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ABSTRACT

-

The purpose of this gtudy was to investigate

whether centralized and ‘decentralized collective bargaining

1]
resulted in differences in the scope of bargained items in

collective bargaining agreements as pursued in Alberta (de-

centralized) and Saskatcheﬁan (centralized) respectively.

.

Th? method of investigation was that of documen- .

tory analysis. Data were collected from the Albertq\Teacbers'

~

Agsociatiof and the Saskatchewan TEachers' Federation consig=-

ting of all collective bargaining agreeﬁents for the year
1978. The Ontario Education Relations Commission's Instru-

~

ment was utilized in order to quantifyitheJdata from collec~

tive bargaining agreements to reveal the scopée of bargained

.~ Q

items.

Johnson's model based on an adaptation of Dunlop’s

R

conceptualization of "Industrial Relations Systems'"- was

accepted as a frame of reference within which the investiga-
i

tion was conducted. The results are stated. in terms compat-
. EE

ible wich the terms used in the model

This study found that_Alberta average salaries for

~

the'majority of teachers were higher than Saskatchewan
salaries and tnat the spread in salary differences in the

two provinces had remained relatively unchangep when compared
to 1968~ -69 figures cited by Muir. . :° | i

The analysis examined provisions in seven clusters

or related- groupings. The Direct Salary Related Cluster

;
©

& | vi : | ,I
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4

showed six provisions appearing in a greater perceqthge of
Alberta agreements than in Saskatchewan agreements. Seven

provisions appearéd in a greater percentage of Saskatchewan

agreements than in Alberta agreements. v

Ten provisions in the Health and Welfare Cluster

.appeared in a greater percentage of Alberta agreements
) o,

‘théﬁ in Saé@atchewan agreements and four provisions appeared
in a greater pgrcént'ge of Saskatchewan agreements thah iﬁ
Alberta-agreements.‘ |

The CSL,:Retirement Gratuity Cluster revealed that
in Alberta no Cumulat&ve Sick Days and Retirement Gratuity
provisions appeared in a greater'perééﬁtage of agreements

. than in Saakatchewaﬁ”agreements while fburfeen such provi-

.

sions.appeafed?in a greater percentage of Saskatchewan agre-
! . .
! . .

ements than‘in{Albe;ta agreements.
In the Leaves Cluster thirty three provisions ap-

peared in a greater percentage of Alberta:- than Saskatchewan

agreements. Twenty one Leave provisons appeared 1in a grePter
v ' . . A .

pércentage of Saskatchewan'agreements than in Alberta'agree—}

ments.

Twenty seven provisions dealing with Working Condi-

tions appeared in a greater percentage of Alberta agreements

“

than in Saskatchewan égreemenws while only three such provi-

sions appeared in a greater percentage of Saskatchewan agre-

¢

ements than in Alberta agreements. ’

The Job Security Cluster indicated thatseleven

provisions appeared in a greater perceritage of Alberta

_vii



agreements than in Saskatchewan agreements and that gix
such provisions appeared in a greater percentage of Sask-

atchewan collective bargaining agreements than in Alberta.

\

agreements.

The General Cluster shoqed that six provisions were
1 At‘

present in a greater percentage of Alberta agreements than in

e

Saskatchewan agreementsg while thirteen such provisions were pre-

sent in a greater percentage of Sdbkatchewan‘agreements than

in Alberta collective bargaining agreements.
Thg*réSUIQp of tﬁe investigation suggest that there
ié a gfeatef scope of ?a?@gined items.in Alberta collective
bargaiqing agreements than in Saskatchewan collective bar-
gaining agreements. It was, therefore, recommended that
Alberta féachers continue to barga;n at the local lével rather

.
~

than to pursue provincial bargaining as 1is practiced ia Sask-
=~

-

atchewan.

2

vidii




TABLE OF CONTENTS. ‘

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS............:.........

ABSTRACT S R T T T T T
LIST OF TABLES............. e |
LIST OF FIGURES!.......00vunnnn.... L
Chapter o
. : = j‘v;‘,,n;\\
I THE PROBLEM. . vven T R e
L A
Introduction of the Problem....... .. .. PR |
. N = :
Background to the Problem............%.... 5
The Objectives of the SEUdY. v uernnnnn.... 6
* o )
Specific Statement of the éroblem......... 7
SLGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM.....vovveuvnnn. A 7 !
“ Contribution to Industrial Relétions Theory - 7
.
Collective Bargaining in Education B R 9
. SLgnifiéance to Teachers' Professional
Organizations...,............... I 10
ASSUMPTIONS. s vt tiennnsnens s, «10
DEFINITION OF TERMS......:......,........... - 11
a * * 5
DELIMITATIONS........}...................... 13
LIMITATIONS .o vvurns s 13
e e ' . ) .
ORGANIZATION OF STUDY......................, - 14 N
II REVIEY OF RELATED LITERATPRE.............. e 15
Collective Bargaining Defined............. 15

 CENTRALIZED AND DECENTRALIZED
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING . .....ccouttinnn,, ., ., © 19

SCOfE OF BARGAINED ITEMS OR SCOPE OF
COLLECIIVE‘BARGAINING AGREEMENT........00u.’ 22

/

el

ix

B4



Chapter

III

1v

A GENERAL. THEORY OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS...

THE CONCEPT OFXAN'INDUSTkIAL RELATIONS
SYSTEM-..--...-.--.no-o--o'-o-o--

System Outputs........;........,....”.J;..
System Analysis Model........n....civevunn.

The Concept of Goals, Values and Podér....

’

SUMMARY v e v et et vnenanrnias

RELATEDVRESEARCH..............,
. &

The Alberta Scene........voeee.

The Saskatchewan Scene:......

The American Scene....... ...

A.T.A. and S.T.F. GoalS.......

A.S.T.A. and S.S.T.A. Goals..

STATUTORY PROVISIONS FOR COLLECTIVE

BARGAINING. .. vvvrvvnnvnurnng.n

¥

¢ 8 o 2 e 0 g 00 2 0

ALBERTA........ou.... L.

3 . .

SASKATCHEWAN. .....cvvvvuunnennls

@

- IMPLICATION. . . vuuvuevrorennnnenan.

SUMMARY o v o et e eeene e e eennennns

RESEARCHE METHODOLOGY . v v o0 s.vn.
Qu ion to be Studied..:.....

Sampling Procedure... .,.....
The Instrument........ .....,
Codihg Procedure...........,..

r

Content Validity........oe000

Codfng Reliability............

Statistical Procedyre........

o

1

N

Page

29

32
36
37
40°
45
46
46
48
49
50

53

53

55

56 -

58
59
60
61
61
66
66
67

69



'Chaptef ‘ ~ Page
SUMMARY . o eeventne s e e 70

V PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE.DATE......;... 71
The SaTlary Clustgr,..l...?,....3,.,;......... . 72

Clusge; D: Direct Salary Related Cluster.... . 85 .

Scope of Bargain'ing inl01uster D..oveninas 90
Cluster F: Health énd Welfare Cluster....... 93

Scope of Barghining in-C1uster'F:.....;.:;.;. 99

" Cluster R: Cumulative Sick Leave and
Retirement Gratuity Cluster.................. 102

Scope of Bargaining in Cluster R....e''oseuov.. ‘ 107

Cluster L: Leaves ClUSEET.....uvunnnnernnnn. ,£b9
Scope qf B;rgaining in Clgster L.;a...f:;.l;. 139 -
Cluster W: Staffing Vorkléad Cluyﬁer......z.o 143
Scope of Bargaining in Cluster We............ 154
Cluﬁter J: Job Secdrit? Cluster............./ "157
- ]
‘ Scope of Bargaining in Cluster J............? 163
Cluster P: Oth;r‘frovisions Clu;teru....ﬂ::. . i66
. Sc;pe'of-Bargaining in Clusiif R
~SUMMARY{......§.f..:..........,.;.,....,..:Q{,. 177
VI SUMMARY, cQNCLUSIo& AND RECOMMENDATIONS........ 181
I SUMMARy..z..:........,.:,...}..;z.....}....,{ 181
TpeiObjectives ofAEhe Study.ff...l.....g..i.. " 182
Sappli “yrocedu;e.;.,,;...............l..... 182 -
The Instrumentb........w......,,f...i.}...... 182 . ’/*
. Analysis ‘of Data...;.:f.:....L.:...f...f..... : ‘183 \
~Figding§.............;..f;,....Z.............' .183 e
) | : “
, xi - ’ ’ v



TA .
W

Cha"p&er wor o ' : ‘ ~-~ Page
II éqscnusxon.......;.' ....... et 188
_111,§§quﬁéNDATIons... ..... e . 191
‘BIthchAPHY.;,..fg..i....5,........... ......... e 193

Appﬁnﬁix A;Q;:fﬂ..;. ......... S T . 207
APPENDIX Bl.....00..ivr.r... N, .. 209
A;P%ﬁDIX B2..... .......................:..,....,..._ 211
APPENDIX Covvvverr e et 213

APPENDIX Dot oo vieoe™ veeeemn e R X

LY
av ey ;
- . 15
)
LS .
" ¥ L
KR . o¥
x e, .
e Pl M .
o BN 4 L)
el e
tha s
ot
t
~ R ’
. Y i Cow
il
: - - R .
. s ,
L &
s *
. %)
| RS
= .
L8 \ ¥

e
7

\
i B
- »
- e . s
e <y ~‘
F 5 o R4
b s
: »
. in N
N . 3
5 -t 7 ¥4,
3 % A
o3
— 1
£ o _
=
I's

s
o
bt

4
s
2 Lo .
-~
%

E . - ot xii

L)



W\\

1

8.
9.

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

T 18.

N,

20.

N

LIST OF TABLES

Salary Category I.......icccuinoecens

.Salary Category II.....civeeveeenns .

Salary Category 0
Salary Category IV ....cieiviereinann
Salary Category Vit eeeesosenannn .o
Salary'Category VI...;...............
Results Of Rank Ordering Of Alberta-
Salary Levels By Catagories: As A
Percentage Below Saskatchewan

Salary Levels.......cvtieieenecens eee s

"1978 Distribution Of Teacherstn Each
Salary Category In Percent...........

Percentage Of Teachers At Maximum
Salary In Each Category In Percent....

: L
D3:Recognition For Related Experience.
D4:Placement Discussion........... e

D22 and D23:Principzi and Vice
Principal Salaries........ Ce e

- D24 and q%52Crtteria For ~llowance....
i

4t

D29 :Expense/Travel Allowance....oeeeeen

D30:Expenge(Travel‘kllowance For All

Teachers....... e eaer et e e
D31:Milage AllowamCe.....coe®% cnesnnnns
D32:Allowance Discussion........ceeuuee
D34:Position 0f Responsibility..... ‘..;2
D35:0ther Training.....e..... e e .o
Percentage 0f Agreements Containfhg
Cluster D ItemS8........ N
{33 . s

xiii

Page
74
75
76
78
79

80

81
82

82
85

86

86
87

88
88
88
89

90

91



Table
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

28.

29,
30.
31.
32.

33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

38.

39. .

40.

41.

42.
43.

44.

F2l:Provisions......ii ittt nnnnsnans

F22:Participation....... et s e e "

F23:Selectoi(s) .......................

F24:Coverage...................;. .....

F26:Ceilings To Basic Coverage........

F33:Employee Benefit Limitation.......

Percentage Of Agreements Containing

Cluster F Items.....cceueeeetioocconasn
Rl:Percentage Of Unused Sick Days.....
R2:M$ximum Accumulation....e.oeuennnn.
R3:Provision........ e te et

R4:Link To Cumulative Sick Leave......

R5 Through R1l1:Gratuity To Estate

Or Beneficiary....... S e s ee e

R13:Retirement Gratuity To Estate

Or Beneficiary.......cc.... e e e e e
Rl4:Years Of Service...veeeeeneoensn .
Rl5:Consecutive Years......ee... e e

Rl17:Retirement Gratuity Limitation..

Percentage Of Agreement Containing

Cluster R Item8....oveeoeosecsacsoccsoss

Ll:Provision. cueeeeeeeeeoonneeennenn

L2:Minimum Years Of Service...... e e e

.L3:Minimum-Years Of Service With

Present-School Board.....eeeesoscas .

L4:Basic Salary......cc.u... e eeseas

L5:Maximum Salary....T................

xiv

-F25:Board Contribution..... e Ceeea

.Lé:Maximum Greater Than Basic'Salary..

Page
96
96
97
97
98
98

99

100
102
103
103

104

104

105
106

106

‘107

109
110

110

111

. 112

113

113



Table Page

45. L7:Age L&mit ...... R TR, . 114
46. L8:Years Of(Suhgequent Servi¢¢ ....... v 114
47. L9 :Number Of Leavés .............. e : 115
48. - L10:Determining Number Of Annual \
’ LeAVEeS . .t cctttetaacenssesoncoscscsssosss v : 115
49 . Ll4:Mandatory Minimum Number Of !
L AVES .+ v e s v oo tasssasoscesososssssasanness 116
50. L16:Accumulation Of Sick Léave
X Credits...c.uieieinniniiennenacannans 116
51. . Ll7:¢ontinuation 0f Board Contribution
Toward Employee Insured Benefits...... 117
, 52. LiS:EnsJ;ed Re—Employment.- ........ :..; 118
53. L19:Accrued Experience..;..;..;wf' ..... : , 118
54. L20:Digscussion..c.cciveiiienncnnn Voee e N 119
55. L21:Provisions....... et eee e ’ 119
56. L22:Minimum Years Of Service.......... 120,
57. ‘L24:Accumulated Sick Leave..... e 120
58. LZS:ipsuréd Employee Benefits......... | Vy 121

59. L26:Ensured Re-Employment........cooen . , 121

-~

60. L28:Rrovisions..... Wt ecsececaaseas e , 122
61. L29:Max{mum Period Of Maternity. .
Lgave Pérmitted. ... ..ccceeeencnceccsns ' 122
62. L32:Enéured Re-Employment.: .......... . 123
- 63. L33:Adoption Léave Provisions........ 124
64, L34:Preplacement Leave For Adoption... Y 124
65. L35:Maximum Preplacement Leave........ ‘ 125
.66. L36:Maximur Days of Adoétion Leave.... " 125
67. .L37:Ensured RerEmploiment; ............ . 126
68. L38:Pr&visions For Paternity Leave.... ‘Jk Lo .126.
69. L39:Maximﬁm Days FQE Paternity Leave.. ;//- 127

Xxv



Table
70.

71.

72..

73.
74.
75.

76.

78,

79.

80.

- 81.

82.

83.

84,

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

142:

L&43:

L44:;

Short-Term LeavesS . .u.eeeeseeneenee

Leave For Negotiations............ ’

Number Of Days For. Negotiation

Leaves..... T

L45:
L46:
L47:

L48
For

L49:
For

L50:

For

L51:

Leave........ c e e e s e s s s e e e e s e e e e

L53:

L54:

L55:

L56:

L57:

L59:
L61:
L62:

L63:

CX¥uster L Items

Leaves Discussion

Number Of Days Negotiation Leave..

Reimbursement For Salary Costs....

:CompaSsfanate/Bereavement Leave

Immediate Family........c.vvvvu...

Compassionate/Bereavement Leave

Extended Family.........0v0venu...

Compassionate/Bereavement Leave

Others...... ..ottt ennenanns e

Provisions For Miscellaneous

School Board Or School Business...
Leaves For Courses....... e

Emergency Or Personal Léave,,;....

Examiéation ........... P

Graduation Or Convocation Leaves..

Public Office Duties Leaves....... .

Weather Or "Act Of God" Leaves..:.

Weddings. LeavesS. ... ceeeeeneenisonns

Piégnn;ege O0f Agreements thtaining

Wl4:
W1l5:

Wl6:

Teacher Work Load Provisions......
Instructional Load Provisions.....
Teaching Lcad Variation...>7 ..... .

»

xvi .

-----------------

Page
128
178
i29
129
130
130

131

132

» 133

133
134
134
135 -

135

136

136 .
137
138

138

139

141

145

146

146



Table

94.
95
96.
97.
98.

9d.

100.

101.
102,
103.

"104.
. 105.
106.
107.

108.
109.

110.

[N

111.

113.

114.

115.

W32:0ther. .o iieenieeneisneannonnnenan
W33:Noon~Time Supervision...... -: ......
W34:0ther Supervision...l ........... .
W35:Teacher Workload Discussion.f...t

W36:Workloads Fqr Printipals ........ ..

W37:Workloads For Vice Principals.....

W38:Workloads For sitions Of
Regsponsibility....., /i et iinnn

W42:Staff Allocation-Vice Principals..
W47:Staff Allocation~Other Positions..
W51:Teacher Discipiinary Provisions...

Percentage Of Agreements Containing

Cluster W ItemB....ceeeeeeececooannsns ,

Jl:Vacancies, Postings and Transfers
Affecting Teachers.................. X

J2:Vacancies, Postinga~and Transfers
Affecting Positions of Responsibility.

J1l:Board Initiated Administrative

Transfers. cc.eeececsnccsas s e e e esae e
J12:Creation Of New Positions....c.o..
J14:Travel and Relocation CosSts.......

J1l6:Creation Of New Position

DiscussionsS....icieeeeecscsnnsonns e
T

+J17:Tenure, Surpﬂys and Redundancy

Provisions...ccoeeiceiveeecananosoensanns
\ .

J18:Tenure, Surplu§ and Redundancy
Provisions-Status......... Ve e oo a RERIEIRI

J23:Surplus/Redundancy Provisiona—

School Board Discretion......ccc.cconn

'J47:Weighting Or Priority Scheme......

Percentage Of Agreements Containing

Cluster J ItemS....vco0vens weeesessenne :
/

xvii

Page
148

148

149
150 |

150

150
151
152

153
156
157

158

-~ 159

- 159

160
160
161l
16i

162

162

165



Table
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.

121.
122.

12

125.

126.
127.

128.

.129.

Pl:Grievance Procedure........co.
P2:Time Limits....... e e ee et

P AT ETAELOM. v v eeae s esnennnnnns

‘P4:Type Of Grievance-Procedure....

P7:Group Grievances......c.veeees.
i

P8:Grievance Or Interpretation
Committees......covoroeccannncnnces

P9:Settlemeht Of Disputes butside
Collective Agreement........c . ‘e

P20:Teacher/Board Liaison Committe

P2l:Letters Of Intent/Memos Of
Understanding......ccccveeveenn e

P22:Committmentheyond Term Of
Agreement....c.occeevecooonaccsnes

P23:Method Of Payment......cce.- .

' P24:Professional Development Days.

Percentage Of Agreements Conthinip
Cluster P Items......... s aeeas

Number Of Provisions Recognized By
Fields Of Analysis In Each Cluster

xviii

Page
cvee 165§
e e ’ 167
e e ) 167
;... ‘ ! 168

s o s ' . 168

ene v 169

ceee - kﬁg

e... 171
cene 171

N 172
ceee 172
R -"' 172
e

ceen ' 174

e 176

©



o LIST OF FIGURES

Figufes' ' ) /

. /oo . ’ - .

1. Cluster Of ng}dg;, e e e e

2. The Boundaries Of The Industrial

\\\\ Relations System (Johnson, 1971:18).. .

Q
ot

~

/ 3. Internal Structure Of The Industrial
| - . Relations System (Johnson, 1971:19) . .
4, An Industrial Rel;tions Systems

Analysis Model (Johnson,_1972$23)

5. A’Model For The Analysis Of Industrial

Relations In Education (Johnson, 1971:2§3.

Page

26

35

36

‘38



JCHAPTER I

" THE PROBLEM

13

Introduction to the Problem

At the International Conference on Trends In

Industrial And Labour Relations held 1in Moncreal‘ih
1976, one of the'maiﬁ;themeh was that. of
N oo

”centralized"‘collective bargaining. Jacob Finkelman
in his address on “Public Sector Bargaining aJd the

[

‘Democratic Procesé"f(Fipkelman, 1976:33 - 35) noted
the centralization of the ". . ..employetiin the

" collective barggining relatigpship". Emﬂloyéfs
bargaining with the same union f;und it )

'unsatisfactory to bargain individually with a union
which seemed to play one company against the other

'

in order to secure_gains.for itq_members.\ Thus
emploﬁers banded together to bargain.as a éroup with
the union representiﬁg their employees. Finkélman
aiSBOnotéd,the tfendvin which public ééfvice-'
bargaining units are “predetetmined” in law on the
basis of service-wide occupational ‘groups .. i

. : Dunlop, Harbison, Kerr and Meyers (Dunlyp et

al, 1975). in Industrialism and Industrial Man T

"+ Reconsidered also contend that as 1 dustrialization

\




- @

increasingly tri-partheid (involving the state, management

and labour)

1.

4.

