
All changes or amendments to such constitutions and bylaws shall be
promptly reported to the board.

2. Every employee organization shall file with the board an annual
report and an amended report whenever changes are made. The
reports shall be in a form prescribed by the board, and shall provide
the following information:

a. The names and addresses of the organization, any parent organ-
ization or organizations with which it is affiliated, the principal offi-
cers, and all representatives.

b. The name and address of its local agent for service of process.

c¢. A general description of the public employees the organization
represents or seeks to represent.

d. The amounts of the initiation fee and monthly dues members
must pay.

e. A pledge, in a form prescribed by the board, that the organiza-
tion will comply with the laws of the state and that it will accept
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members without regard to age, vace, sex, religion, national origin,
or physical disability as provided by law.

f. A financial report and audit.

3. The constitution or bylaws of every employee organization shall
provide that: .

a. Accurate accounts of all income and expenses shall be kept, and
annual financial report and audit shall be prepared, such accounts
shall be open for inspection by any member of the organization, and
loans to officers and agents shall be made only on terms and conditions
available to all members.

b. Business or financial interests of its officers and agents, their
spouses, minor children, parents, or otherwise, that conflict with the
ﬁdﬁlci::lry obligation of such persons to the organization shall be pro-
hibited.

c. Every official or employee of an employee organization who han-
dles funds or other property of the organization, or trust in which an
organization is interested, or a subsidiary organization, shall bhe
bonded. The amount, scope, and form of the bond shall be detér-
mined by the board.

4. The governing rules of every employee organization shall provide
for periodic elections by secret ballot subject to recognized safeguards
conecerning the equal right of all members to nominate, seek office, and
vote in such elections, the right of individual members to participate
in the affairs of the organization, and fair and equitable procedures in
disciplinary actions.

5. The board shall prescribe rules and regulations necessary to gov-
ern the establishment and reporting of trusteeships over employee
organizations. Establishment of such trusteeships shall be permitted
only if the constitution or bylaws of the organization set forth reason-
able procedures.

6. An employee organization that has not registered or filed an
ennual renort ar that hag failed fa comniv with ather nrovisions of this
Act, shall not be certified. Certified employee organizations failing to
comply with this Act may have such certification revoked by the board.
Prohibitions may be enforced by injunction upon the petition of the
board to the district court of the county in which the violation occurs.
Complaints of violation of this section shall be filed with the board.

7. Upon the written request of any member of a certified employee
organization, the auditor of state may audit the financial records of
the certified employee organization,

SEC. 26. NEW SECTION. Employee orgauizations — political con-
tributions, An employee organization shall not make any direct or
indirect contribution out of the funds of the employee organization to
any political party or organization or in support of any candidate for
elective public office.

Any employee organization which violates the provisions of this
section or fails to file any required report or affidavit or files a false
report or affidavit shall, upon conviction, be subject to a fine of not
more than two thousand dollars.

Any person who willfully violates this section, or who makes a false
statement knowing it to be false, or who knowingly fails to disclose a
material fact shall, upon conviction, be subject to a fine or not more
than one thousand dollars or imprisoned for not more than thirty days

116



102

or shall be subject to both such fine and imprisonment. Each indi-
vidual required to sign affidavits or reports under this section ghall be
personally responsible for filing such report or affidavit and for any
statement contained therein he knows to be false.

Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit voluntary con-
tributions by individuals fo political parties or candidates.

Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit or deny any civil
remedy which may exist as a result of action which may violate this
section.

SEC. 27. NEW SECTION. Conflict with federal aid. If any provi-
sion of this Act jeopardizes the receipt by the state or any of its politi-
cal subdivisions of any federal grant-in-aid funds or other federal allot-
ment of money, the provisions of this Act shall, insofar as the fund is
jeopardized, be deemed to be inoperative.

Editor's Note: This copy of Chapter 29, 1975 lowa Code, was re-
printed from the Acts of the 1974 Regular Session, 656th General
Assembly. These sections appear in the lowa Code with the designa-
tions ““20.1, 20.2, ete.”
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