Paul Weiler in his "Fragpented;or»Centrglized

Bargaining”

—
(NS

1

The authors generalize that:

each.nation will develop a "gystem” of
industrial relations;

this system will be generally 'consistent
with the basic arrangement in - the larger
society,

the aystem will"® become increasingly tri-

partheid and

within this tri-partheid arrangemen
the state tends to become more influential -
(Duplop &t al, 1975:18). : &~

(Weiler, 1976:132 - 140) champions
centralized bargaining., Moreover, he argues that a

decentralized bargaining structure can be highly

unstable. Weller criticized decentralized bargaining S

-as not benéficial to employérsﬂ

'In a number of bargaining units, there must.

be a number of negotiations. Each set of
negotiations ﬂuns the risk of an impasse and

a strike. “As ¥ said earlier, each such strike

can escalate into a total shutdown of the

employer's operations. Moreover, a union may
be tempted to do this step by the adsumption
that,
inflict on the employer the cost of a total
shutdown, and thus make. a quick and favorable

in sacrificing its own earnings, it can

gsettlement with the striking union look cheap

by comparison.  However, employers who look '
beyond the short term will resist that effort
becausge they know that eventually they will

- have to pass the extra gain on to the other
unions: indeed in the long term, they wilr
pay a lot more if the practice of

- "leap-frogging"” becomes habitual (Weiler,
1976:135 -~ 136) . .

~

e
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ﬁeiler tates that the main virtue perceived by the

public in cepntralized bargaining is that one overall

settlement in the lndustry is'achieved and multiple

strikes in gn industry are avoided.. He notes as

wellrthet 1f an industry-wide strike does occur, the

government /through "popular pressug;" can intervene

o~work legislation and “an imposed

with back-
T 1 "

settlement.

v Douglias Muir contends that from an economic
standpoint "it appears hardly worth the time, effort

{ ' .
or cost 1 volved for teachers and trustees to go

through the collect1Vﬂ b rgaLning ritual !ech year .
at the local level™ (Muir,\ 1971a:143). Muir's

conclusion is based on his researéh into<the =

\
/

atructural” issue 1in collective bargaining in
education. The structural 1ssue’ fnvolves the

question of whether teacher bargaining is to be
- ’ ' s R Q ! .
conducted at the local level; at the zone or area

-

level; or at the provincial level. In this ptogreanion a
thi.hargaining becomes more and more centralized. “\\-._

Mulr's ekténslve‘work‘and research-ln collective ’
barSaininglinCanadianveducntion%leo him to | . -

believe that two forces are presently exerting

pressure upon the industrial relations systems. Ohe



force results from the rapid increase in educational

costs and the pressure being developed by ratepayérs/
‘ :
to shift much of this burden to provincial o

governments who in the past had little control over

. .
v

the level of' these expenditures. The second

pressure in the system resvlts from the narrowing of

the intra-provincial differences in the level of

teachers' gsalaries. Muir indicgtes that this means

]

that local conditions play'a relatively minor role in

the determination of teachers' salaries and therefore
. ' - -

weakens the justification for locally deﬁerhined

~

salaries.
He further contends that this is leading to "a
14\:\'\ ‘

greatér financial réspons{$ility for eduéation o e s

\ o

to the provincial goyernments" and "there will be

greater move toward 'area' or province-wide

bargaining” (Muir, 1971a:143). \\~ ,,
Such # situatio@ presents eerious qﬁgstions to
) 3 - N
students of industrial relations. A major \
. . - - : \\\

consideration wou%d be whether cénﬁralizﬁcion\gr

'decentraii;atioa.of the bargaining étructuré maiﬁg\
Wﬂgny real- difference {h the actual o;;éome of the \\\\\\\\
”ba;gaining felationahip. - Or, does cenﬁralizatién . ™ ~
of the barga;niqg structuyre merely é;pedite the o

process of collective Bargaining without affecting
. - & '



the actual outcomesg? . \ .
!

3 -
- v

Backgrouné to the Problem . L

In the pfovinces of Alberta and Saskatchewaﬁ,
teachers are empowered by legislation to bargain=~

collectively with their employers. In both

¢

o f . .
provinces, the respective teachers' organization 1s

/

the sole bargaining agént for teachers, Bargaining

|

in the last decade or bore has become difficult in
. ‘[ -

times of economic rest#aints‘(due to'prov fial N

| . P
guidelines, Anti Inflgtion Board XA.I.B.) and post
A.I.B., guidelines).

Over the years two schools of thought ﬁéve :
developed regarding how best to conduct;collective
bargaining; One approach, decen;ralized. bar— 
‘éa%ning or ‘use ofﬂ?he Wleap-froé" method is a logg,
standing practice., This is atcomplisheduby~using
gains'ﬂgde in one bargaining jurisd}cti;n'as a
lever /for gaiqing similar conditions of eﬁployment.
in another jﬁfisdiction at a later date. -Anotﬂer
metﬁod is~cent£élized bargaining or ﬁsiﬁg the |
"concén%rated-power"Aappréach. Thié“arguemeﬁt o
follows thg.digtum "Unifediée.stand, divided we fall",
Bargaining ip this fasﬁioﬁ piﬁé thé'éntirg teaching
force agaiﬁst thoge wﬁo contfoi ;he purée‘



v
o

strings and decision-making powag? (PYovincial

o

government) and is viewed by1deqy 8 A& gore fruitful
. ] . : !

“

approach than bargaining 10diﬂiddﬂlly.q£ the local

level with the various school boafds - RS
>

In 1968 the Province of.Saag’tchaan'adopted
“zone bargaining” in place of lopg2l bﬂrgaining. The
province was split idto thirteen (13) baugaining
zo;es and the various schdol boagd® b‘rgained as
empldQers'ﬂerganizationa with thel® tegchers.
Nineteen seventy—three (1973) saw 2 f“r:her

Centtalizatiqn when saskatchewan PRc€ jgain opted
\.

for change in the bargaining stryfture snd . adopted a
.bi level (or province- wide) form of COllective |
bargaining with teachers. Im Alberta op the other

- hand, teachers and thelir employe:ﬁ ¢t inued to
bargain at the local level (zone b&rgaiaing is
permitted but is not mandatory). By'ﬁat the great

r

.’majority of Alberta teachers bargaiv A the local
s
level with their .employers (A.T.A°"* Teacher. Welfare
AR . ;o
bepartment,.1978). .

The Objectives of the Studl

The ‘'objectives of this stud7 wer® ¢o
J
1nvesnigate whether any relatioqahip existed in the

negotiated ite@s in written collgCEiVQ~ba;gaining
' N



i
s

A

| " ) Cn
|

| " w ‘
agreements between teachers and school boards in a

Iq‘l
A

province where bargaining waspursued at the ldcal

“

or decentralized level (as in Alberta) and.a
LI

province where bargaining. was pursued at a more

centralized level (as in Saskatchewan).
It wag determined that a study of this type was
needed and tha\ it might contribute empirical know—

ledge to the cn::ehtxgontroversy over centralized

\\

I

“l

k)

versus decentralized ijfrbnches in collective bar-
gaining.

Specific Statement of, the Problem

Are there any differences inm the scope of

bargained -items in collective bargaining agreements‘
) N A .

as bargained under the.decentralized and centraiiied

bargaining'structures used in the provinces of

N

Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978 respectively?’

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEX

/

-/ : . “
/

o .
Contribution to Industrial Relations Theory

3

The field of industrial relations is

characterized by a multiplicity of partial theories
which according to\Dunlop (1958), tend _to explain
/observed phenomena in isolation from each other and
from the larger soclety within whicl employer-

employee relationships ‘are established;‘ Dunlop

, -
~
7

- -/
o

¥



attempted to draw togethet these partial theo{}

v}

which have their roots in such diverse fields /
study as law, sociology, economics and psychoy/
to contribute to a general theory of industri¢7
relations. )

It - is J. T. Dunlop's work that Johnson (y4
chose as beingluseful in " . . . describing,
‘aqalyzing,ane predicting the complex of intery
relations among manegers, workers and agenciley
goeernment" (Johnson, 1971:4). Johnson's
investigation attempted to operationalize somy
aspects of bunlop's copceptual framework and pJ
apply théﬁ in an edhcationél settipg. Dunlopr/
theory 1is p;;ncipally concerned with the‘struv/

of the industrial relationship, and Johnson'sﬁ/

did give some indications .0f the psefulnees oy

theory in analyzing the educational system. j%e

approach allowedAJohnson to develop hypothesev

concerning t he inter relations among teachers
trustees and gowvernment agencies (Johnson, 19&3

In like manner the present study ﬁez/getive iy
) bt

o

T L
on the effects of two different structural vely

(decentralized and centralized forms of colleV%

bargaining) on the scope of bargained items iy

collective bargaining agreements.
: ) _ 5

R

8,

y.

TV

of

dea-
tnay
t\e
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Collective Bargaining in Education

"Edufation in Capsda ls big business” (Muir,

pw

1971b:1) reads the TAgK FORCE oN LABOUR RELATIONS.
—N TN

Salaries Paid to teachers 8QCcount for almost seventy
(70) percent of the 0peta£ing budgets of the public
schools in Canada3 Ag 2 r@8ylt there has beeh a

greeé deal 9f concern eXpré8ged over the level of
teachers' 8alaries in\ell frovinces. This has 1led

to a. numberl of attemptg on the part of the

provincial 80vernments, local school boards and
citizens' C°mmittees to tedtrain or regtrict

eeachers' C°llective b;fgainiug activities (Muir,
l971b:2)-> Be that as it m8Y, collective ba;gaining

has pryven to pe & viable B&thod of determining teachers'
salariea aﬂd ‘Conditiong Of emp10yment aB shown by the
fact that the various proOvificyal governments over the
yenrsg have Produced legislation to govern the bargaining
relaticnahip of teacherg apd 8chool boards in their .

respective j“risdictiona° J°hnson (1971) suggests as

- does* Muir (19713) that divefsity exists in the type of

bargaining 8tTucture employed by each province. It is

'possible thal studies fycusiDR on this diversity may be

of value in b§tter underétaﬂdiug.the operation of the

[

bargainysg 8YSten. , o ;

T A G e o it bt

ERNC N
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Significance to Teachers' . Professional Organizatiqgha

The analysis of éollectiQé baiggining
agreements from Alberta and Saskatchewan may provida
insights into éeacher;* salary and conditions of
employment (under éecentralized and' centralized
forms of bafgaining structures) and’heip unravél
signs of possible:fhture trends utilizing results
from the 1978 collective bargaining agreements.
Also the results of this study may aid the Alberta
Teachers' Association in a fuller ﬁnderstanding of
an A.R.A. resolution (see Apﬁendix A),.which‘waﬁ
discussed at the A.T.A.'s Spring Amnnual Convention

in 1980, dealing with the question 6f province-wida

collective bargaining (Berlando, Interview, 1979).
- ASSUMPTIONS

1. It ig'assumed that the "technological and markay

or budgetary context”™ in Alberta's and Saskatcheway'y
educational industrial re}étions'system, do in facy

3

havé.the same type of comhgh charactérigtiés as
révealed in Dunlop'g wori (Dﬁnlopl 1958:129 -
263,384) . S

2. IF is assumed that the agfeements to be studied

RYAAT

‘were.tﬂéy¥esul; of bafgaining.in good.féith and'thgt

57 / ‘ ’

10



the terms of the agreements were acceptable to both

.parties (at the time of the agreement under the

i

respective structural constraints in Alberta and

Saskatchewan) . - L : B
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Collective Agreement (or Collective Bargaining

- Agreement) - an agreement in writing between school

boards (in Saskatchewan includes gdvefnmept) and the
B ’ ' ’ .

A.T.A. ogvS.T.F., acting on behalf of teachers

employed by the boards, containing provisions with

reference to conditions of employment.

i N
WOy

‘'

Collective Bargaining (of‘Baréaihing)"— the formal

'p;ocess of negoﬁiation between employers and _ -

eﬁployees (teachérs representatives and sqﬁbol board

s

and government) which results in the conclusion, the

revision or the renewal of a collective agreement.
1 . .

~

Conditions (or Items in a Collective Bargaining

Agreement) -~ the specific terms or arrangements of

the prbvisiong in a. collective agreement.

Non-Salary Provisions - those provisions which do

not involve the regular remuneration of teachers.
.

™ -

11
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As defined here many non-salary provisions deal with

remuneragtive issues. )

@y

Provisions -~ statements in a collective agreement.

Salary Provisions - those.provisions which refer to

o

the regular salaries, rates of pay'hnd allowances

payable to teachers.

Sc?pe of Bargaining (or Scope of Collecﬁive
Bargaining) - Scope 1is defined in this study as the
'rénge of subjects which are negotlated .in a
colléctive bargaining rélamionship. AGerHart‘useé
the terms ;Scbpe of Bargainingw:and "ﬁargaining
04t¢oﬁea” interchangeably (1976:331)

o

Working Conditions of Teachers or Gonditions of

?

Employment -~ the conditions (agreed between teachers

and shool boards) under which teachers render

service.

\
\ . . . i /

.

A.T.A. - Alberta Teachers' Aé&ociétion

A.S5.T.A. —vAlberta School Fruétees' Association



S.T.F. ~+ Sagskatchewan Teachers' Federation Y.

a

S.S.T.A. - Saskatchewan School Trustees' Association
DELIMITATIONS

Ihe analysis of written collective bargaining
agreements will not include‘the actual process of
collective bargaining nor most of the other aspects
of the conversion process through which the f.

'agreements were achieved.
- The study will be restricted to the 1978

-

written collective bargaining agreements for Alberta

. and Saskatchewan.

LIMITATIONS J

This study is limited in the" followimg manner :
1. The study is limited by the nature of the
instrument to be ‘used ( the instrument does not
'differentiate between quality of clauses present in

- an agreement).' The presence or absence of specific

items is recognized without assigning a value for

such an item.’

2. The study representsJa/fETEti;n;;ip as it existed

-at a specific*point in time. S

-




I." ’
/
"3. The study applies oniy to'thelprovinces of

)

Alberta and Saskatchewan.

4. The study iSvonly ind{gcative of what was

negotiated and not of what may have been possible. .
Lo : ' : : o

5. The study is limited by the parameters of a

single year as a basis for analysis:

JORGANIiATION OF THE STUDY -

.In this chapter the pain research problem was
pfesenfed and explained.kThe juétificatioﬁ for this
study, the definitions and terms as used in the
stu&i gnd the unﬂerlfing;assqyptions were.also
présentéa. The reﬁainder of the thégis is .organized -
. as fallows: _ S V'v  R
CHAPTER II —.ReQiew%bf Rélat;d Literature
cﬁAPTER III - Related Research
CHAPTER IV - Research Methodology

" CHAPTER V - Presentation andlAhalysis of the Data

‘\' 'CHAPTER VI - Summary, Coﬂblusions,,Impiications and

Recommendations

14
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CHAPTER 1II.

] ‘ o ‘\WR

REVIEW OF. RELATED LITERATURE

Collective Bargaining Defined

Acéording to Dunlop the actors in given

contexts " My/“/// '

o S ;
t v g
"~ O

« « o egtablish rules for the work place
and thé work community, including those
governing the contacts among the actors in
an ind#trial relations system. This
network or web of rules consists of
procedures for -establishing rules, the '

- . substantive rules, and the procedures for

" deciding.their application to particular

situations (Dunlop, 1958:13). .

In a alighéﬁy different and Canédian versidn
Carrdihets states ﬁﬁa& collective bargaining may be
described as the ptoceés or activity between -

employers and eﬁplbyéé representatives .". . .

conducted with the object of concluding an agreement

regulating the relationship between both the.
émployer and his employees aﬁa the emplojer‘andlthe

union” (Cgrrdthers, 1965:3) .

Shister in his eaé&y.on’Collecfive Bargaihiné

1 (1958:26 -"56) réviews several attempts at the

conceptuaiization of the collec;ive bargaining \  -

(2%



process. He categorically placed the work of
Chaﬁberl&in at the foreffént. "Chamberlain hask
moved the field more than a‘small.étep forward with I
_his analysis” claims Shister (Shister,”1958:27).
UThié view is ﬁﬁheld bj Fléhdéfs‘whén"he states that
Chambérlain's three, theories of cdlleecive
R bargainiﬂg are “"The dutstandiﬁg attempt to producé”a
'geggfic'défihition' of the institution, encoépassing
ﬁéengieth;dhntufy developmenfs in itdvéharaggzr"
(Flanders, 1971:31). -
Chambefléi; held that the various theories
dﬁout the nature of collective baggainin could 5e
reduced‘tq tﬁree. These-are that coilé;tivg
bargaining is :%l) a means- of contracting for. the
sale of labor, (2) va fofm ;f 1ndustrial government,
and (3?‘ a method of‘management" (Chambgrlaiﬁ,
1951{121); |
The'mérketing théqry éuggéstsfthat collective
bargainiﬁg méy be vievéd.Aé.the prdcess whicﬁf
Qetefmiﬁes under what terms labour will épntin&e to
f ﬁé supplied to an empigyer %y_hié pfeseni'employeeg
‘:; g?dbthOSe hired'lat;f;as well. ChambérlainAalso
| .géggests that althOugh'fhis fhéqry genefallyv
emphasized a ﬁoney;exChAnge ébhthé ﬁoét prevglent

-



N\

basis for contract, other terms may ‘also be insisted

upon. By being bound to and protected by his union,
/ .

T,
"

this collective action of labour results in an

increase in the bargaining'power of the worker
 te1§£ive go'tha; of his'emplpyér. "The bbjéctEOf.”‘
\frgde union‘policy.. 1 . has been éo give to ééch o
individual worker something of tﬁe indispenbability‘;
of labor as a whole" (Chamberlain, 1951:124). -This
has'sgmetimes been lposély réferred to as B |

“restoring” the bargainimg equality of workers.’

Such a statement seems to be a gross assu ption of some

.

N L . T
priorfequality beggeen employers ;&4 employees. As - '

Ch#mBerlain stresses, aside from the tenuity of such an
asa;mppion.theré‘isilittle to suggest that collegtibe
bargaining‘has "established (or re-established) an .
equélity of advﬁﬁgage between'manggement and.workefs"
'(Chaqbérlain, 1951:125). Tpé étatement és su;hfco#ld
only be made/in térms'o£ the difficulty in which

employers find themselves in trying to_"dupliéaﬁeﬁ their
- . | ’ . N
entire work force and thus collective bargaining is

"necessitous” for the employers. .

The governmental t%fory suggegzé'a contractual

v
3

nature which acts as a'"cons;itution" a sort of an

industrial government fb; the plant or company or

. o
Bk

1

-

o
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industry. The need for some balance of bargaining
power is accepted. Chamberlain sees this balance as

Q%eéting on the mutual dependénéy of the parties and

" on the power of each party "to veto" the acts of the

other. - It -1is a political relacionghip in which the

union and the ei}loyer jointly ;kir&‘sbyereignty.,-
over.theveﬁployees_apd the unlion uges that power in
the interest of 1its mehbera_(ChgmberlJin,'
1951:137) .

N . . .

Id his managerial theor&, Chamberlain states,
"the nature of’thg bargainfng process 1s expiai#ﬁglg
in terms;appropfiatelmo its business decisiohs”

(Chamberlain, 1951:130). It is a functional

A .

iarelationshnp in which the union”jdins wfth'théﬁi

¢ompany officials in teéching decisions on matters

4

in which both have vital intgrests.

/. Chamberlain suggests that the thiee.mheorié§ \

‘areX not mutually e&clusive ". + . it- would bé_

erroneous_td'consider'these three approaéhes'as\.
.~ . B . < ' ’
sharply distinguished from each other” (Ghamberlain,
1951:138). =~ &
X " To,some'é;tentthkse three views of the
' nature of collective bargaining suggest
-different emphases on concomitant phases
"of collective barggining. 1In the usual o
bargaining relationship today, as we have
P geen, a contract does link the two parties
. » .

-

-



together and establishes the terms on which
> that link i8§ maintained. The bargaining
L - process 18 a species of group government ..
BN suggestively analogous to the modern state.
j‘ The union does join with company officials in
making managerial decisions. All chree
aspects of collective bargaining can thus be
,simultaneously maintained (Chamberlain,

1951:138). o

CENTRALIZED AND DECENTRALIZED COLLECTIVE BARGAINI&G

A vital Part of the bargaining nrocess hsd to
do with determining the structure and the procedures
through which discussions w#1l take_place. Dun10p
states that this is particularly significant in any
negotiations that affect more than one place of work
(Dunlop, 1973 12) In such a sltuation, as suggested by
Dunlop, the parties must decide which issue should beA

'agreed upon in a master agreement and which should be

left for local negotiations. Dunlop‘argnes that as

technologicsl and market changes take place, it may be .

necessary to alter such arrangements and prpvide for o

+

more centralization on some issues and greater '

decentralization in other instances (Dunlop, 1973: 12)-

2
2

In recen‘ryears there.hss been a strong drive

towerd;centralization of collective bargainingf

\
4 -
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(Bairstow and Bochmer; 1976:132 -"140). Chamberlain |

suggests ‘that this is partly due .to the fact that

]

\ ) : Lo
organized labor in the past bargained on behalf of

its members ‘with. individual ewployers in a

K

‘ partfcular ihdustry (;uch as coal miniqé or. steel

industry)., PerhapB'because'élljthese employers
- . Y
bargained individually with the same union, they

banded together for mutual advantage (Chamberlain,

r .

1951:161).
The-edvent'of latge and even mtltin fonal
'3
cor%orations has had tts impact on the strukfure of
collective bargaining. Unions have had to follow by
shapipg their strategy dn ac@ordlwith the'structure

' and policies of major business firms. Chémberlain,

Y

A

posits that,

{ -

20 -

One_ further outgrowth has been the , g‘

contrapuntal play of centralization and
decentralization of authoritngnd - "
’ ] functions. With growth "certain major

o \decisgfns (especially those relating to

finangde) were spun upwards to the .nmational
headq arters, in order to.maintain control
over and cohesiveness within t he corpotnte
‘system. Other decisions =~ too detailed to

. .beyhandled effectively at thg center -
were left or spun downwards to the
operating units (Chambetlain, 1973 20) .

However a point of past and present debate ie the
] § @ /
concern as to the nature and sc0pe of resultant

~

cohlective agreements.: " The questions of ‘who

o



(\

occupiles the more srvategic position and who

possesses the greater bargaining power remain to be
' ; -

agswgred; ﬁdﬁe?er" (Chamber}ain, 1931:1265.~ As

“collective‘sargaining followed the corporate path in
- .

Strdctdre, nego;ia%ions‘moved uﬁ to the national

level, Eupplemented by a council of reptesentaﬁives

frdﬂﬁlocal unions ?f a comp#nyas coggtituent plants.

In sqbétance, issues like wages and pension plans

~

were hammered out at the national level, lea&ing

subsidiary details to local bargaining (Somers,
1973:203; ‘ |

Nault alsé‘EKrsees such a ébangé of bargaiq;ng'
structure in Canadian education. He is quité'. \
eﬁphatic in his statement that centralization of the’
‘collectLWe bargéining procgss‘is both desiréable and on
its way. ”Cen;ralized strucéures are moqe';onducive to
national negptions; (Nault,;l969;192)zhe claims. Tﬁé
logic. for such a furn‘of events fb derived ffoé the fact

1

th&t e&ucaﬁional budgéts‘are for the Qbst part funded
through/p;qvincial,grants. Thus, Nault¥argués "Local.
school boards' importance will decline; agd |
copsoli&a;#dn-of sghool disff}cgé will eome more . = _.
natirally” (Nault, 1969:192),% |

Ahlthough'Naultcdoes not é&dress himself *fully-

"as to what will be bargained for at the provincial

21



level and what will be bargained at the local level;

his thinking seems to be in line with that of
. ) S \ . ,
Chamberlain (1973) and Somers (1973) when he

gstates:

While local bargaining is maintained, in small
school districts the . . . {provincial] . e
organization will play an important role in

large districts, the local rorganization will retain
- full control (Nault, 1969:192)

~

The difficulty with such a two tier system of

collective bargaining as discussed above, is

Dunlop's contention in his landmark work of Industrial

Relations Systems:

boxes; there is a single highly inter- related )
body of rules in- an .industrial relations system.
The actors are frefjuently concerned with the
internal consistency and the internal inter-
dependence among rulés. It is well known that
there are substitutions in bargaining, in
natfonal industrial relations systems with

g collective bargaining, between wage rules and

E

other rules-(punlop,‘1951;387).

'SCOPE OF BARGAINED ITEMS OR

._“ .

SﬂOPE OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

The scope of negotiations, which involves the

’ number and types of items that may be subject to

employer-employee discussions and negotiations, is
one of the most c¢ritical issués in contemporary
labour-management relations- in the public sector
(Advisory Commission on Inter- governmental

‘Relations, 1969 76) .
The range of subjects which-are negotiated in a

collective bargaining relationship is a matter of great

interést to thefbsrgsining'parties. In the private

[ . ¢
- . ~r
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sector, the scope of'bdrgaining has béen categorized
into three major areas: mandétory, permissive and
prohibited (Stinnett, 1966:11). Mandatory.areas are
those in which the laﬁ requires both the employers and
employees to'negotiate_in gbod faith; such as' salaries
and insurancé benéfitg, among others. The permiséive 
~area is that in which the employer and employee |
organizations may agree to negotiate; such as
préduction standards and output. An example qf a
subject of bargaining prohibited by law would be an
agreement.to discriminate bgcause'of race or.sex. In
othep words,'lawriakes ﬁrecedencé over any»agreement.
Thé iséue of what 1is negotiable aﬁd-what is

)

not, has been an endless controversy in the private

~ 1 » ’

sector, and the controversy is even more vexing and
< . . ‘ ]

more emotional in the public sector because some
unions see liﬁitatioﬁs on negotiability as an
"attempt to frustrate the unions, by management

" hiding behind such limitations. }

‘Giandomenico's study found that such a narrowing
of the scope of'collectivg bargqiniﬁg through

limitations on negotiabiiicybas discussed above, tends

to contribute to teacher frustration and militance

(1973:258) A o )



Restricting the scope of bargaining may not L &
permit teachers to develop their individual
discretionary judgement but instead relegate

them to status as bureaucratic functionaries '

and force them to find means ... to satisfy . .
their needs for autonomy and- self-actualization.

Collective bargaining could be viewed as a

tool by which obstacles preventing higher and

lower order need-fulfillment among teachers

were removed (Gian&hmenico, 1973:259)-

Underlying theadifficulty in defining the scope
of bargaining for professional employeeslis the
problem of distinguishing between "policy matters”
and "salar§,and working counditions”™. No less

difficult is the differentiation between. "policy"

| ’ .
matters and "professional”™ 1issues. 1In éduca;ion;

/

decisiong about éurriculum, textbooks, and
methodology'a:e_simultdneogsly "policy” 1ssues for.
the séﬁool‘bﬁard and “prbfess;onal" qugstions for
teachéré (Weitzman, 1975:217). Tﬁg'issue pf teacher
transfers fdr'éxamplg raises p#rticularly thorny
broblemsAbecauﬁe it involves working conditi?ns,
p§li§y:decisiona aﬁd the_ppblic,inigrgst;

Neither the two :eqchers' associafions (S.T.f.
.,and A.T.A.) nor the tLo‘t:ﬁstees"assoc}ations“
;(S.STT-A.,and A.S.T.A.) have published exhaustive.
lists 6f whg? is or 1is not negotiable: Little, igb
any, i#w‘existhtd sﬂef Iightvan t£e top;c of,:scopg

”of‘bargainingQQ In Albefta and Saskatéhewan‘some

’
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management rights aféas might not be negotiable per
se, ggt "their impact on teachers' worging
condifiopg”ﬁosg certainly i;" (Anderson, Interview,
1979). ~ |

The scope of bgrgainéd items in a collective
bargaining agreement is by no meéﬁs'perfectly
refléctive ofothe range of subjects‘actually brought
to the bargaining table. However, Dunlop's “"web of
rules” might be iﬁvestigate¢ from.collective
bargaiqing»agreementé beca?@e'these_fotm the b#sis
_of the feiationship which ex;ats bet ween employers
,énd their employeés (Carfaghera, 1965:Chapte§ I).

The individual items in a collective bargaining
agreemegf.:epresent én area referfed,to‘by Jghnaon'
(1971)';8 a fieldxyf analysis. - Examﬁles of items ig
a field of analysis are particular types of.léaves.' %
iteqs_under }eaves_represent categories with. |
specific references to guch leaves as sabbaticél,
 m;tefn1ty and ;ick leavg»among'others.'-Léabes:per'
se represent a cluster 9f fiélds‘aﬁd items représent
each individual field. pifferent dimensiqgs‘ﬁf
scope are thus revealed.’ Not only.dées_écope ;how‘
tﬁe‘presence of leaves, but al'so serves to |
differénciate aﬁbﬁg.the kind éf leaves;existing in a:
.negotiasedfconpract.. It i@ thu; pp;aiblé to qu@ntify
the séoﬁg of bargﬁiﬁing items from the various s

collective bargeining agreements .

3



Cluster
of
Fields

FIGURE 1

, CLUSTER OF FIELDS

Muir (1970) points out that the scope of -
ba:gainigg‘as defined by Alﬁerta-sﬁatutes is qﬁite
oéen. Teachers ﬂargain:under a ragheg liberal
‘def;nition of “tates_of'pay, houfs of work_and other

. terms or condi;ionswgf employment”™ (Muir, 1970:207).

a

In Saskatchewanﬁa,s‘milar condition:prevails. Although
Co P - i . ¢ .

~

Saskatchewan attemﬁtéd to restrict the scope of -
negotiable {items thrbughjetaCutoryvprovisions (oﬁIy
matfers of salaries ahd“béﬁefits were negotiable)»they'

y ) _
seemed to have I&t;le or no effect (Muir, 1970a:210) .
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Muir cites evidence that backs his claim, in that
: A
: . , .
Saskatchewan teachers bargained over remunerative issues

as well as "matters relating to professional practices,
conditions of employment curriculum, preparation

periods, teacher load, class size, teacher aides"'(Muir,
. . : b
1970a:210) 'among other things.

Since the advent of bi-level (centralizec

bargaining in Saskatchewan in 1973 there seeus to be

$

a consensus that "having had five (5) 'years of
experience with the new legislation, .+ « o the

. ) . ' . Qa/ . ’ . . .
bi-le}el system 1s working anEf;%rking exceptionally

e

well” (McDowell, 1978 - 1979:39). -
Although the Teachers' Collective Bargaining
Act'has language'which seems to place a restriction

on ‘some areas of bargaining, the ftesident'of the

L

Saskatchewan School Trustees' Association-stated

quite unequivocally that‘-it does mnot cleat1§ define
the scope of bargaining"'(Egnatoff l975-3f‘ Due to
the fact that bargaining gseems to be wide open as

substantiated by Muir (1970b), Egnatoff argued in 1975

Our Association r;égfnizes some of these
“deficiencies and again begun the process
of placing the. issue-before its member boards
« + .o personally I cannot subscribe to the
concept that all matters are negotiable
(Egnatoff 1975:4) . :



If:collective bargaining 1s to be viable, the scope

of negotiation must include subjects that are relevant

to employeesn Placing excessive restrictions ‘on the

- .scope of bargainingrlimits the-institution of collective~

bargaining as a means of guaranteeing public employees a

voice in the determination of their working conditions

‘(Weitzman, 1975:5).

ﬁuirﬂs (1970b) paasing»reference’to‘tbeAscope

" of bargained . items suggests that the bargaining

R TR

comparisons (and contrast) within a country, between o

actiwity in Alberta and Saskatchewan appears to have
been quite similar. His findings ind’~ate that in
the ‘three prairie'provinces (Albert: saskatchewan and

Manitoba) teachers' salaries were roughly comparable,

"especially those of Alberta and Saskatchewan (Muir,

1970b:305 - 319)< -~ .
, In tbe'lighf/o;/nunIOp 8 claim/:;:t ”identical.
,

’technologiea” tendrto create quite similar rules

~his. general formulation of industrial relationsv\\

systems (as operationalized by Craig and utilized by

..v'

,Johnson (1971)) has the merit of facilitating T

b

| comparable sectors of different countries, and between

v .

iindustrial relations syatems of countries taken as a

" whole” (Dunlop; 1958'24) It is conceivable that the

”vdifference in the bargaining relstionship structure ‘as

-

practiced by Alberta and - Saskatchewan may show some of

a
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Dunlop's rule d;ffé&ences as a result of differences

reflecting the influence-df each distinctive provincial

-

educgtiohaltindustriél relations sydtémn

‘Not™ all industries or sectors compared among
countries would show the same relative
importance of the technological and market
contexts in the determinatiog of substantial
"rules. In some séctors the technological and
-market contexts prescribe a high proportion - ©
of rules reflecting common.technological and
market features or those which vary in a
recognized fashion. 1In other sectors the
technological and market factors will be
subordinate to a more dominant influence of

~ the réspective national industrial relations

W systems. : o , ;

(Dunlop, 1958:130). ‘ '

LY

! :
A GENERAL THEORY OF. INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS-

~John T. Dunlop's general theofy'of industrial

relations provides usefulvéonceﬁfuaiiza?&onsjof an

'induatrialdpelarioﬂs system. In fact, the concepts

J

. developed by'bunlop have hg&_a'widé‘influencg'pn

f{iwriting and‘reagarchfin»labor and 1nddst:ia1 relations #

(Duﬁlop,>Harhigon,'Kerr»and‘Meyers, 1975:17). Dunlog&in
il » . _ >

 Industrial Relations Systems.déclaréd that a systematic

was anva:téhpt to £111 this gap by proiiding:ﬂf(l) a

and theorexiqﬁl discipling'of.iﬁdustrial relations had

“npot jet 2Fen developed (1958:vi). His bo&k, therefore,

fgeneral.théory'of'iﬂdustrial relations, (2) ~a research

N
[ ]



‘model for further studies, and (3) a fusién

LY

snetwOrk.or "web.of-rnlé%" which consist of (1)

.

experience and,tbeory. He viewed industrihl relations
as a system and collective bargaining as a I ystemr
The indnstrialxrelations system is comprised of certain
actors, certainvcohtexts, an ideology, and a body of
rules. The actors are, (1) a hierarchy of nansgers and
their'representatibes‘inlsnnervision,'(?) a:hiersrchy'
of workerso(nonemqnagerial) and their‘spokesman, snd (3)
specialized governmental agencies concerned with .
workers, ebterprises and their relationships He refers

to a hierarchy among workers and their spokesman because

the.workers will‘either be formelly orgsnised in a

_union, or an informal drgsnization will exist. The

‘context consists of: (1) whe technological -

- -

characteristics of the work place and the work

‘ﬁcommunity, and (2) the é!lec or budgetsry constraints

.

-which impinge on the distribution of power among the’

actors ‘within the system.‘ The actors establish a

.

-procedures for establishing rules, (2) substantive

-~

rules; snd‘f(3l procedures for spplying the rules. The

'restablishment ‘and administration of these rules 1is the

¢

‘major-concern or output of the industrial ‘relations

system. - Rulés are changed by the actors as a
conseqnence of changes in the context or in the relative
. s ,

ststnsiof the sctors.: It is‘thisifweb of rules” which

_eStablishes theQinterfrelationsbipsfin an industrial



\k\relations system‘and thus afe fhe'subjectfof analyéis.

- Dunlop's attention focused on the body of rules
which'goverhs the work éommunity. The rules are

@

viewgéftpwbe:ngt“oglgran elemggt of ;he‘ét?ucture,
buf they are also the major output of the system. -
They define the étatus of the actors and govern
the{r actiqns in E@e work piagé and comﬁunity. As
such they (the rules) are'of'érime concern to the
actors for theybsubéequently guidé‘furthef

activities of the work group. In\the‘course of time -
' : . o =
the rules may be expected to be altered as a

. / ‘ : ‘
congequence of changes in the context and in the

Y
relative statuses of the actors. "In a .dynamic

gocliety the rules, including>their administration,

/

" are under frequent review and changef'(Dﬁnlop,
1958:13). Johnson adap :d Lunlop's ' o

"conceptualizations and sappiled the concepts to
- B S .

.education. The definition of "rules” iﬁéiudes a{}' a
agreements, Qfatutes, orders?y deErees,'tegulatidns,

awards, policies, practices, customs and wage rates
s | ) . » .

which'cfrcumscribe the rélacionship between the actors

A4 I3

in the system (Johﬁson, 1971§15).' L 3"
" The sbruétufal‘elépenCs4o£ §ﬁ.fndustrial

relatiohslgys;em (cértaig'#Ctotéllee:tain céntext,

ideoiqéy“aﬁd‘body of rules)imaj be described at a

point ﬁn'tiQe‘aSAstatic componénts, but they are

b



essentially dynamic. As Jehnson:(1971:15)'so aptly put

it, ”Every system 1is in a state of continual change in

“

response to"the fluctuating pressures of 1ts.

‘ environment"
k\ .

M N ///”In“sqgton d view it is 1mportant to. trace “out
' ~ 5 / X - »
3 anges of a system and its

the complex

environment in otder to arrive at theoreticall} and
empirically manageeble proportions: It is Eaeton 8
premiee, that 1if one eould devise a wa¥y for
generalizing the methee for nandling,the impeet'of

the environment on the systenm, there “yould be some.
hope of reducing "the enormous variety of influences

J

into a relatively few, and therefore . . .
manageable number of indicators (Easton,™1965:25 -
26). This 1is precieely what he sought to effect

thtough hievuse of the-concepta of "inputs” and

"outputs”. ¢

. g <
THE CONCEPT OF AN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS SYSTEM

-

'Dunlbp's theory deseribes the industrial

/ .. relatione syatem as a- middle order social system -
e
. .
with a hi&B degree of openess. IR B

7



An industrial relations system 1s to be viewed
as an analytical sub-system of an industrial
society on the same logical plane as an

T economic system ig .regarded as another

- ) analytical sub-system (Dunlop, 1958:4).

"An industrial relations system is logically an
o abstraction just as an economic systém is an
/ abstraction. Neither is concerned with
i ‘ behavior, as a whole . . . both are .
'« %  abstractions designed to highlight relation~"
ships and to focus attention upon critical
~ variables and to formulate propositions’ for
, historical enquiry and statistical testing
(Dunlop, 1958:6).

. In Johnson's view, "the rejection of the
’ \.""/’\.—/ : o

”

‘natuoral systei' view eliﬁinates"manydof the

difficulties of system idanﬁifi‘cation, mia_imiz'é‘s‘é;;«the

problem ;f reification and permits oqe.to prﬁceedvto R X
_the discussion of‘thé actuai Gariabiés“ (1971:16);

Thig%procgduge avoids the cOnceptuaI\roadbloc?s

Y

caused by the search for‘}naturalﬂ~bp%ndar1es'and

©

A

permita the def@lopment of researqhabl
_propositions. oL o ' .
p L} p . \ “

'There'are, H%wever, criticism§~of Dunlop's

n

étruct&ral model.” Craig Bdggests’that}the‘

k2 Lt iy

context,
)

" the actors, tke ideology and the rules” cannqtjbe
L R : . ’ -
. {
regarded as the system, rather theﬂ"iqteraction
-between tﬁé actorsﬁquﬂétitnte-the‘system; apart from

" such interactioﬁs he clainms there 1is no system

j(Craig; 1964:Cﬂaptet I1).

-
.

' The second criticism might be that,

I

Al



.
i

+ « .« the inclusion of "contexts' as an element

of the system tends to confuse the two types, o
variables. Contextual variables Are by nature,
parameters, affecting the events within the
system by boundary contact and penetratiomn but
they are not subject to regulation by the

. 8ystem and, therefore, cannot be esatisfactorily .

regarded as system elements:.’ They are of

~course, vitally important in defining the

boundaries and scope of the system (Johnson,
1971:17).

FE Ny ‘_'
{ e

S ( . .
Although the two points of criticism raiged present -

barriers to satisfectory'operationslization of

/

Dunlop's descriptions they do not detract from his

attempted description of variables. Johnson

“(1971 17 - 19) suggests a refinement of Dunlop 8

three contexts in order to get around these

barriers.

It‘is Johnson's suggéstion that the three

contexts of "technological, market and poier'_ : S

5

'constraints" ‘be regarded'hs parameters~rathex than

as system variables (which would be the independent

and/or joint actions of the three actors)

°

conteits are believed to define the system

O

~Figure 2 gives a graphic portra&al,of hoy the

"
AN

boundaries. The outer circle répresents society

within which lover order systems are. operative.

q
.

unlop 8 three contexts ‘are represented by t he

~

smsller circles —/with'the area. shared by all, three

Ay

contexts being the. boundaries of the industrial

°

’ relations syste within society.~

v . " - ’ : ’ <
’ : A . o .



S = §ociety
A = Market Context
B = Power Contéxtp
C = Technologicai
Context
w&‘« uﬂ

Boundaries o%?ﬁhe
Industrial Rela-
tions System

i\

’ h FIGURE 2
THE - BOUNDARIES OF THE INDUSTRIAL KELATIONS SYSTEM

L.

(Johnson, 1971:18)

.)

Figures 3 and 4 show Johnson S+ conceptualizatlon
quite fn line with Dunlop's original thoughts; .

-~ ‘The ‘concept of an industrial felations system.-
' is deliberately variable in scope; it may be
used to.characterize an immediate work place,
an enterprise, a sector, or a country as a
whole. The grouping cannot be arbitrary or
capricious; the work place and the actors, at
varying .levels, that are grouped together must
reflect a considerable degree of cohesiveness
and formal or informal interdependence (Dunlop,
1958: 385 - 386) ’

35

\;\‘5_;‘_

&



36

z
&
e
Y ) -
ol
A - o ~ 1=Manégement X3three areas of,
B The Contexts - T ~ ‘unilateral action
c - ‘ 2=Labour Y=three .areas.of ..
. , . bi-lateral action . :
o . ’ 3=Government - Z=one area of
b The System S tri-lateral action
o FIGURE 3 :
INTERNAL STRUCTURE OF THE INDUSTRIAL RELAT'IOANS'-SYSTEM
| (Joﬁ:ggn, 197%:19)
(f“§ystgm,0utputs' ’
Ta ' (/“’

l Thé ddtpﬁts of the industrial relations system are "rules"

which govern the interactions of the actors (within aﬁy‘given

“ . ¢ ‘ B ) ’ ; . . ' . J - -
systém) whose behavior is governed by the rules pf the indus-
« trial relations

- ’ : - 5% .- . &
. . . N .



v

= .
Ygisten and which distinguish one system from another
T . ’ ) '

(Dunlop, 1958:13 - 15).

~Just as .the satisfaction of wants through the
production and exchange of goods and services
is the locus of analysis in the economic sub-
. 8ystem of society, so the establishment and
administration of these rules is the major
concern or output of the indystrial relations
sub-system of indust:ial society (Dunlop, 1958:
13).

’Dunlo? further proposes thatﬂ//fw
i " . . . identical .technological environments in
” ' quite different (national) socileties may be
regarded as exerting a strong tendency upon
the actors (modified by other factors) to
" create quite similar sets!of rules (Dun10p,

1958:10) .

Dunlop claims that-the common elements ln.these
-rules across countries were attributed lafgely to the
common characteristics of the technological and
‘"market otlbudgetary ‘contexts (Dunlo;j 1958:384) .
iJohngsm (1971:10) Perceives these rules tq'be;all'
agreements, statdtes, orders,,decrees, regulations, |

 awerds, pollcies,‘bréctices,‘customs,add”wage tatesu
.whieﬁwcircumecribe t he relationship amonglteachers‘
i . -

and theit employers. The rules may be expressed in a

variety of forms amohg which are the Output rules of

4

“collective bargaining agreements ‘which result from

‘-

A System Analysis Model

the interaction within the systenm.

.The model portrayea in Figure 4, was. borrowed
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S ———————

and adapted by Johnson fron the work of Alton Craig
gJohnson, 1971:23). The Craig model seems to ‘have been
"freely" adopted from the politicai)szstems analysuis
hmodel.of Easton (1965a:3d); Easton's model depicts
demands (inputs) 1in a political system as "k§§ indica-
tors of the way 1in which environnental influences and
conditions modify and shape the operations of a poli—
tical systém”" (Easton, l965a.27)f Craig s view as~

depicted in his model, shows the emphasis to be. on

the conversion process that takes place within the

system.
\ . ‘ ‘ | - : i
ENVIRONMENT - INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS -
’ : : ' SYSTEM
: (a) Ecological System o Labour Gowernment
(b) Economic System I goals » Management . -
(c) Political System |~values INPUT —- T —OUTPUT
[ (d) Legal System | power ‘ _ . '
- | (e) Social System R Conversion Process
- e B L B , Terms of
: o . Agreement

FEEDBACK LOOP&-

" FIGURE 4

AN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS SYSTEMS ANALYSIS MODEL

K]

(Johnson, 1972:23)

" Upon a close examination of the Craig model,
Johnson s adaptation seems’ acceptable., The logic is . .
'that the way in which Craig drew his model disguises

the fact that in actuality he is proposlng a five
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stage model. Two stages of the model deal with the
conversion process and the other three with aetsvof’

variables. Figure 5 presents a modified version of

‘Craig's model with terms appropriate to the

eddcational settings substituted for the more

gener;i terms in Figure 4.

The implication of the model 1is that measures,

"of I, environmental variables are converted into

Py

III, the input variables of goals, values and power,

along with knowledge of 1v, ‘the conversion process

that takes place within the industrial relations
system which would enable explanstion and prediction
of Vv, the output'Variables. Johnson 8 (1971) study
demonstrated t he operationalization of the five
stage model - specifically the conversion-of stage":

ITII through stage IV into stage V. It was found

-that variables in stage III found expression in B

/.

stage V.

The Concept.offGoals; Values and Power

Althou&h this ‘study is proposing to come to"

grips with stage V of the model above, it seems

. imperative to address oneself briefly to the input
fstage IIIt The model uses the'terms "goals™,

"values™, and “power" to describe t he inputs of tge

industrial relations system.

Perrow (1961 854) maintains that stated

» organizational goalg cannot be accepted uncritically

= Pt
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as the real goals of an organization. Etzioni

(1271:104), however,'auggests that it 4is difficult to
get beyond stated organizational goals other than by
- examination -and extrapolation of ongoing organizational
»processes, especially production. He 1insists that
stated.goals of an organizatIOnvcan serve as cluesito
the actual goals of the organization.

Tne definition of goals accepted in the
development of the model in Figure 5 waa'QeVised
from the eonceptualization of Davis; who while
recognizing the dangeravof regarding all'tehavior'as
tn;ugh it were directed towardavsome end, takes the
point of view that it 1s useful for the pu pbse of
' analysis to assune that it is (Dayis, 1950 123)
- The end, strictly defined, is that part of the
future state of affairs which wouldinot occur if the
actor did not want it and did not ‘exert himself to.
attain it_(bavis,719§0:123LF l24)._ This goal ff - .
definition‘includes the notion of instrnmental‘goals
as well @otnon4inatrumental goalslas an elaboration

~

: L V‘"Tr'?,f i ’ ’ : .
of Davi@JQiﬁktk»by Loomis and Loomis suggests

“The short term7goals or "instrumental” goals
are seen as means to the attainment OF the
e v -

-non—instrumental goals which_ are basek\on values;

These instrumental goals are a partial %ehievement 7: r

of the more mate goals, Perrow sheds some light



on this subject by his distinction between "official

.

"goals and "operative goals . He states that ‘the
"official goals are purposely‘vague and general”
(Perrow,H1961:855).iiThese.official goalsware~st5tementsfi?
of the general purpose of the organization as put forth
in an organization 8 charter or annual reports. Perrow
distinguishes the explicit” or “"operative goais" as |
",ui . the host of decisions that must be made among

alternative ways of achieving official goals and the'

priority of multiple goals” (1961:855). These

conceptualizations of Perrow and Davis seem to form the

basi\\of goals as input by Craig as utilized by
%

Johnson (1971) in the operationalization of their

AN
N

models.
\

/ﬁ‘ﬁ The operationalization of the models in Figures.

4'and 5 accepts,values as almost synonymOuS'with

ends” as “p’rop'osed' .by'Looimis' Vand Loomis (1561-118)' -
Loomis and Loomis borrow from Davis '8 work when

they suggest that social scientists are more

T inclined to analyze instrumental social systems

which involve phenomena which can be "delibFrately .

manipulated" ‘to: achieve‘pccepted ends. They further —¥;w~_~*,u

suggest that the education system and the political

.j system being of such an instrumental nature, have

ends which ‘are’ more readily identifiable than some

- -

"other_social systems, sucn.as the'family (Loomis.

. and Loomis,'l961;ll9).
.A' . -

v"u.
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In his struggle to come to grips with the source of
a social system's commod“%ltimate ends, Davis expounds

that common ends orientated-ﬁith reference to the action

of others are virtnalfy‘identical with mores.

-

-~

“w
o

They are simply the manifestations of the
mores .&n the subjective sphere of individual-
..action. The behayior called for in the mores
and the enforcement of the mores-by the member

\

of the community at large would not take places

-unless the mores stood in the minds of the’
people as ends to be achieved. Common ends
orientated with reference to a futuré state of

v " the group as a whole simply express how ‘the
. people think the group should be.organized

and what results it should produce as a ,

corporate entity (Davis, 1950:148) .

Johnson, (1971 26) in . tune with the thinking of

-Davis-and»Loomis, recognized the - imp fﬁ/Eé of

valuesias~preferred s::;ji/tgyafd/;hich bargaining -
parties were working also realized -that this obviate

‘the problem«pf aking distinctions between "goal”

" .and. " value ‘statements in research procedures.f'.

A definition of power was devised from

Chamberlain 8 concept of:bargnining power.g "Bargaining

8

43

power is here defined as the ability to secure another s‘f

agreement on'one s own terms (Chamberlain, 1965 231)

To put it in another vay, one g bargaining power is

' another 8 willingness to . agree on the first party s .

termsf It is actually that the willingness to agree to

another's*terms depends on the eost of disagreeing with

'-those-terms, relative ‘to - the cost of agreeing._'d

. Sy

/



Dunlop's concept of power is much\broader than that of
Chamberlain. It involves fhe_idea of status conferred

by society. In Donlop's words, "...in addition to the

)
o

technical contest and the market or budgetary constraints,
| ] .

the third analytical dimension. to.the environmentfof an

industrial relatidns<system is the locus and distribution

pf power in the ‘larger ‘society" (1958:94)
: Dunlop argues that the complex of rules established

for the work place, ' ' ' . -

S a ".,..particularly thoseﬂdefining'formal
: : inter-relations among the actors and
those providing:arrangements for setting
new rules and procedures for administering
.-0ld ones, are often substantially shaped
V‘by this feature of the total context
T (1958:94.) . )
y ' . o R L N
l - ' ) : ‘j' . n - )
Dunlop 5" above concept of power "includes the more -

e

,restricted concept of Chamberlain which JOhnSOn maintain51

was also consistent with the definition suggested by Craig
in his attempt to. operationalize Dunlop 'S theory
) ¢

¥

‘The powet of any one bf the actons”,.

-"...may be defined as the ability of that
. - actor to obtain his objectives despite - - ..
e . ¢ the resistance of others. The power of :
T . ‘any one of the three actors will vary,
ro according to conditions’ in. the environment
- . as well as conditions ‘within the- industrial
~ relations system itself (Johnson, 1971:27).

-
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SUMMARY S
In this chaptsr thebliteraturs cnncerned with
t he developmenr of’a modsl of industrial:relations -
yss_reniewen.r The present study did not attempt go
deal with all five stages of the linear model
presented in this qhapéer. 'Ths pnrposs was to

-

examine the relationship between stage III;yiant

" variables), and stagevv (output variables) 'since the

work of Gerhart (1976), Kochan and Wheeler (1975)

and Johnson’(197i) indisatedvthat'such input)

e {

-variables found definite expressions in the{output

variables of collecti@e bargaining agreemends. - Such
an examination was deemed necessary in ordef ;o
carry out the present stddy of analyzing the

bargaining outcomes of two distinct industrial - N

relations systems. Chapter III reviews related

literature and makes a case showing ‘the similarities

v

of the Alberta and Saskatchewan industrial relations = *

systems. I N

! ‘ o : A\
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"The Alberta Scene

B4 .

CHAPTER ITIX

RELATED RESEARCH

[

Although much work has beenhcarriedront at the -

University of Alberta (specificaily in the

Department of Educational Administration) in .the

area of organiza,uﬂw;l behavior and various aspects

o e

address itself exclggively to the subject of

by

collective bargaining. Bruce Kilgour Johnson in
{

1971 produced a study entitled AN INVESTIGATION OF

-

TEACHERS' SALARY AND WORKING CONDITIONS IN SELECTED

SCHOOL Juusnxcnons 1IN AﬂBERTA 1960 ~ 1969

: relations system (not the objett of the study) was

i

Using a model based on J. T. Dunlop's

~

conceptualization of industrial relations syetegp” ; &
as a frame of reference within which the ) o 3T§A

investigaf&on was condutted Johnson (1971) set'out

, -3
to trace the input stage III of goals, values and

0

power which through the process of the industrial

converted into stage V the Moutput stag; of (a)

broad polieies (b) (collective bargaining

\
.

. ’,.. . o ‘ ! R w. ‘:_ }
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agreements, and (c) changés ip‘legislations Since

the Johnson study, no significant changes have
occurred in Alberta legislation regarding the

collective bargaining process (Muir, 1976). As far

;aS“boa#d*policies aré"concerned;‘Johnson stdtédithat

éopies were difﬁicﬁlt‘to obtain and even more difficult

Vo

. /
to assess since policies had a tendency to change "at

will"” (Johnson, 1971) . Thus the Johnson study
cond&ntréted primarily on legislation and collective
' : _ . (
. . . ) . N &
bargaining agreements in the "output” stage of the model-

utiiized.

- Johnson found that the Alberta Teacher's
o N

‘Asgsziation goals were at lgaxt partially achieved
in twelve (12) areas, while the Alberta School

uTrﬁstees'”ABabéiation in the same time span was able
to’achiéveLBix‘(G) of its goalh.' The findinés
’{ndiqaté the strongest relationship between

.

- teachers' goals and ‘collective bargaining outcomes

were in the areas of salary, leave and to some

;o !

2

extgnt!bargainkng righté.
Airatzﬁann (1963)‘addfesaea,a fﬁll,chépter to

" the: topic of gollectiQe ba;gaining_i; terms of goals g

;aﬁd aphievehen?Z\\-It was nb;ed thaf security and |

ec$96mic goals were the oufstanding achie?ements'of

the A.T.A.. lcéllectiGg‘bargain;ng #s~revieéed‘by

I

]
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“organized and potent force aiming aé“

' &

.

e“gKratzmann wag recognized ag & vehicle through which

to achieve some of the A T. A.'a goals.y Kratzmanp

also predicted\tbat the 1960's would see a more g

,balanceduindustrial\relations system with the

" "Alberta School Trustees' Asscciation becoming a more
.4 rte 5 A

::J

A'counter balancing the efforts of the A.T. A..

. The Saskatchewan gcene

In 1965 McDowell duplicated Kratzmann'S"study'

in Saskatchewan. McDowell noted that , among the ‘7

S. T F.'s outstanding achievements were gainsg- iw//he

areas of, security and economic goals; vefy much

'

along the lines of the Kratzmann findings. The most

]J’-

"interesting revelation in McDowell's study wag the

(~r

fact that ‘Saskatchewan teachers at one time':

bargained s with the Provincial Goverﬂlent over

;salarles and in the 1950's went back to local’

bargaining ‘as an outgrowth of a strong belief that

,they would occupy a more equitable "bargaining

position locally, than provincially (McDowell

. 1963 139) McDowell's momentary brush with the

- /

_tOpic of centralized versua decentralized §%rgaining

.

and .his equally brief treatment of the pros arid cons

‘of one or the other bargainiug structure is L

° i A

~neverthe1ess 1mpottant in that it indicates a

T g
AP EE



J o N ‘ . ‘ . -
historical qllemma‘as to what bargaining structure

Vo is to be most viable in securing the appropriate
< .

- collective agreement as perceived by the teachers'

organization. \ ’ ' «

- The American Scene

Two studies carried out in the.U.S.A. seem
. B v . - !
worthy of note. The work of Andrews L1968)
concentrated on the scdpe of collecti?ﬁ bargaining

agceements. His work could ;be labelled as
. , Lt iR

"ploneer™, .since collectivewﬁ rgainiqv/in the e

Adegican field of education is a reli?izel; ne@//

. phenomenon. His main°objective was to ana yie the
—
content 6f collective bargaining agreemeuts in order

to agsess what kind of subjetts were in fact
e .

. ‘totiated by Ceechers,/'ﬂis ma jor contribution was

of/;;/item classification system

K L ;;.
-;ovided a basis kfr contract analysis to

Ny

l\students of collective bargaining One -

S T8 o

.#ﬁry'little effect as teachers organizations seemed

e s
- »

to. bargain just as effectively with or without such
Lt

legislative grov&sions (Andrews, . 1968 208) ;

The secpnd stpdy (Kalish 1968) also dealt with

;4"

7
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the scope of bargained itemsJand is useful in 1ts
development of a measuring device for scope.

,Borrowing from fields outside of_education he melded
. . ‘ ‘ -,
a "yardstick" against which to measure the various

P ’ - ! . "
agreements (Kalish, 1968:67). The major finding was

that. the presence or absence of covering legislation
regarding collectivéubargaining showed no-

significant differeﬁces in "t he scope ofjﬁegotiated

{
1

itemg” ('Kalish, 1968:103) . | (,(
The, data did show that the scope of bargained

Ml items varied greatly in various school districts in

~
S

°

both states (one with and one without T vering
legislation regardﬂng collective bargaining)- but at

no time did the researcher address himself to the

[

//// " structure Qf the.bargaining procedures and its
’ : -i"J:;‘ .

possible impact upon some of the réported

e

differences.w‘y

A Tah. AND S.T.F. GOALS A _ Lo

Since the input stage III of Johnson' s_model
1 A A'u

D
¥ e has a definite impact on stage v, it seems
¥ .., T

das
aRE & et '
PR A apppopriate to briefly examine  the goals of'the‘tbo

theachers snd trustees' organizations Whigh are party

/

S
.
e
~

- 50
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A A groups which tend to improve the
o T _ knowledge and skills of teachers,
o _ (v) by meetings, publications,
: resedrch attd other activities
’ ’designed to maintain and improve

2 . e

studied. Kratzmann's (1963) and McDowell's (1965)

studies 1indicate a’hiqtotical simtlaritxﬂbétween_the

[

Alberta Teachers' Association and the Saskatchewan
Teachers' Fedexgtion and their goals. This is bc.ne
out by the similarity« f thotetatutes which brought

the A.T.A. aqd SQT g,» redpectively inﬁ‘ being:

4 ogr The obje¢&ives of the Association shall be:
e ”’ (adr to advangg and promote the cause of
wt ,education in the province;
f to*ipprove .the teaching professiqn-
viw 1.;1 ,(i) by promoting and supporting
T T recruitment and selection
~’:=@? T . .practices which ensure capable
A candidates for .teacher education,
. (1) by proﬂocing ‘and, supporting
¢y ’ adequate .programs of preservice
preparation, internship and
certification,
(114i) by promoting the establishment
- of working conditions' that will
! : make possible the best level of
'professional service, ¥
(iv) by organizing and supporting  ?

the confidence of teachers, and

(vi) by advising, assisting,-protecting .

and disciplining memberg in ‘the
~discharge dfY¥the profes@ional

‘ : O dutyles and reﬁationships./

(e) 2o arouse and increase’ public {interest
in the importance of education  and .
pubdic knowledge of the aims of

_ e ation, and other education matters,
- and’ ‘ Y + o

(d) to coopetaté-vith other organizations
and bodies in Caneda and-elsewhere
having the same or like aims and
objectives (Government of Alberta 1970,

c. 362 8. 4). - A y

9
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4. (1) The object of the Federation shall be:

(a) to promote the cause of education
» in qaukatchewan R
(b) to raise the status of the teaching ,{g?J

profession; : R
(c) to »r~ ~te and safeguard the ';
inte. .cts of teachers and to gecurgid

conditions which will make possibl
the best professional service;
(d) tosinfluence public opinion
. regarding educational problems;
(e) to secure for teachers a greater
influence in educational affairs;
(f) to afford advice, assistance and
legal protection to members in
their professional dutges and
relationships. .

(2) The Federation may take eny measufe, »
‘not inconsistent with this Act, that it N
)
eens necessary in order  to give effect
0 any policy adopted by it - with respect
to any question directly or indirectly
.affecting teachers. (Government of . R 0N
Saskatchewan 1965, c. 199, s.4)

An examination of the 1978 MEMBERS' HANDBOOK OF

THE ALBERTA TEACHERS' ASSOCIATION' an&‘ﬁ&e 1978 ’
STAEEMENT 8F POLICY AND BYLAWS OFTTHE SASFAICHEﬁiN-; _
TEAoﬁpks' FEDERATION, indicatés & gtiikiﬁghjesemblance
.betqgen.tﬁe too'teachersl‘organizations in their
bylews.ahdvpoiiciee.. Perqonal'diecussioos‘with
SterlingJMcDovell (S.T.F., March, 1979)';nd Joseph
vBeriando‘éA:T}A.;'Aprii 1979) reinforced the

conclusion that the two teachers' organizations had

highly similar goals and objectives.
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S.S.T.A. AND A.S.T.A. GOALS

s » ' N

A similar examination of the A.S.T.A. and
S.5.T.A. handbooks for 1978 indicates that the.

trustees' organizations like the teachers'

'Organizations, bear a striking similarity to one ' -

g )
another., The policies and annual convention

<
-
o 7

resolutions of the two trustees' associations_g}ve.
strong indicafiofs ‘that indeed these two 4 SRR

@ a)".. s

':*,'.‘I’ |

organizations seem to be travelling the same path {ﬁ ;f‘:
Interviews with Garry Knight (S S.T. A., March 1979)§S;‘_ﬂﬂ;-~

y » < '
and with Stan Maertz (A S.T. A., April, 1979) support

\

the above conclusions that in fact the two -

organizations vere- quite simiLar if not idiétical in'
. g
their general goals and objectives._ a

[

" .STATUTORY PROVlSIONS FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

" ALBERTA

Muir' '8 (1970) work indicated that Alberta

teachers bargained for salaries and conditions of

employment" under the ALBERTA LABOUR ACT. The scope

of bargaining is defined very broadly, giving

,.

9
teachers the same rights  and privileges as

industrial employees. Lp an update on the Alberta

bargaining protess Muir (1976) enumerates the steps .

in the teachers' collective bargaining
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structure:

(1) loca{~ﬂe3vttht10ns'

(2) focal negotiations with provincial
" teachers' and trustees' association
participation; o
(3) conciliation commissioner;
(4) conciliation board and if nécessary, o
(5) a strike vote and a strike (Muir, 1976:4). ‘
In looking at the bargaining procedures as they
~existed in 1978 (Governnent of Alberta 1973, with
amendments up to and incyggﬁngwwovember 10, 1977),
it becomes eviient that .little has changed since - .
Muir's (1970) original work  with the exception that
several school boards may form an employer
organization in order to bargain_with their employees.
This however is strictly a voluntary membership and
opting out of such arrangements is permissible (Maertz,
1979) & o . '
With the exception of "opening"” and Gelesing
~dates” which is a condition of employment (The i
School Act, R.S.A., 1970 with amennments up'to
. and including May 16, 1978) there seems to be no .

e \
~“.restriction on the scOpe of bargaining. As Joe

t
;S

UBerlando of ., the Teacher Welfare Department of the 4?
S S N X
u_i; ,&{T.R. puta it everything is’ negotiable (Berlando
. v Py
19’?) alJohnson 8" (1971) and Muir 8 (1970
.19]@) esearchfzkfena a8 similar. conclusion.
. x";,:.. : #"“ .*' ¢ :';.
- T "w.,\,.‘\.
. S T
| s . ";_.?, *

.~ -
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The Province of Saskatchewan followa;the

‘centralized b!fgaining procedure known as “bi-level"

bargaining. The Teacher Collective Bargaining Act
1973 (with amendments up to and including April 11,
1975) makes provisionn for proVince—wide
negOtiations for temunerative items to oeiconiuctew

among four (4) representatives of the S.T.F.,.fonr
(4) representativeé of the S.SjT.A. and five (5)

repreeentatibes from the Government of Saskatchewan.
Items anch as sick leave, sabbatical leave, |
educationalrleave; pay perions, etct, contihueAto be
negotiated at the local level.

The Act also provides théggstion for other

Wt ‘,ﬂ

parties to consent or agree to. negotiate additional
t
i > ,

matters of mutual concern. The only restriction as

-

-to scopg of bargaining seems to appear An The Teacher

Collective Bargaining Act 1973 as,

(4) ‘no collective agreement sghall contain
- terms regulating the selection of
teachers, the -administrative and
R . instructional duties of teachers or the
. nature or quality of an instructional
J .. program (Government of Saskatchewan 1973,
c- 112 8. 4. - 4) .
The Saskatiﬁewaq‘sgnoolpAct (Government -of
Saskatchehan‘1965)”11ke the Alberta School Act also.
: e A& : ' :

K T . ) - i
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o T

removes/the length of the school year from the
bargaining process’. l : i
/Prior to 1973 Saskatchewan had ‘similar’

res.rictions}to the scope of bargaining, but Muir E &8
(%970b) argued. and presented evidence that teachers

a@d boards in fact bargained on "all” matters of

,,;,

mutual concern and that the restrictive legialation
.in fact did nothing to pfevent the‘parties from
bargaining in areas which were considered "extra

1egal" (Muir, 1970b-210).

| - 6'1-
The negotiation procedures established in the

o .
2y

statutehallow the teachers (p;ovincially and locally) to
,select “and follow eithﬁ@éconciliation and binding

arbitration or conciliation and strike. In.the number'of'

Stepsva;ailableAin the bargaininglprocessi the two. /
ﬂprdvinces'seem to‘offer»similar°roads'for’the'actors to

travel upon.

Implication

The foregoing brief review of goals and
_statutory,provisions seems to suggest that-the
IAfiertavand‘Saskatchenan edncational indnstrial

relationszsystemslreneal,a'strihing~similarit;tﬁilt; f?
seems logical'td assnne that on ‘comparing two _ ‘p_ e
educational industrial relations systems which - | .

':jmnction in identicgl technological contexts” and
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_ whose actorg seem to hold compatible organizational
'~ goals, any differences in the-sCope of bargained

~ items found- would be more apt to be due to the R

impact of’ the bargaining structure than to differences
atJthe input stage II1 of the educamional tndustrihl -
r'hations systems model.

If indeed Bfrlando (1979) 1is correct in " stating

that everything is negotiable' in Alberta and‘credence

is given to Egnatoff's (1975) claim that scope is ‘not

'really defined in Saskatchewan coupled with h:}

conviction that teachers in that province in fact do -

PO

bargain under the premise that "all matters are'

Tnegotiable then one could expect that the terms

,(items) of the collective bargaining agreements in the

e

. two provinces would show a great degree of similarity

. in what has actually been bargained ““unless there is
R
an impact from structural differences..( e ';?b;

On the other hand; an investigation of thegscope

' of'bargained‘items contained in the /1978 Teachersl

Collective Bargaining Agreements in Alberta and

"‘, W
"

kSaskatchewan could reveal differences due to . o . a8

’morejdominant'influence of the respective-. .;;

N

industrial relations,systems",(Dunlop, 1958:l30).

¢
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 SUMMARY

An extensive search in the literature on
’indnstrial relations -and collective bargaining
'in the field of education failed to yield any
studies which this study was replicating. The
research studies reported above addressed themselves
to aspects of collective’ bargaining which the
present study,is'not pursuing. |

Evidencedwas presented in this.chaﬁter that the
tvo provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan are quite

-

similar in'the path they prescribe for teacherg to
N % . .
follow in the collective bargaining process.

Similarities between. the aims of the two teacher
organizations and the two trustee associations

respectively were also examined in order to

v,determine if examination of the bargaining outcomes

worthwhile‘effort.
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CHAPTER 1V .

- RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

‘The review“ofhliterature'in-the

preceding chapter

seems t0osupport the assumption that the Alberta and Sask-

'

atchewan educational industrial relations systems are

within Dunlop s elaboration of "identical technological

‘context (Dunlop,
Dunlop s (1958) premise that

'create -similar rules

1958)

"similar technologies"

Muir's study (1970) bore out
tend to

An ekamination of Muir's data from

1968 1969 fndicates that both Alberta and Saskatchewan“.

bargained locally with individual school. boards.

sive data which is presented by Muir, substantiates Dunlop s

contention that

_societies e

u"...to create quite similar sets of rules"

The exten-

"...similar technologies in different

exercise .a strong tendency upon the actors

gNot unlike Dunlop, Ge art argues that,

It is difficult to discern the persistent and
underlying forces at work in the bargaining
process yet the provi
policies agreed upon-

'relationship (Gerhart, 19~ 6 331)

(Dunlop,

o~
v

pns of agreements ~ the

p

f¥- unions and managements—
fundamentally reflect. the more enduring features

of the énvironment of the collective bargaining
@

1958:10).

Kochan and Wheeler (1975) also emphasize that the_

outcomes of the collective bargaining process are of central

“interest in the- field of indusjfial relations. They point

- out that "in most bargaining models, outcomes serve as one

of the principal dependant variables, and yet there has

‘been a paucity'

- 59

%empirically-basedkresearch on this
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W

_subject" (Kochan and Whee

=adapteQ\by Johnson for use in education is most appropriate

tive bargaining‘ggreements from Alberta'and Saskatcheuandr':

o

A major obstacle

to empirical research according to the authors is ‘that many

J - ‘ . .
-formal bargaining models are normative, rather .than des- . :

criptive or explanatory“ (Kochan and Wheeler, 1975’47)

+

_ Anothe;‘major problem concerns the specific independent

<D

-variabl?h\utilized in these models. In almost all of them, ’

the conceﬂt of union bargaining power enters at some point.

lnYet,none of the formal models have develgpped a definition

of thisielusive concept that capturés the~cdmplexity of the

institutional bargaining relationship" (Kochan‘and hheeler,

}l975‘47) It seems therefore that the Craig'modelfas

for a comparison of bargaining outcomes between Alberta and
o .

SaskatcheWan._ n analysis_of the_content of all 1978 colf

collective bargaining units will indicate the bargaining

outcome's established under centralizad and decentralized forms

. ?ga' v_{-., B
of collectiwe bargaining (as practiced in the ftwo provinces)
. . !

at a particular point in time }f. ) ?@ N

e

Question to’ be ktudied

a s

The purpose of this study is to compare the 1978

E

outcomes of the collective bargaining process in education

las successfully negotiated in the provinces of Alberta and

Saskatchewan.i Specifically the question is _ Are there any

differences in the scope of bargained items in collective

l bargaining agreements as bargained under the decentralized

¢

" and centralized bargaining structures used-in the“provinces

B ) - . . ) N . ' (-
. . . o . i
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of Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978 respectively?

S

Sampling Procedure

Collective bargaining agreements of all one hundred

&

. thirty.sixitl36) teacher lotals in the Province of-Alberta

for the year 1978 were obtained ~ from the Alberta Teachers'

Association, One hundred and nine (109) local agreements °
' ' )

‘plus the master agreement from Saskatcliewan were obtained'r

from ThevSashatchewan Ieaphers;fFederation. Six Saskatche-

wan locals had‘noklocal.agreement, but were ;f course covered
bynthe ptovincial-or'mastet agreement. In-effect two hundred
and forty fiVe (245) sets of collective bargaining agreements,

representing the total number of agreements conclufled in

: !
Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978, were obtained for the pur-

pose of this study. The study sample thus included the

entire population of agreements. _ 8 .

The Instrument_ : . )

InUOrder'to quantify the data from the written
. Y
collective bargaining agreements, it was necessary to devise
an instrument, or. utilize an existing instrument An ekam—

ination of the NEGOTIATED WORKING CONDITIONS IN ALBERTA COL-

Q

LECTIVE AGREEMENTS 1978 (Labour Research # rvices, 1978), the

CODING MANUAL AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

AQREEMENT ANALYSIS (Research Branch Alberta Departmemt of

OLIBout .June 1978), the STANDARD CODING PLAN FOR ANALYSIS OF

*:fCOLLECTIVE AGREEMENTS (Government of Canada, 1977); and the

“instrument developed by the Ontario Education Relations Com-_

'mission~which appeats~in Appendix-c, 1ed this researcher to

-

g



the conclusion that the Ontario instrument would be, the most
useful for investigating the scOpe of negotiated items in‘g'
- collective ‘bargaining agreements in education.

T A careful examination of the instruments devised
- by Kalish (1968), Andrews (1978), Johnson (1970), Neiner

f(l97l), and the revised Ontario Education Relations Commis—

‘sion (1980) coding instrument made it quite obvious that _the

latter instrument was by far the most refined and appropriate.

The Kalish and Johnson instruments identified ndnety four

=~

(94) and ninety ~-six (96) items respectively, while the Neiner

and Andrew% instrudﬁnts recognized sixty ~-81x (66) and thirty-

- S ﬂ &
two (32) items respectively. The Ontario”Education Relations
Commission instrument récognizes three hundred, and ffve (305)

®

' items which proved to have more than ample range when tested

;‘%wenty six (26) collective agreements chosen at random

from the prdvinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan . 5
J

Vo

' The Ontario Education Relations Commission utilized
the 1?39—1975 collective bargainin%-agreements_in education
o from the province' of Ontario’in order to devise an instru~
ment for quantifying the outcomes of collective bargaining’v

'agreements. By utili ing the Government of Canada 8
ki .

Standard Codi_g,Plan for Analxsis of. Collective Agreements

as well as the Government of Ontario s Standard ‘Coding Plan?

CI

1974 1975 (Butler, 1980), the resultant iastrument provided

a unique and exhaustive analysis of the, different type of -

~~;c18uses orvitems found in teachers contracts.. "The instru-

N

_ment is regularly unddted and ia thenffore indicative of the‘

B2

i)
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@_?

N

N
oy

- ol
range of bargaining outcomes of teacher conttacts (Butler,

{

“i980). - o

’
v

After five (5) years of use and refinement the

Ontario Education Relations Commissidh instrument seems to ii“
have met the tést of time and was therefore chosen for the ';,

present study. The instrument consists of an identffica- 7o

. *’
/—“ »
tion hection which cpntains ftems. 'S through V12 For the

. E

purpose of‘this study, only/items Vl (which ssigns an iden-,

tification number to each collective agreement), V5 (which

'/identifies public and separate school locals), and V9 - (which

identifies- number of teaghers covered by each collective

.

agreement) were used since neither Alberta nor’ Saskatchewan

3

perform detailed nor_consistent systematic analyses of

,;\sgllective bargaining;agreements (as is the case in Ontario).

/ The second'section consists*of a grid distribution

o L

-of salaries.. For the purpose of this study only Part I was

, used (from s1 - SlOS)

-

'The third section of the instrument consists of

. . -~

-
\
<

_DFR,LWJandP' i

Cluster D: 'Direct Salary Related:

Dl to D35 encqmpasses the following fie¥ds of
xnalysis. teacher placement on a salary grid determination

2 . ’

-wh!ther grid placement is an area for teacher/board discus—

ion, consideration of 1ump ‘sum. payments other than COLA,

ot .
for graduate degraes, allowances for principal 8 or vice-

o

principal '8 salaries, expense and travel allowances, consider-

. a

‘“‘Av ‘ | . . v o [7')

\

seven clusters of fields of analysis. The clusters are_coded

recognition of COLA or Cost of Living Adjustment, allowances‘

."’ >4
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Clusfer F: Health-and Welfare

'y

'leaves, adoption leaves,vpaternity leaves, leayes for teacher

. T - . R . .
13% - : 4 DO ’ ‘ ., B b .

/""
ations whether allowances are .an area for teacher/board

MREA

discussion, concern with grandfathering graduate degrees,

: allowances for positions of responsibility,’and allowances

PR

for other training.

. 5.

T : o ., . : . saF PRI
B Fl to F33 encompass the following fieldsgpf‘; T

R ' 3 s t
analy§is:  hospitalization and medical health plans,

drug pla é, vision care plans, dental,plans, provisions for .

/. ,
rm disability, group insurance plans, provisions'which

“in 2 P

dgﬁl with whether insured employee benefits ‘are an area for

r

long

teacher/board discussion, and benefit limitatians D%v S

Cluster R: Cumulative Sick Leave, Retirement.uratuity.M
¢ . 1 |V.v " ‘.»J

'Rl to R17 encompass ‘the fof&owing fields of 5@

o " ‘Q

cumulatigp sick leave, reti;ement gratuity prbvision_

R

L

alysis:

e

‘:}:e

'eration of retirement gratuity as an area on teacher/board P

a i

@ o : ) K
discussion, and 1imitatidﬁQﬁgﬁﬁretirement}gtatuities.
: -« ¢ S v X -

ClugLer L: Leaves ) ‘ L

f' L1 to L63 encompgﬁse t&e following fields of

analysis: . sabbatical and ‘education fmprovement leaves, con-
4

'sideration of sabbatical leave ‘as ‘anr area for teacher/board

discussion, provisions for leaves of absence, maternity

v

.assooiation/federation activities, provisions allowing leaves‘

a . —

eous leaves, and consideratdon of leaves as an area for

teacher/board discussion.
S e

N

3y
£

/ég‘l

?bohsid;

Y

for negctiations, COmpassionate/bereavement'leaves,lmiscellan-‘

64
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Cluster W: Staffing/Work}oad ,

)

e . . THe: fields of€§nalysis W1l to w53 encompass the
o = L g < &
follow;ing A pup‘l—‘&acher ratio/staff"ing formulas, pupil/

9 v
rea for teacher/board discussion, S

teacher fat{,o a

M) . y .
%

prMaions for claps size and class size: as’ an area for
. : . A
teache&'/bo,ard discussion, teacher workload provi'os"ions and
whether teal 2 workload is an area far teacher/board dis-

. “\‘%' “

cussion, allocatiOn of workloa&‘?,for specialists .Jnd posi—
& 3
tions of responsi!i‘f.I/ityx : teacher evalua 20@ and yh.ether 0

evaﬂuation is Qn asrea for teacher/board dis&sﬁi&np\anﬁb )
. i}

O R
provisions for dealing with teacher access to Qh, ﬁp’er-

N e - \N“v .‘ " . .

" Squriel records. S A o "a.-’A‘A b ;';(‘ :
S L ® g -

) ¢?1uster° J. Job Security B oL oo “

-

. -

E]

R .11 “to- J79 encompass the"ﬁfol‘lo’ﬁiﬁg f'ields of :

%
aspalysi’s" vacanc:],es, postings and
. ° N 14 R " 4.
T ;; swrplus and redundancy o 2 ,' vy
‘ & v s :
Cluster P: Other Provisions,; RS L

ﬂf‘, The fields of analysis Pl to P19 encompas%)th"‘e.'fol-

,'loﬁins.g:- grievances, Anti Inflation Board provisions red

'negotiation of contract clauses, and general aspects of the

Y

R r‘g,s.r gy e W

65

.collective bargaining agreement.' This instrument lend.s itself

*.
- f

to- a computerized method of handling such datd as pr,eSent in'

the three hundred and/ give (305) fields of analysis (not -

dincluding the sevenhin the salary grid ) This scheme enabled
" the coder ta represent each of.t;e ppssible kalte-. '
‘within each field. A) computer prohgram was de eloped to -

'-‘read the‘coded :Lnformatio- -nd &abulate it. Permi-sdsion to~_b'

-°'
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“a r! \‘ ) v
use the instrumenéywas obtained‘from the Ontario Education
! ' \& M ! b"" , . .
Relauions Commission (see Appendix Bl) )
”? \ ¢ ‘ o,

Coding Procedure' ?,

-%h°" . The Ontarig Education Relations Commission instru-

ment was originally designed in order ‘to utilize a commﬁter &

¢ to quantify and analyzé the data found in teacher/school

i ; .
boaxd contracts. jIn thf; e‘udy ea&h collective agreement
'piwas‘scrutinizbd‘;;deall items wer:y;ecognized by the instru-
‘ment and given numerical values o R withJI .B.M. .cards
'ﬂ and tﬁ?ir column n%pbersf. Then 3 -__‘w'hnique consisted of .
B R O

’ 1m{(1) 15% coder read throﬁhh,iye agreement to obtein a-
'L‘ )

**‘“§’§ s ective on the format anﬁﬁﬁhe %ields of
W @

‘;E’V‘ [ . Oa\(.": “‘u " A A
~%-"analysi‘ iﬁcluifdrfﬂ.ﬂ ,.“- > bn, ' _'4 [z“
°%4$!’Each ag&ee@bnt waa searched for related claused. o
» < L 3 i
- o B o ”r
> _,\C . ,'Eath clause gas coded by placing the appropriate an
g _4£g code number in the cort" -”ﬁﬁumn'on the-coding .
- B . '-'“. v \\\ .jl- .
Fw’ o ‘ e . P : ‘ i
e (3] :(a',,All clauses if such aereement were coded and
. o~ ) - ) . . N - A‘.‘ Py N . -
Lo marked off.. ] : I f”y gﬂ‘ﬁ ' .

(b) Clauses which the instrument failed to fecogv"

nize were to be anﬁlyzed separately._

S(4) The resulting coded information was transfer#\g

l“ﬂ N : ‘ §onto I B. M.vdata punch cards. C

* TR .
¥

.1Coutent Validity :_i:f_ Lo f' ,‘ . "_.f:

- ‘, ‘
Content validity of the instrument was established
<

u-through the use of Pan; I and Part II Summary and Analyses

e

-

e ,:, e RN

..
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ey ‘ 5 - : : . : 7
g el / ] B S ) 8 qé
B - 199 ':

" LN R ]

of Collective Agreements for 1978 (A.T.A. Teacher Welfare
Pl
g_ Department, 1978 and 1979) dhd the Summarxﬁof Local Agree-
" .
> 7 ments Settled: 1977-1978 (Saskatchew
1] 5 ’\'

,'L‘.-tachers 9 E?vration ,
Commissiohs nstr&‘

"ment recognized all items found in Alberta and Saskatchewan o
‘-:o % ’ - ’ ‘_‘ n
collective bargaining ~agreements. It was deemed that the

11980). - The ontario Education Reli%:i?i

~

insttument had content validity

‘JevCoding‘Reliebility

Using twenty six (26) agreements (thirteen from
Biohe A}

¢ ' Alberta and thirteen from Sask&tchewan) each chosen randomiy, . .
. \.) . .
- P - <~ - " . .
7 the coder cbded the same agreements }fte a-one month i
' i o .- b » mrk’x
i; . 3¢

‘,3 interval in@order to- test.reﬁkabil&ty 3

'&i C : f ‘the four hundred and e1€ben}(4ll) coded items f‘ ~;'_ﬁ(

LA T 5 L g i
on the invtrument only thirteeq.(l3) items differed from _

o ‘ 0 ..44.;&-3. .
nhe first coding«”.With 96 Sﬁ.percent of - the items consis- : n

tentﬂ?f’atched and %nly 3 16 percent not matching it -was’

Jgﬂ -...:

The thirteen irems in question wef% checked to-
determine the nature of the inconsistency in matching the

itemSON,Ltem D31 had .to do with\tileage allowance."The

' : language ueed in the cpllective agreemenes was not specific
i { L; enough to-match the requirements of the instrument. Ihe"
% o = A

-
. L 4 . .
3. .} .o B L

4."‘ A codcr did indicate in. each and every case that ‘an amguit .was 'x:ﬂ;5§
present, but he was unable to specify the exact amotk

as

¢ required by the instrument format.

R
/ -

i
£
¢
b od
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cultiesmted. ‘ ' 14.

Pl ' ‘:Q‘ i .
'lgtiOn of unused,sick da 5 per‘?gar'with no maximuh and while‘

,still other con}xacts allowed for’ gb acﬁhmulation at aldi.

P _ . . ’
i | : 68

’Items Fl, F5, F19, and F25 are found in the Bealth

. j . s
and Welfare Cluster. The language found in collective bar-

gaining agreementS‘makesyit Fometimes necessary to make

judgements. The instrument recognizes three possible | Ly
responaes and assumes one. will be utilizied Some collec-

tive agreements have- provisions combining twg or even all

~

three pogsiblities This lid to some 9f the coding diffi-

L

e

Item R2 deals with maximum accumulated sick leave o
o AR ? ) R

~

days;; Some tontracts used a percentage of unused sick. days

that'cbuld’be accum&lated each year while not restricting
' . .

Tl ‘uhe. maximum number of days all@ggd ‘to a:cumulate. Other " e

i
s

1‘ i . f ]
’]maots contained J ng?agewcilowing 100 percent accumula—_

\'fsﬁme agreements had several possibilities regarding maximum' ‘Jf“

[

accumulation of sick days.‘ It was thus di?f&tult to comply "

with the: instrument and judgemqnjs we;, required \.

.

Items L4 and LS appear in the Leaves Cluster ‘The

,ooawE
¢ - v,

languag in.some of tﬁe contracts was‘of such. a natune“that.

'lesser or greater as well_ga flat and parcentage dollar

a amounts were indicated A combination of such language

s k ~

‘sometimes appeared in a single provision and. judgements " ‘.v")‘-

\

z_had to” be made. Item L36 deals with the maximum days leave

n"‘ ¥
? %tfbn purposes and’ &’tﬁtﬂw 1.49 and LSO deal with

minimum,days QI Compassionate Leave. Contract language in

A s

bi'such prov&sions is sometimes quite vague or imvlies

L]
A e .
.

e
hY
]
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.several possibilities thus requiring ohe coder, to make judge-

. Y
e

menf calls. : o . ' . ‘ : N

-

P8 has to do with provisions for-grievance proced-

S
N _or

4

ures;pertaining to interpretation committees. ‘Somercollec-

Vtive bargaining agreemeéag were vague and referred to prO—,ji

vincial statutes or previous agreements, while others wefJ‘\\d////eC

L\
. [ .
_quite specific. The coder made judgements for P% provésions o

-
3 »

which contained grievance procedures but were vagséﬂon the Lot

Question of interpretation cqmmittees. @g' < 5o _ oo
' a . SO I
The .detail supplied her&bindicates something of SRIEIPL

x w
thegnatun@ of th&?%oding-problem 80 that the relativelp high o,
- a4 é 3 & * N

‘jcoder reliability on a re codinghbasis indicates a satis—

~.Aw Wi

fectory level was.achi% ed ' e ',uf; ;i@ t(%x,e

fn;; Statistical Prooe;ggg »f‘ ;;»‘rkég_;.~ Te
) « S R
mata were compared and adiggigﬂ byvthe uée'of"

. ’ ‘\_ . ‘;,-' i(
frequency distributions, percentages and meansion a prOv'

-vincial basis._ Since all contracts for the year 1978 from
'Alberta ahd Saskatchewan vere used, it was assumed that anyf,-

i

differences found were indeed real differehces. Testsuof f.'.

-statistical significance of the inferential type were, A —
» - .

'5.therefore, not used. _"J5 5f:. e :.f: lmg' '

, ";;Ajh . _Since the Ontario Educatiol Relations Commission

- i;instrument resosnizgd all items in the Alberta and Saskat- o J

‘ ] L . 'V, . -

chewam>summaries of collective agregments,‘it was r-eaSOned":A‘_f.~

PR

L.

.that dh% fresence or absencé Qﬁdttdhs\gé shown by frequen--

S

',ﬂj»cies, percentages and means would be indicative of,the 1978 ng‘_
llgscope of bargaining itemsqas negotiated in Alberta and Sask- ‘e;”

l ﬂt
.atchewan. L St

PR R s

oo »' ; . " N




o . “q SUMMARY . 4

! - g
. "This chapter posed the spéﬁific research questibn
: Aalong with a descr&btion of the sampling procedure employed

“Phe tagionale forﬁéelecting the instrument ‘was "detailed and-

the instrumenu was %resented explaining how it quantifies
E o

the data obtained for thiéﬁs?udy._;f‘?"«- S
] M R

iy g
~d$= A detailed exphnnation was given abnut the coding -

% .proceduie and a cage ﬁdETE?hiébt validity of ;he instrument -
‘ _“ﬂ‘ 4 ‘, h LA

]
was madé 'ﬂEvidence was also p:esenféd«that the cpding re- .

Pl

\._‘, .
- . .
v e e

<

J‘Q'.u

.'su&ts were adequately re%iable. Tn add&tion qhis ehgyter o f‘f\;‘

)

&%?It with the sfagisgics emplo!ed which we;e descrip- .

By

'e in natu;eﬁ%and ﬁﬂb gflcedute whexeby scope of bargained

\ R A - " R
y 3 a,‘r‘{ . " . ,U — IR i L P . € e 2
‘items was obmained R a“,p“- v @;‘w3_”-“%r L
YR T ' ‘-"tj et e T e Y e T N - .
. R M PR - -
':(9j ‘_4"- [ 13
* .S < e ¢ N
~ Te "" 2, ('
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_ RO , CHA&R W S .
T o PRESENTAT&ON AND ANALYSIS.OF THE DATA | L
} :
! R " As stated :n Chapter‘I,.thi'objectives of this
[ - . . . w 1 4

.;~fstudy were ‘to investigate differences_in.the scope_oigneg-

v o R N | ‘ v
.otiated items in written®collective bargﬁﬁning agreements

e . o

_ derived from two provinces with differing structural ar-

rangements for collective bargaining Invone provrnce

"’bargaining is. pursued at - ;he local or . decentralized level
“ o \Vtg\’l’ﬁ-t
' (Alberta) and in .the otheyY nrovince bargaining is pursued

at a more centralized level (Saskatchewan) This chapter

p

presents data for the study. The preSence or absence of .

i : particular items “in co 2
.'as the frequency of f(
barga;ning agreements iskp‘esented. The data. presented in
1ihis chapter %; ﬁhis manner reveal the scope of bargainediv
'?“i fitems in teachers ollectiVe bargaining agreements for o

Alberta aqd Saskatchew;a1as negotiated in 1978 The ﬂre-';

sence and the frequency of specific items in collective

‘ bargaining agreements are indicatﬁﬁynof the scOpe of bar-

gaining and oi its results.3

."\adg

T d@ta is presented in tables representing thea

'4fields of analysis in the instrument. When ever a field of'jv
~‘.analysis does not record a. particular response possibility,

‘:j;"gthat item is not included in the table reporting the résults

[ Yoo

\-Also the term missing" is used frequently in reporting data

'ﬂ'"Missing means that a no such provision re onse was not_'
- . . ) ( M :




@ e men

A R 1

i& available in the instrument since the field of analysis was.

identifying specific characteristics and that such charac-

J. .
teristics were not present inm a collective bargaining agree-

ment.

\

The Salary Cluster e

All Alberta and the Saskmtchewan collective bar-

- v ”

gaining agreements contain, six distinct salary categories
i Each category represents one year of academic teacher Dowm
LA .
trainingaor its equivalent - In ‘Alberta, more than eightyqﬁ&
lethree peregnt (83 4;) of the collective bargaining ag&ee-A

ments contain ten (10) ‘increments (one foruequ27year of_v

o

.ﬁ recognized teaching experience or its equivale t; to a !
N ’iv?;maximum of ten such increZints). Over sixteen nercent
&'”f-ﬁg (16,551) of the Alberta collective‘bargainigf agreeéents
:3ev-i;2 have eleven (ll)-salary~ihcrenents"in‘categories‘lv v and

e
o ‘ VI, while just over two percent (2 162) of the Alberta col-
£l . “, B ¢ \\. i

e lective bargaining aé%eeﬁgnts contain eleven (11) increments P

on’ all six salary categories-»

: THe Saskatchewan province-wide salary grid features
L’ -+ nine (9) increments in Category I;'and ten .(10) incraments N
/Wf'in Categories II through VI inclusive Saskatchewan also

o .'; has a class “C"'category which was omitted from this study
‘.since it affects only a. minute fraction (McDOWell 1980) .

%' ’f . of the- Saskatchewan teaching force.»‘vy S fﬁy.“ , | ) :

iga 3,‘> o An examination of salary Category I (Table l page_

‘JZA ) indicates that mean ALberta salaries are lower than
R f’ r e sh’;

me&n Saakatchewan salaries.g Mean Alberta salaries fall below_“‘
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each of the Saskatchew)n levels YA rank ordering of all
;l % ‘A .

f’\more than eighty~

r&alary levels in the

'UicollectiVe agreements have lower salaries than the Sask~-_
]

_atchewan salary levels for this category.m Over twelve per—

"%ent (12 22%) of -the Alberta salary levels are higher than

the Saskatchewan salary leve} in Category I

wan salaries on six of the eleven Saskatchewan levels. .

.
*Rank ordering the Albewta salary levels established that

~over fifty-three. pereent (53 212) of the Alberta salary

2

levels in the collective bargaining agreements are beldw
A\ . - - T N

hx percent (46 792)

[ 2]

ko the Saskatchewan cn

‘ At MR
level in Category II. T , 4,1 o

N .Salary Category ITI (Table 3, 1page 76')bin&ieates
that mean Alberta salaries are higher than mean Saskatche—h

wan salaries.‘ Mean Alberta salaries are all. higher than

‘mean Saskatchewan\levels.- Rank ordering the Alberta salary 'g
.~ \ ‘¥ IQ ‘a‘& -

v levels established’that more than five pegcent (5 682) Of f,;

, the Alberta salary levels in the. collective bargaining Q;,‘S#
te ST

3 3 4

agteements in this’ category are below Saskatchewan salaries,u

-z
levels are highe;aghan the Saskatchewan leVel in Category II

. ', B B N - ". " .

while over ninetydfour percent (94 322) of Alberta salary S:'ke/
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Salary Category IV (Table 4, page 78 ) indicates
that mean Alberta salaries are higher than mean Saskatche-
wan saldries. ‘Mean Alberta salaries a(e all higher than

mean Saskatchewdn levels. Rank orderenb the Alberta sal-

ary levels established thas lesgrthan one percent (. 072)

-

of the Alberta salary levels in the collective bargaining,

agreements are below Saskatchewan salaries, while almost‘
one hundred percent (99.93%) of Alberta salary levels are
higher than the Saskatchewan level in Category IV.{

Salary Category V (Table 5, page 79 ) indicates
that mean Albetta salaries are higher than mean Saskatche-
wan salaries. Mean Alber%k/falaries are all higher than
the Saskatchewan 1eve1,3"k rank ordering of the Alberta
salary levels established that\atout #&wo percent (2.14%)
of the Alberta salary levels 1in the cellective bargaining
agreements are below Saskatchewan salaries, while almot

ninety- eight percent (97. 862) of Alberta salary levels

are higher than the Saskatchewan level in Category V.

Salary Category VI (Table 6, page 80 ) indicaﬁes

that mean Alberta salaries are lower than mean Saskatche-
wan salaries. Mean Alberta salaries are higher on the
first five levels than Saskatcaewan salariea and lower
on the six upper salary levels. A rank ordering of Al-

berta galary levels ( Table 7, page 81 ) established that

more than fiftz;seven percent (57.427%7) of the Alberta

salary levels in the collective bargaining agreements are

o

below Saskatchewan salaries, while more thaﬁ.fourty-two>

|
- :
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\

-
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Ape}cent (4<;:j:)of Alberta s;lary level$ are higher than
‘the Saskatch n level in Category VI.

" The rank ordering becomes siénificanc>when the
distributioq of teachers over the salary categéfieéfis
recognized. Table 8§ ého S th.t the majority of teachers
in Alberta_and Saskatche fall into three categories.
Over éighty-one percent (81.352).of the Albefta teacher;
and nearly seventy-three percent (72.922) of Saskatchewan
teéchers are in Categories III, IV, and V.

An examinatiop of coilective ba;gaining agree-
ments revedled tﬁat those contracts which' have an eleventh
increment were in jurisdictions which. affected the greatest
number of teachérs in the province of Alberta. .By inhuir-
ing as to.Shich jurisdictions were involved, it wag found
that more than sixty percent (60.76Z) of all teachers in
Alberta wefe covered by gollective bargaining agreements
that contain eleven (11) increments in Cateéories‘IV, v
and VI. With slightly gver ninety-one percent (91.022)/fi,
< of Albgtta teachers in.Categories Iv, Vv, and vI, this ele-~
venth increment becomes significant.

. TABLE 7

"Results Of Rank Ordering Of Alberta
Salary Levels By Categories

AS A PERCENTAGE BELOW SASKATCHEWAN SALARY LEVELS

~CATEGORTITES :
I II : IlI 1V \ VI
{

87.78% 53.21% 5.687 072 2.14% 57.427




TABLE 8 , R

1978 Distribution Of Teachers
In Each Salary Category In Percent

ALBERTA o
CATEGORY
R II I1I - IV v VI  TOTAL
2.63% 2.932 3.42% 58.37% 19.56% 13.092 100%
SASKATCHEWAN* ’ .
.6}& 21.392 13.55% 40'.27% 19.10% - 4.65% 99.57%

F d

3

*A special "(C" Citegory'in Saskatchewan accounts for the mis-
sing .43% of the Saskatchewan teaching force.
 TABLE 9
Percentage Of Teachers At Maximum Salary
In Each.Category

ALBERTA*
' CATEGORY )
I II IIT Iv v VI
67.42% 77.30% 63.042 96.00%  96.00%  96.00%
: 19.21%2  30.99%7  53.23%
SASKATCHEWAN*#* ) .
. 81.827 58.36% - 44.38% 38.547 - 57.47%7 . 74.76%

L4
* Figures were obtained from the salary survey 1978
(Alberta Teachers' Association, 1979c). The two
figures in Categories IV, V, and VI indicate per-—
centages of teachers at maximum in contracts with
ten (10) incremgnts and those at maximum in cont-
racts with eleven (11) increments respectively.

* Figures were obtained‘from the Saskatchewan Teachers'
Federation (McDowell, 1980) . )

-

The average Alberta and, Saskatchewan salaries based
'\ .

. ) A\
on the six categories fall at sixbgen—thousand-six hundred

and eighty one dollars and thirty eight cents, ($16,681.38)
‘ <
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“

and sixteen- thousand two-hundred and thirty ieven dollars

and ninety two cents, ($l6 237.92), respectively. The

spread between the two provincial average salaries is over
two percent (2.677).

A comparison with Muir's findings indicates.that a‘
partial historical link between Alberta and Saskatchewan

still exists. Borrowing Muir's data it was found that there

r

was more than a twd percent (2.68%) salary spread between

Alberta and Saskatchewan average salaries in urban centres

»

(Muir, 1970b:305). Using the same set of data, it was found

that more than three percent (3.32%) salary spread existed

. - .
between Alberta urban and Alberta rural salaries. However,

\

quite a large spread existed between §askatchewan urban and
rural salaries. An even larger spread was evident when:
Alberta urban and Saskatchewan rural average salaries were
compared. The last~two comparisons were.overftwelve per-
cent (12.87%) and fifteen percent (15.20%) refpectively?

The 1978 average salaries in Alberta and Saskat-

. chewan indicate that an extremely small percent (.01%2) .

*

shift has occurred in the Alberta and Saskatchewan salary .
relationship since the Muir study. Muir!s contention that
the salaries in Alberta and Saskatchewan are quite similar ‘ /AEEQ

(Muir, 1970b: Chapter VI) seems %0 be \also borne out by the //‘.
N . : '

present study.

A major objective of the Saskatchewan Teachers'®

:

Federation throughout the 1960's was to bring about an .

equality based on a link between teacher training and

Aairad



teacher salary throughout the‘pfovince (McDowell, 1978-79).
-

Once a single provincial salary grid was achieved in Sask-

. atchewan, the urban/rural>in;quity was removed. However,

when provincial average salaries are compared, it becomes -

v

evident that the gap between Alberta and Saskatchewan has
really not changed significang}y. In 1968 the difference

between Alberta and Saskatchewan was more than a two per-
) .

{ : R
cent (2.68%) spread in Alberta's favour. The 1978 dif-~

)
T y
-~ 3 .

ference likewisé amounts to more thap a two percent (2.67%)
spread in Alberta's favour. It thus seems, that a histor3a

ical relationship has withstood the test of a ten yea;<iime

~

span.

The research question in terms of differences 1in

the salary grid can be answered by statihg that there are

no differences in the scope of bargained items in collec-
tive bargaining agreeménts as bargained under decentralized
and centralized bargaining structu;es used in these provinces

in 1978.

L

The differences seem to have a historical relation-

ship rather than resulting from differences due to bargain;
fug structure. In salary terms, Sa;katchewan teachers have
removed an internal.inequitj but‘the data for this study do
not revéal relationships between thg collective bafgaining

structure and salary differences. ’ L |

<

Following is the presentation of the data organized

by the clusters designated in the analysis instrument. In

N
7
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cases where neither provipce makes provisions, that field
1s omitted from the discussion. Where only one province

. makes provisioné, the data will be reporgﬁd on that basis.

CLUSTER D:

Direct Salary Related Cluq}er

This cluster represents items which KMave a direct
affect on teachers' salaries. The fields of analysis are

D1 through D35.

D3 exaﬁines whether there is recognition for re-

lated experience.

. TABLE 10
7 D3: Recognition For Related Experience
v
No. Teaching Non- " Both None
Only Teaphing
ALBERTA 136 42 .93 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 1- 3 105

Table 10 indicates that Alberta recognizes téaching
exﬁerience for/glacing teachers on salary grids in 42 jur-
isdictions 'while 93 jurisdictions recognize both teaching
and noﬁ-téachiﬁg experience for placement of 3aléry grid.
Only one collective bargaining agreement in Alberta did not
~recognize previous experience.. In Saskatchewan oneoagree—
ment provides‘for regogn{fion of tgachin;\exéerience and
three jurisdic;ions reéognize non-teaching experience for
placement on the salary grid. bne hundred and five Sask-
. : ,

;tchewan agreements had no provisions for relafed expesience

‘which would affect placement on salary grid.

D4 determfpes whether teacher placement on grids 1is

(

85



an area for teacher/board discussion.

TABLE 11
D4: Placement Discussion
=NO. Yes No
ALBERTA _ 136 53 83
SASKATCHEWAN : 109 8 . 101

Table 11 indicates that a substantially greater num-
ber of Alberta collectiv% bargaining agreements contain items
which give teachers an oppoFtunity to discuss placement on
salary grids than is the casé in Saskatchewan. In Alberta 53
- agreements made provisions for grid placement &iscussions
while only eight Saskatchewan agreements made such provisi?ns.

D5 efamines whether tﬂeré are provisions for lumg~g§m
.payments to teagher§ for servicés reﬁdered. It was found
that five,Saskatchewan jurisdictions could pgovide teachers
with lump sum payments for serviceﬁlrenderéd (over and above
the reguLar remuneration). In Alberta no suéh items are pre-
sent -in any collective bargaining agreemgnté;

D22 and D23 recognize method of.payment for principal
and vice principal salaries. h ‘

J o TABLE 12 B

s D22 and D23: Principal and
Vice Principal Salaries

. No. Missing Grid and Allowances
ALBERTA 136 22 ' 114
SASKATCHEWAN 109 \~/ 109

Table 12 shows that 22 Alberta agrégments made

ng mention of how principal and vice principal salaries:

- . N l

Y

sam b,



were determined, while 114 Alberta agreements and all T

Saskatchewan agreements based such salaries on grid vlus j

an allowance. " \f

/

D24 and D25 differentiate between sxvera} a}}q

e R
) el

ance formulas used to remunerate principals andrvkce:>§$
PRI

e o= R
cipals. :A'X’ "i {fwv ,
U “$‘;\ )
TABLE 13 - _L\a‘s AN
D24 and D25: Criteria: For Allowancé
No. No School Type =~ Size and Other
Difference and/or Size Qualification
ALBERTA 136 7 -+ oy 119 9 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 109 T

}In Aiberta, seven cellective bargaining agreements
pay principels and vice principals a dollar amount regard—
less of the siteation. One hundred and nineteen agreements
"~ base the administrative allowance’on school type or size. | -
Nine contracts provide for administrative allow;nees basée
on both factors, size of school and the administrator's

. . . P .

qualifications, while one agreement used a formula which .
fell into ghe ;othef' crigeria. All Saskatchewan agreements
had provisions which specifi;d school type or siie‘criteria.

In Alberta none of the qgreemenes contained expense/
travel allowance items ‘for principals or vice principals.
Five Saskatchewan agreements, however, did contain items
regarding expense/trave! -allowance for principals’whilelloa
did not.

D29 recoénizef expenge/travel allowance items for

teachers in a position of responsibility or special designa-"

tion.



» TABLE 14
D29: Expense/Travel Allowance
No. Yes N\ No . ¢
ALBERTA ; 136 23 . 113
SASKATCHEWAN 129 26 : 83

Items covering expense/travel allowances for pgs-
atiOns of responsibiiity or speéial‘designation were found.
in 23 and 26 collective Qgrgaining Fgreements Iin Alberta

and Saskatchewan respectively.

D30 recognizes expense/travel allowance items for

all teachers.

TABLE 15
D30: Expense/Travel Allowance For All Teachers .
No. Yes No
ALBERTA 136 - 34 ' 102
SASKATCHEWAN 109 ¥ 98 - 11 »

3 »

Items covering expense/travel allowances for all

teachers were found in 34 and 98 collective bargaining

o

agreeﬁents in Alberta and' Saskatchewan respectivi}y.
.. s \/ - .
D31 reFognizes mileage allowance provisions when a

' o

teacher is r ired'to use his/her own vehicle.

TABLE 16
D31. Mileage Allowance I
‘No. Missing ¢ per 13. 15 18 19 20 21 22 24 25
) - Mile . v
‘ALTA. 3136 132 - 2 1 1
SASK. 109 75 1 2 8 .1 14 3 3 1 1

S

As can be seen in Tzhle 16, about 97 percent (97.06%)

of the Alberta agreements contained no mileage allowance

v

provisions, wﬁile over 68 percent i68.812) of Saskatchewan®

88
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‘

agreements also failed to show the presence of mileage

allowance provisions. When mileage allowances were made

-

there was a broad range among the agreements concerning

the amount allowed.
]

—

D32 recognizes items which make allowances an

area for teacher/board discussion. _ 5
TABLE 17
D32: Allowance Discussion
No. Yes No
ALBERTA 136 17 119
SASKATCHEWAN 109 R S - 38 a

In Alberta only 17 agreements contained allowance

I

discussion items and in Saskatchewan 71 agreements contained

such items.
’ .
D33 recognizes the presence of grandfathering-

graduate degrees items in collective bargaining agreements.

—— *

Seven jurisdictifons in Alberta had grandfathering-

-

graduate degrees items. These came™about because at one

time school boards offered an incentive to their teaching

staffs to bomplete a graduate degree. These incentives
had a life span of a fixed number of years after which such

incentives were phased out or retired-hence the term "grand-

father}dﬁ Sagkatchewan had no such provisions in the

t.

agreementé\

o

( ;
D34 recognizes allowances for position of author-

ity such as department heads, curriculum directors, etc.

+ : ) ¢
.. . A )
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3 o

B _ . TABLE 18
o T D34: " Position Of Responsibility
:{' 0 ) No' | Yes No
. IR f V‘
ALBERTA 136 115 ™= 21
SASKATCHEWAN ~ 109 79 30

4
\

In" Alberta-115 collectfve bargaining agreements

contained items which provi‘ed for allowances for Rfsitions
2 of responsibility, while in Saskatchewan 79 such items ap-
: peared in collective bargaining agreements

D35" shoWs the presence of items which recognize

other than teacher training backgrounds for allowance pur-~

Ao , \

1

poses.x% o \
' 1+ P . o
"\ )} o :' . ‘ A2 . \ 1 '
N T : TABLE 19
IR D35: OUther Training
. T ; No. ‘ Yes | ‘ No
“ALBERTA . ' 136 42 94
i IETRI 7 " | N
SASKATCHEWAN -%*.. .. 109 } s 105 -
—— = ~ -~ :
%é ;3 Forty two collective barg ining agreements ih
\ .
Alberta had recognition for experience: outside of teaching

(\';: 0 .

’

which was recognized for allowance purposes.{ Saskatchewan

had only four collective bargaining agreements _which rec-

,g%/ , 2 ?‘ ‘ \g
ognizeé such experience. - "

Scope Of Eargainigg,In Cluster D

N 1.
v

i

Several D fields of analysis were not present in
either Alberta qr Saskwtchewan agreements. This is sug-

gested as indicating that the instrument provided ampfe\
54 8-
' scope for direct salary related items for both Alberta ané\

' : ro . : 5

Sk
A
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Saskatchewan collective bargaining .agreements, since atl
provisions found in the agreements were appropriately

placed in fields provided by the lInstrument.

TABLE 20 .
Percentage Of Agreements Containing Cluster D Items
ALBERTA ‘ : SASKATCHEWAN
D3 99.26% ‘ D3 { 3.67%
D4 ~ 38.972 vD4 ' 7.34%
DS  6.62% | D5 4.59%
D22 100.002 = - g D22 100.00%

_ D23 83.822 | D23 - 100.00%z
D24 100.00% : D24 100.00z
D25 .  83.82% D25 100.00%

D28 0.00%2 . D28 o 4.s59%

D29 16.91% ~ p29 : 23.857
D30 25.00% p30 . 89.91%

D31 2.94% D31 31.19%
‘D32 12.50%2 D32 65.14%

D33 . 5.15% D33 “  0.00%
D34  84.56% " D34 72.48%

D35 30.88% D35 3.67%

Table 20 shows the presence of Cluster D items in

Alberta and Saskatchewan collective,bargaingng agreements.

J
The Alberta figures indicac:e that Alberta teachers were more
successful in negotiating D3 (Recognition For Related Ex-

xperience), D4 (Placement Dlscussion), D5 (Lump Sum Payment),

!

D33‘(Grandfathering—Graduate Degrees), D34 (Positibn of

?gisponsib;lity)'and D35 (Other Training) than their Saskat-

-

chewan counterparts. Saskatchewan teachers were more suc-

cessful than Alberta teachers in bargaining for D23 (Vlce

Principal Saéaries), D25 (Criteria For Allowance), D28

A
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(Expense/Travel Allowance\zyﬁ Principals And/Or Vice Prin-
cipals), D29 (Expense/Travel Allowance For POSitions Of
Responsibility Or Special Designation), D30 (Expense/Tra-
vel Allowance For All Teachers), D31 (Mileaéé Allowance)
and D32 (Allowance Discussion).

The Direct Salary Related Cluster shows a greater
scope of bargeining in Saskatchewan agreements than in
Alberta agreements based upon presence or absence of pro-
visions only. Seven fields of analysis found more provi-
sions in‘collectine bargaining agreements from Saskatchewan
than from Alberta, while six fields ofnanalysis found a
greater number of provisions in agreements from Alberta
than from Saskatchewan. Two D provisions were equally
present in both provinces. It‘should be noted, however,
th;t provisions which appear more frequently in Alberta
than in Seskatchewan agreements are such that they affeet
a greater number Qf teachers than those which appear more
frequently in Saskatchewan agreements, with consequent imp-

o -

lications for scope when based upon numbers affected by the

-

provisions. 9

‘ Overall, the resuits indicate that each province's
agreements conFained fourteen p provisions. The research
question can nevertheless be ansWered By stating%that there
are differences in the scepe of bargained iteﬁ; in collec-
tive bargaining agreements as bafgained under deeentralized

and centralized bargainlng structlires used in the provinces

of Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978 respectively. Those

/ . - z



teachers who bargained under a more centralized bargaining
structure were more successful than thoée who bargained at
the local levei f% gchieviﬁg a”groader range of provisions.
Cluster D item differences may be the result  of the bar-

gaining structure employed. »

Q‘ir F: Health and Welfare Cluster

The F Cluster represents items which recognize

health and welfare provisioné in collective bargaining

agreements. ) \
Flﬂexamiﬁgs employer contributions to Alberta
Héalth Care and Saskatchewan Hoépi;alizat%gn plans.
Forty four Alberta collective barg;ining agreements
had no employer contributions toward Alserta Health Care
coverage but for‘those that did the percentage covgred

ranged from 507 to 100%, with 29 at the maximum and another.'

!
29 paying on a flat grant basis. Saskatchewan teachers do

-

co ' . ce
not bargain for such benefits due to Saskatchewan's univer-
‘ i

sal Hospitalization Plan which was not achieved thfough/

collective bargaimihg in the education sector.

F2 recognizes provisions for hospital semi-private

accomodation. This item was difficult to identify since

v

Alberta collective agreements usually do not go into dstail
/

of the type of coverage ‘that is involved, in fact only one

~

of 136 agreements covered this‘proviSion. The Saskatchewan

agreements mad no provision regarding semi-private hospital

accomodations.

-

: ~ ’ “ /’/
With respect to extended health plans, 126 jaris-
. ) , ¥

dictions in Alberta., have plans toward wﬁich the school boards

4
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make contributions on a percentage or flat amount basis. In
Saskatchewan, none of the collective bargaining agreements
have extended health plan provisions. |

Fé4 recognizes the type of participation stipulated
for F3: Extended Health Plan.

All but 10 Alberta collective bargaining agreements
had provisione stipulating the type of participatidn open“to
teachers under extended health plans. There oere no provi-
sions for F4 in the %askatchewan«agreements.

’“Fﬁ examines board contribution to extended health
Plans in peércentage terms or on a flat amount basis.

fhe Alberta school boards contribution toward
extended health plans varied froh nothing (one case) to one
'hundred percent (49 instances): Ten collective bargaining
aéreements had no such provisions. There were no provisions

under F5 in any of the Saskatchewan agreements.

Fl2 recognizes dental plan provisiohs in(tollective
bargainihg agreements. Thirteen Alberta collective agreemehts
had dental plan provisions, while none of the Saskatchewanb
agreements did s0. |

F13 differentiates among the types of teacher par-
ticipation in such dental plans. Eight of the 13 Alherte
deotal plan'programs were compulsofy for all teachers, while
five did not.specify.“lt ohould be noted that both
teachers' locals and school boards favour compulsory par—q—
“ticipation requirements since the overall cost of ough

ot

coverage is lowered significantly when 100 percent of a

‘ -

»
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F/
particular group participates. None of the Saskatchewan
agreements had Fl1l3 provisions. N '

Fl4 recognifes percentage or flat dollar amounts:
that school boards pay toward dentallplansi

The school board contribution toward. dental plans
varied from zero to 100 percent in eight collecfive'agree-.
ments ;hile five agreements provided that school boards pay
a flat dollar amount. None of E;:JSaskatchewan agreements
had Fl14 provisions. |

F17 addresses itself to the presence of long term
disability plans in coliective'hargaining agreements. Long
term disability coverage is provided in 134 Alberta agfeeﬁr
ments wﬁile only two agreements do not prévidetéor such
covérage.. None of the Saskatchewan agreements provide long
term disability coverage. | |

F18 differentiates among the types of participa-
tion in the long term disability pléns open to teachers.

‘ F18 revealed that 127 Alberta collective bargain-
lng agréementsAmade participation»f% long term disability
plané compulsory for teachérs, while'fivg were unstated
and two made participation Qoluntary. in Saskatchew#n all
109 collective bhrgaié%ng agreements had;no F18 provisions.

F19 recognizeé\the kind of'contributioﬁ school
boards-make toward teachers' long term disability planms.

Two Alberta jurisdictions had no such plan. Six-

" teen collective bargaining agreements showed that there

was no school board contribution toward long term disability

95
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plans. None of the Saskatchewan agreements had F19 pro-

visions.

F21 deals with group insurance plan provisions in

collective bargaining_agreemenﬁs.

TABLE 21
F21: Provisions
No. Yes None
ALBERTA 136 1347 2
SASKATCHEWAN 109 109

Two Alberta collective bargaining agreements  have
no provisions for grodp insurance plans while 134 have such
provisions. All Saskatchewan teachers are covered under the .

provincial agreements.
F22 examines the type of participation open to tea-

chers under group insurance plan provisions.
o . . ;

»

TABLE 22 ,
F22: Participation ’

No. Missing Voluntary Compulsory Unstated

ALBERTA ~ . 136 .2 2 126 6

©

SASKATCHEWAN 109 ) . 109

Table 22 reveals that ﬁwo Alberta agreements did not
have such items, while two were voluntary, 126 were compulsory
and six had unstated'requirements for teacher participation in
group insurance plans.'_All Saskatchewan teachers were under a
compulsory group insurance plan.

F23 deals wiﬁh who selects the group.insur%nce’plan.

Two Alberta éollective agreemeﬁts had no group insur-
ance plan provisions. One agreement calied for bi—lateral'dec—

"ision on—the'éhoice of group insurance plan while 133 agreements
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v
left this\item unstated. All Saskatchewan teachers were ¢cov-

ered by A pryvincial plan under which both teachers and emplo—

yers made a jyint decision.

TABLE 23

F23: Selector(s)
‘ . No Missing Bi-lateral Unstated

SASKATCHEWAN \\ 109 ‘)/,,&09”’——‘7
F24 cons?ée{g_zﬁg;bef/zgz/;r up insurance plan in-

clude’s coverage, for dependant life and/oy cidental death

and dismemberment.

| TABLE 24
, ‘ ; “* X F24: Covgrag

Ne Migsing

Accidental Death No
and Dismemberment Mention

ALBERTA 136 /7/ 24 110 a

E%QEATCHEWAN 109 ////- B | 109
\\\\\Two_Aibeer/::ilective bargaining agreements had no

group insurance plan. Twenty four collective bargaiaing agre—

ements specified accidental death and dismemberment items
while 110 made no'mention of qhe type of coverage provided.
The Sagskatchewan provincial agreement made no mention of the

.

type of coverage pro-ided for teachers in the 109 locals.

F25 reports tn: school board contribution toward ‘ ,

group insurance plans.

Table 25 reveals 2 wide variation in sehooi board
coﬁeributione-toward teaehers' groupvinsurance plan premiums.
vAll Saskatchewan teachers are covered by the provinct&{\agre—

ement'with'the_employer paying 200 percent of the prepidms,
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but Alberta has a large range with 35 agreements payDng 100

percent. .

TABLE 25 -
F25: Board Contribqtion

BERTA - No. 136
Missing 02 257 502 55% 60X 65% 70% 75% 962 ,100% Flat
. S SAmt.

3

2 6 1 16 1 .3 32 1 23 1 35 15

' ! -
SASKATCHEWAN - No. 10%//'~\\\ { 100%

&\_ N/ : 109

F26 examines the Eeilings to basic coverage under the

group insurance plans.

TABLE 26 :
F26: Ceilings to Basic Coverage
No. Missing Flat Dollar Amount
ALBERTA . 136 135 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 | ‘ ‘ 109

23

i

One hundred’ and Ehirty five of.ﬁhg Alberta collective
bargaining agreéments.had no items for such provisions, while
onl& one had sych.a prqvision.’ All of the Saskatchewaﬁ tea;
épers_are covered by the'provincial ;greement which provides

for a flat dollar amount of coverage.

F27 recognizes the dollar amount of basic covérage.

i ’ .
None of the Alberta agreements showed the presence of F27.

{n'Saskatchewan the provincial agreemént stipulated that

seven thousand dollars was the maximum coverage that the em-

\

ployer would supply.

F29 looks for additiqnal coverage options available

-
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to teachers under group insurance plans. None of the Al- .
berta agreements went into such detail so the extent of the
provision 18 uncertain. The Saskatchewan provirncial ragree~-

ment provided for additional coverage at the teacher's ex-

&
pense.
| F33 examines limitations to an employee's insured
benefit;. .
, TABLE 27 | )
F33: Employee Benefit Limitation g
' No. | Yes | ) No
ALBERTA 136 , 40 "5_96
SASKATCHEWAN 109 109 |

0f all the collective baréalning agreements, 40

1

4 Alberta and all Saskatchewan agreements had prov1sions lim-

iting an employee 8 insured benefits. .

Scope of g}rgainigg in Cluster F

~—"3%everal F fields of analysis were not present in
eithe§ Alberta or’Saékatchewan agreements indicating that
the instrument contained ample scope for the Health anq

Welfare and other insured benefit items present in Alberta

‘and Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements. -

-

Saskatchewan social legislation providing_for un-
iversal health care programs make Fl1 through F5 provisions
unnecessary. ~However, Table 28 shows a distribution of

Cluster F items in Alberta and Saskatchewan collective bar-

a

x/gaining agreements which ‘indicate that there are differences

in the benefits portion of collective bargaining agreements.

"Disregarding F1 through F5 (due to Saskatchewan social leg-

v
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islation) Table 28 reveals’ that Alberta collective bargain~-

ing agreements reflect a greater scope of bargaining in Clus=
A

ter F than Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements,

based upon the range in covered items.

TABLE 28
Percentage Of Agreements Containing

Cluster F Items
ALBERTA _ | SASKATXQEWAN
F'1 . 67.65% F 1 0.00%
F2 - 0.74% F 2 0.00%
F 3 92.652 F 3 0.00%
F 4 77.94%2 F 4 0.00%
F 5 - 77.20% "F 5 0.00%
F12 - 9.56% "F12 0.002
F13 9.56% | - F13° . 0.00%
Fl4 6.627 - ‘' / FN 0.00%
F17 98.53% , F1 0.00% ‘
F18 * 98.53% - . F18 0.00% ﬁ&
F19 86.76% - ' F19 0.00%
F21 98.532 "F21 100.00%
F22 ' 98.53% | F22 100.00%2
F23 C0.047 - @ F23 0.00%
F24  17.65% - F24 " 0.00%
F25 - 94.122 F25 " 100.007
F26 - 0.74% .F26 - 100.00%
TF32 0 1.47% o F32 . 0.00%
F33 . 29.641% . o F33 0.00%2

The figuras ingddcate taat Albertawteachers were more
successful in negotiating Fl2 (Dental Plan Provisions), F13
(Type Of Participation In Dental Plan), F1l4 (Board Contribu~‘
tion to Dental Plan), F17 (Long Term Disabilitf‘Plan), f18
(Type Of Participation In Long Term Disability Plan), F19
(Board Contribution To Logg Term Disability-Plan), F Q\(Selec—

tors), F24 (Type of Coverage In Long Term Disability Plan),
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F32‘(Health Aed,Welfare Discussion) and F33 (Employee Ben-
‘efit Limitation) than tﬁeir Saska?chewan counterparts.
Saskatchewan teachers were more successful than Alberta fea-
chers in bargaining for F21 (Group Insurance Plan), F22
(Type Of Participﬂtion In Group Insurance Plan), F25 (Board
Contribution To Basic Health And Welfare Coverage) and F26
(Ceiling To Basic Coverage).

The Health-And Welfare Cluster vieded as the range

of covered items, shows a greater scope of bargaining in

Alberta than in ‘Saskatchewan collective bargaining agree-

- .

. ments. In Alberta, fields of analysis found more provisions

»
siops in collective bargaihing Egreements than in Sasgk-

atchewan, while four fiei&s of analysis found. a greater
number of provisions i1in ‘Saskatchewan agreements than in Al-
berta agreeﬁents. (However, it should be noted that in
4thﬂbe of the four fields of analysis Alberta figures were'
quite close eo the Saskatehedan figures). 15 all, Alberta
agreements contained fourteengF provisions‘en& Saskatchewan
agreements‘contained four F previsionsu |

The Health And Welfare ClJ;ter is ef a remunerative
natuse in that it"results in giving teachers protection from
certain types of expenditures 'should the need arise. Alberta
teachers weee thes deemed to ﬁave been more successful in
bargaining with their emgloyers for ineured benefits than
were Saskatchewan teachers,

The results from Table 28 on page indicate that

Alberta teachers were more successful than Saskatchewan
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teachers in bargaining for the Health And Welfare Cluster.
The rgsearch question can be answered by statiné‘tﬁat there
were differences 1in fhe scopé of bargained items, defined, as
tﬁé ranée of items'covered.ﬁhder decentralized and ceptral-‘
ized bargaining structureg as used 1in the pyovinces of\Al—

berta and Saskatchewan respectively in 1978.

Cluster R: Cumplative Sick Leave And Retiremdnt Gratuity

Lluster

A

~ .
The R Cluster represents_cumulative"ick lé:t: prol‘n
visions which are part of teachers' beﬁefiﬁ\ ackage&. Each'
year teach;rs are entitled to a spécific number of sick days

with full pay. The accumulation of the unused portion of

those sick days varies from‘jurisdiction t'o jut aiction.

Retirement gr#tuitr\ig §lso reé:esented in
Clgster. A fetirement gratulty represents a payment to a;
eﬁployee for long servic; rendered an emplofer.

Rl examines the pefcentage of unused number of sick

days which can be accumulated.

. TABLE 29
R1: Percentage Of Unused Sick Days
) . _
bl No. 1002
ALBERTA § 136 136

SASKATCHEWAN 109 . - 109

Both Alberta and Saskatchewan collective bargaining

agreements provide for 100 percent accumulation each year of

the unused portion of sick leave entitlement.

R2 examines the maximum pumber of days a teacher can



accumulate from his
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unused portion of sick days over the

‘years.
TABLE 30 s

R2: Maximum Accumulation

No. 60 65 _90 100 110 115 120 125
ALBERTA 13 11 19> 4 2 1 54 18

® 130 149 145 150 N60 180 200 no. max.
1 4 3 16 2 4 5 1

SASKATCHEWAN __ No. ¥ 180

109 . 109

13

Table 30 reveals a }ide range in the number of ac-

cumylated‘sick days

allowed by.Alberta collective agreements.

Mdre than 93 percent (93.38%) df the Alberta agreements allow

for an accumulation

ulation of 180 days.

that is lower than the Saskatchewan stip-

‘,/*—”/

R3 deals with provisions for retiremeQ; gratuities

in collec;ive bargaining agreements.

.
s

. TABLE 31 N
R3: -Provision i ,
N , No. All . Certain - None
ALBERTA ° 136 -2 1 133
 SASKATCHEWAN 109 16 2 ' 91

"

Two collective bargainiﬁg agreements'in»ALberta have

p}ovisions for retirement,grétuities for all teachers, one

)

has provision for certain designated teachers and 133 have no

"provisions at all.
A

]

In Saskatchewan 16 agreementsipr;:IEé for

retirement gratuities for all teachers, two provide. for .grat-

uities for certain- teachers and 91 provide for no. gratuities.

~

5

4 .

o

— ,
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A

R4 examines whether retirement gratuities are linked

to cumulative sick lgave provisions.

TABLE 32 - ‘
R4: Link To Cumulative Sick Leave :

‘ No. Missing Yes = No - Wot Bpecified
ALBERTA 136 o133 72 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 91 1 15 2

— -

One criterion often used for determining retirement

:gb&tuities 1s a specific number of accumulated sick leave
. .
" ™,

days. In Alberta two of the t?%@éncollective bargaining
ag¥eements which contain provi%}Lns for.aYyetirement gratuity
vdo link the gratuity to-accumulated sick lehve days, the

third one did not specify. In Saskatchewan one collective
f

bargaining agreement linked retirement‘graguities ﬁo the un-"*

. . B ) .
used portion of the accdumulated number of sick leave days.

Fifteen agreements used a criterion which linked the retire-

[

ment gratuity-lo‘years of serviéevand.one did not specify.

RS thpough R11 determine.when gratuities'become'péi—

R4

‘able." [

- TABLE 33
‘5§ Through R11: Gratuity Payout®

ALBERTA ' L '  SASKATCHEWAN
R No. »_Missingv Yes *No No. Missing Yes _No\
5 136 133 3 109 91 6 . 12—
5 136 133f»*’*\/f$\*3—\\ 109 , 91 5. 13
7 136 133 . 2 1 109 91 315
8 - 136 133, 3 109 91 3 is
9 136 133 3 109 - 91 18
10 136 = 133 3 ¢ 109 91 3 15
11136 133 , 3 109 © 91 4 14

\ e : i , . .

=
13 4
-
=
)



105

R5 shows that the retirement gratuify is payable at
superannuation time in six Saskatcgewan jurisdictions. R6 7
indicatés that five Saskatcﬁe@an collective agreements stip-
ulate that payment comes at the schoolrﬁoard's discretion;

R7 indicates that two Albert# and three Saskatchewan juris-
dictions pay the retirement gratuity Qhen téachers léave,the
professioﬁ. R8 indicates that three Saskatchewan collective
agreements stipulate a gratuity payout at a speéific age. '
RS indicates'that neither Alberta hor Saékatchewaq provide
payouts on retirement gratuities when a teachér leaves for
veéployment with an&ther boardh R10 shows that three Saskat-
chewan collectjive bargaining agréements provide retirement
gratuitf payout due to health reasons. R11 indicates that
four Saskatchewan collective bargaiﬂing agreements use.cri—
" teria ther than those provided for”by the instrument. RI12
is a tally of the total number of &yes" responses and indi-
cages that Fﬁree.Alberta-and 18lSaska£cHewan jurisdictions
proyide for retirement gratuity payouts.

R13 recognizes igeﬁs about retirement ggatuity pay-

out to téachers' estates or beneficiaries.

TABLE 34 ' ' .

R13: Retirement Gratuity To Estate Or Beneficiary
‘No. Missing Yes ‘ Not Specified
ALBERTA ' 136 - 133 | .3
SASKATCHEWAN 109 91 1 : 17

y

Three of the Albérta collective bargaining agree-
ments do not specif§ whether a retirement grétuity can be paid

out to an estate or beneficiary and 17‘$askatthewan agreements

B
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do not specify as well. One Saskatchewan agreement has a

provision allowing payout of a retirement gratuity to an
1

estate or bepgficiary.

Minimum yeérs of service required tovqﬁalify for

retirement gratuities is covered by R1l4.

TABLE 35
R14: Years Of Service.

LS

No. Missing 1 3 4 5 10 15 20

ALBERTA 136 133 2 ’ 1

.SASKATCHEWAN 109 91 6 1 1 2 5 2 1

Table 35 indicates that the range for both Alberta
and Saskétchewan‘was from one to 20 yeérs to qualify for a‘
retirement gratui;y. Three Alberta and 18 Saskatchewan jur-
isdictionS'made,sﬁch p?oviéionsl

The gqmb;r of consécutive years required to qualify

for retirement gratuities is covered by R15:

'TABLE 36
R1S: Consecutive Years
, No. =~ -Missiung 4 5 10 20
ALBERTA 136 - - 135 ' S 1

 SASKATCHEWAN 109 105 1 1 11

12

One‘Alberta and four Saskatchewan collective bargain-
ing agreements had items dealing with consecutive yéars of
service reqdirements to qualify for a fetiremeﬁt gratuity .

The Alberta ;greement peﬁuired 20 years of sgrviée while
the S&skatchewan agreemeﬁts stipulated 4, 5, 10 and 20 ye&rs
of service ngpec;ively. |

R16- checks for provisibns which show that retirement



gratuities are an area forr teacher/board discussions. Only
one Saskatchewan agreement specifically indicated that re-
tirement gratuities were an area for teacher/board discus-
. sion. All Alberta'and 108'Saskatchewan collective bargain-
ing agreements had no such provisions.

R17 shows any limits placed on retirement gratui-

t

ties.
TABLE 37
R17: Retirement Gratuity Limitation
No. Missing 4 5 <10 20
ALBERTA 136 135 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 - 105 1 1 1 1

One Alberta and four Saskatchewan collective bar-
gaining agreements indicated limits to retirement gratuitles
Alberta had a 20 year limit while the four Saskatchewan agre-
ements had four, five, ten and twenty year limlts respective-

ly for retirement gratuities.

« ;

Scope Of Bargaining In Cluster R

Table 38 gives an indication of the frequency of R
items in the collective bargaining agreements. Seyeral R

fields of analysis were mnot present in either Alberta or

i v : :
Saskatchewan agreements. v b ' =

- .

. Table 38 shows the distribution of Cluster R
items in Alberta and Saskatchewan collective bargainlng
“ A
agreements. The results reveal that Saskatchewan agree-

ments cqntained .a greater scope of bargaining in Cluster R.

Both R1 and R2 show té;t 100% of Alberta and Saskatchewan
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agreements contqigéd provisions which allowed accumulation
of unused sick d;ys. None of the other R items were found
in any of the Alberta ag;eements at frequencies equal to
or g!w;tef than those found. in Saskatchéwan:agreements.
R3 (Retirement Gratuity),cRQ(Liqk To Cumulative Sick Leave),
R5 to R9, R10 and R1l1 (Gratuit& faygﬁt), R12 (Total‘Number
O0f Payouts), R13 (Regiremenf Gratu;ty To Esgate Or Bene-
ficiary), R14 (Years Of Service), R15 (Consecutive Years),
R16 (Retirément Gratuity As Area For Discussion), and R17
(Retirement Gratuity'Limitation) were all présentvin Sask-
atchewan agreéﬁents'more frequently than in Alberta agree- .
ments.,

Alberta‘agreements contained a totabggf eieven

Cluster R provisions while Saskéééhewan agréements‘contained
16 Cluster R provisions. ~Of the i6 provisionshpréSent in
cdliécti&e bargaining agreements in the two prgyi;ces, 14
provisions Qere found more freqﬁently in Sagkétchewén agre-
ements than in Alberta aﬁreements.. Although Table 38‘on
page indicates that Alberta and Saskatcﬁewanlégreements\
stipulated maximums for accumulating‘sick da&s, oniy 10

" Alberta agreements were at or above the Saskatghewaq Pro-

vincial maximum and thus R2 provisions gave a greater bene-

fit to a larger number of Saskatchewan teachers than to
. / ) . . !

-

Alberta teachers.
Saskatchewan teachers,wgre,apparentiy able to

negotiate more syccessfully with their employers for cumu-
‘ . - .

lative sick leave and retirement gratuity provisions than.
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their Alberta collegues. Cluster R items, however, do not
represent high costs to school boards and Retirement Gra—‘
tuities (which are the majority of R items) do not repre-~
"sent high bargaining priorities for either Alberta or
Saskatchewan teachers.

In terms of the research question it can be stated

L
that there were differences—in—tthscope of bargained-items

under decentralized and centralized bargaining structures.
as used in 1978 in the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan

respectively. These differences favored the Saskatchewan

bargaining efforts.

TABLE 38

Percentage of Agreements Containlng R Cluster Items

ALBERTA . SASKATCHEWAN
R1 ©100.00% | R1 1100.00%
$2 - 100.00% A R2 100.00%
R3 o 2.21% ~ R3 16.51%
. R4 2.21% R4 2.75%

L85, 0.00% R5 5.50% '

‘R6 0.00% | B “R6 4.59%
R7 1.47%, | _ CR7 2.75%
RS 0.00% R8 2.75%
R10 0.00% | “R10 2.75%
R11 1.47% | . RI1 3.67%
R12 2.21% _ . R12 16.51%
R13 ¥ 2.21% o  R13 ' 16.51%
R14 Lo2.21% - . R14 16.51%
RIS~ " 1.47% | _RLS 3.67%
R16 0.007 | < R16 0.92%
" R17 1.47% . R17 | 7.34%

1

]
4

Cluster L: ' Leaves Cluster

The leaves cluster represents items which concern

i
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themselves with various leave provisions and related mat-
ters. L1 through L63 represent the fields of analysis
which recognize the various'leaves items in collective bar-
gaining agreements. | o |
L1 through L19 are fields of analysis which deal

specifically with sabbatical/education improvement leaves

O - - - -

and the relafed items.

L1l examines the collective bargaining agreement

3

grovisions granting sabbatieal/education improvement

“ TABLE 39
Ll: Provision

“ | “ No. Yes . "No

ALB%RTAl - 136 132 . 4
! ! -
SASKATCHEWAN 109 . 105 . 4

LA

Table 39 reveals that 132 Alberta and 105 Saskat-

chewan collective bargaining agreements'provided for sab-
t .
batical/education improvement leaves.

L2 specifies the minimunp. number of years of ser-

LY

vice required to be eligible to apply for a sabbatical/ed-

ucation improvement leave.

e

TABLE 40 |

L2: Minimum Years Of Service
: No. Missing- 0 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ALBERTA 136 31 2°1 214 772 1 5 1
 SASKATCHEWAN 109 73 . 9 5 1 6 2 9 1 3

The large number of "missing" items reflects a lack

s -

of formal agreement as to'who was eligible to apply for

. -
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sabbatical/education improvement leaves. Table 40 por-
trays a situation in which the majority of Alberta collec-
tive bargaining agreements had provisions varying from
zero to eight years of experience in order to be eligible
to apply for such leaves. The Saskatchewan situation re-
veals that the majority of agreements had ‘no formal stip—

ulation as to minimum requirements to qualify for sabbati—

cal/education improvement leaves. Those Saskatchewan
agreements which did require minimum ye¢ars of service,
ranged from two to ten years. |
L3 examines-the minimum.number years of service
that‘are required_with the present school board.
.TABLE 41 o |

’ L3: Minimum Years Of Service With -
Present School Board

>

No. Missing 0 1 2 3 4 s 6.7 8" 9 10
ALTA. 136 3. 2 1 214 7721 s | |

-

SASK. 109 73 9 5 1 6 2 9 13

The large number of "miSsing" items reflects a

N

,ulack of formal agreement as to who is eligible to apply for

sabbaticag/education improvement leaves Table 41 portrays

i

a 51tuation in which the maJorlty of Alberta collective bar-
gaining agreements had prov1sions varying from zero to eight

years of experience with the present school board in order
-
to,be able to apply for such leaves._ The Saskatchewan sit-

uation reveals that the majority of agreements had no formal'

stipulation as to minimum requirements with the present

school bolrd to qualify for sabbatlcal/education improvement .

leaves. Those Saskatchewan/agreements which did contain-



minimum years of service, ranged from two to ten years.

L4 takes note of the basic salary provided to

112

teachers who accept sabbatical/education imbrovementrleaves.

TABLE 42
L4: Basic Salary
/ . "‘Flat
No. Missing 0% 50% 65% 70% 75% $Amt. -Other
“ALTA. 136 7 4 23 9 4 79 . 9
. No. ‘Missing 0% 15% .25% 30% 33% 35% 40% 46% 50%
SASK. 109 10 31 2 8 2 1 1 15
| o
51% 55% 60% 65% 66% 67% 70% 71% 75% 80%
SASK. (cont'd) 19 3 4. 1 21 2 1 2

Fiat $ Amount

Other

SASK. (cont'd)

.3

5

Table 42 reveals a wide range of basic salaries paid

’

to teachers on sabbatical/education improvement leaves, The

obvious differences are that Alberta basic §alaryﬁprovisions

® for sabbatical/education improvement leaves fell into seven

cafegories while Saskatg¢hewan provisions fell imto 21 such

categories. Albeffa'results showed that 79 (the méjority)

'colléctiVe agreements had provisions which fell into one -

category. None of the Saskatchewan categories represénted a

on sabbatical/e&ucation improveﬁent leaves.

clear ﬁajority’of the basic salaries teachers received while

cThé maximum salary provided to teachefs on sabbat-

ical/education improvement leave is covered by LS.

\

- ment leaves. Alberta had seven categories and Saskatchewan

—

™~
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had 14 categories of maximum salary provisions. One hun-
dred and seven Alberta collective agreements (the majority)
had items which fell into one maximum salary cat y. None

of the Saskatchewan agreements had a category\which repre-
A

sented the majority of‘agreements. ‘ \
. i 7
TABLE 43 e
L5: MaxXimum Salary
. : . Flat
77 ™ No. Missing 50% 65% 677% 70% 75% SAmt. ' Other
: - o
Q

ALTA. 136 7 36 1 o2 107

No. Missing 45% 50% 51% 60% 65% 66% 67% 0%
SASK. -~ 109 10 1 4 2 2 3 1 26 ¢

71%  75% 80% 100% Flat $ Amt. Other.

SASK. (cont'd{;/'l 32 7 7 2 5
, £ 23 '
.\\? L6 examines‘prqv1sions which specify what crjteria

~ 7 are used for determining sabbatical/education improvement

leave salaries, when the maximum available is greater than

! the basic salary of an individual. o
. TABLE 44 ' .
L6:  Maximum Greater Than Basic Salary’
‘ . Yéars . Board
No. Missing _Exp.  Discretion Other
ALBERTA 136 94 31 o1 10

SASKATCHEWAN " 109 47 : 5 32 25

Ninety four Alberta and 47 Saskatchewan collective

A
N

ibargaining agreements had po,provisions”for dealing with

-

such an eventuality. Both Alberta and Saskatchewan collec-

.tive bargaining agreements (which had provisions) had the

same type of mechanism for‘getefminiﬁg how to deal with
. e
situations where maximum salary was greater than the basic
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salary.
’

L7 focuses -on agé limit qualifications which would

P

prohibit certain teachers from applying for sabbatical/ed-

ucation improvement. leayes. .
TABLE 45 .
L7¢ Age Limit o
. Period BeforeB

No. Missing Yes No | Retirement.
ALBERTA 136 4 ‘ 97 - 35

SASKATCHEWAN 109 - 4 : 105

Both Alberta and Saskatchewan had four collective
) . )

.bargaining agreemeﬁts'which"had no age limit provf%ions.
. X V) ’ )
Ninety seven Alberta and 105 Saskatcpewan,agreements had no

limitations based on an applicant's age. - Thirty five Al-
’ /

berta collective bargaining agreements qualified no age

limit items by stating that sabbatical/education improvement

]
1eave§'had to be taken before a specifiEd pericd of years

pricr to retirement.

18 recognizes items which stipulate required years
of subsequent service follo&ing sabbatical/education improve-

ment leaves.

TABLE 46 : s
L8: Years Of Subsequeyt Service *
‘ No. Missing 1 Z 4 Twice ~Scale
AT.BERTL 136 8 1 121 4 2
SASKATCHEWAN 109 10 . 8 70 13 1 1 6

» The majority of L8 items fell into categories of

from one to four years oP required subsequent service in
! . .
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both Alberta and Saskatchewan. 1In both provinces the maj-

o,

ority ¢ collective bargaining agreements required two

years of service following a sabbatical/education improve-
ment leave. One Saskatchewan.agreement étipulated twice
the length of the leave)andzsix collective'bargaining agre-

ements used a sliding scale to determine the length of re-

¥

quired subsequent service.

L9 examines collective bargaining agreements for

the presence of i/;Qecified method for determining the num-

-
- )

ber of leaves allowed per yea}. ' =~
TABLE 47
L9: Number Of Leaves
) - .o et 3 7
L. No. Yes L " No
ALBERTA _ 136 129 7‘\
SASKATCHEWAN 109 ¢ 105 RS
< / o

The fesults from Table 47 indicate that the prov-
\ ) ‘ | l

9

inces of Alberta and Saskatchewan had seven and four agre~
Y ! .
ements respectively which had no specified method for de-
7 . .

;teréining the number of sabbatical/education improvement

A

leaveS'grantéd_each year. “Alberta had 129 agreements with

.

such provisions and Saskatchewan had 105.

°

L10 recognizes how the number of sabbatical/educa-

tion improvement leaves is determiggd.

P TABLE 48
L10: Determining Number Of Annual Leaves
. ' % of % of Flat ‘Number-
No. Missing Board Staff Budget S$Amt.- Of Staff
ALTA. 136 7 87 27 - 15
SASK. 109 4 - 74 18 .3 9 Other 1

/.

Lo
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3

. Alberta and Saskatchewan had seven and four col-
N .

lective hdrgaining agreements respectively which .did not

-address 1items in L10. Eighty seven of the Alberta agree-

ments called for the school .board to determine the number
. <y

of sabbatical/education improvement leaves, 2] agreements
had a formula based'on a percentage of staff and 15 used a
‘ formula based on the number of staff. The Saskatchewan
agreements indi:ared that 74 jurisdictions had such numbers
determined by school boards, 18 were based on a number of
staff, three used a formula based on agpercentage of the

budget, nine useé,a flat dollar amount and one fell into-

i :
the 'other' category.

. TABLE 49
L14: Mandatory Minimum Number Of Leaves
No. - Missingr Yes ) No
ALBERTA - 136 4 29 103

 SASKATCHEWAN 109 5 10 94

<

Twenty nine-Alberta agreements and ten Saskatchej
v : Co ) o )
wan agreemenns cdntained a.mandatory number of sabbatical/

educ?&}on 1mprovement leaves to be awarded each year
L16 addresses the accumulation of 51ck leave cre-_.
dits during sabbat cal/education improyément leaves as

stated in collective bargainihg agreemenfs.

B \

TABLE 50
L16: Accumulatlon 0f Sick Leave Credits
No. \ Missing = Yes qu: Not Specified
'ALBERTA 136 A R Y .89 K
SASKATCHEWAN . 109 N U . 88

s



Only one Alberta agreement allowad for sick leave
credit accumulation during sabbatical/education improvemen

leave while 42 specifically stated that such an accumula-
) . ’r’) .

‘tion was not possible and 89 collective agreements refrain

ed from specifying such items. In Saskatchewan  four agree
. 2, -

ments allowed for sick leave accumulation during. sabbatica

education improvement leave, 17 collective bargaining agre

-3

ble and 88 agreements refrained from discu531ng auir items ™

)
%

\

S

L17? examines school boards' contributions toward

at all. ©

»employee insured benefits during sebhatical/education im-

.

pProvement leaves.

, - TABLE 51
L17: Continuation Of Board. Contribution Toward’
- Employee Insured Benefits

117

t

17

’
0

., ements specifically stated that no accumulation was possi-

’
S

| No. Yes No Qualified Yes Sgezigied e
ALTA. 136 s 2= 6f i, ‘ . 132 ° 7
SASK. 109 : 481 o '.:“‘1 104
' T is

Four Alberta and four Saskatchewan Jurisdictions

did not address L17 \Two Alberta collective bargaining agre—

ementsﬁindicated that school boards would . comtinue -with co
tributions Lo’ employee insured benefits while six others

<

speciflcally state that they WOuld not. One collective

o

bargaining agreement gave a qualified yes to L17 and 132

agreements did not specify. In Saskatdhewan-lOé collective 2

bargaining agreemeﬁts-didlnot s ecify whether school board

,'w0u1d continue to contribute toward employee insured

N

.

ﬁ

n—

s
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benefits: during sabbatical/education improvement leaves.
L18 checks fcr ensured re-employment for teachers

returning from sabbatical/education improvement leaves.

. . -
TABLE 52 .
- £18: Ensured Re-Employment
¢ ) Not Surplus
No. Missing Yes No Specified Redundancy
ALBERTA 136 ., 4 48 1 80 3
SASKATCHEWAN 109 4 86 1 16 2
: : <

-

Four Aiberta and four Saskatchewan agreements had
no L18 provisions at all. Forty eight Alberta agreements

ensured re—-employment of teachers ret&rning from sabbati-

cal/education impfovement leaves, one agreement did ‘not, 80

agréements did nst specify and three would only ensure re-

empioyment if positions were available.J”Eighty six Sask-

atchewan collective bargaining agreements ensured re-em-

. . [
_ployment, one did 4hot, 16 did not specify and two would only"

.énsuré rg—émploymént if positions were availahle.
L19 examines -collective bargéining agreements for

accrued experience during sabbatical/education ‘improvement
. : ’ . ’ .

3

leaves. ) i. h -
TABLE 53
. L19: Accrued - Experience
, No. Missing Yes ..~ No
ALBERTA -, - ' 136 4 17 115
SASKATCHEWAN 109 " 105

Four‘Albe;ta and four Saskatchewan collective bar-
gaining_agréemeﬁts had no L19 provisions at all. Seventeen

Alberta agreementsbaliowed-for'accrued experience for those

P-4

N Ay e L
Wm%ﬁmwau;a RNRE e s e e o
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. .
-on sabbatical/education improvement leaves and 115 did not.

In Saskatchewan 105 agreements did not allow for accrued

experience while on sabbatical/education improvement leave.

5 120 examines collective bargainiﬁg agreements for

¢

provisions making sabbatical/education improvement leaves

{ .
an area for teacher/board discussions.

TABLE 54 .
L20: Discussion \
No. Yes | Nc
ALBERTA 136 111 25
SAKATCHEWAN 109 93 . 16

One hundred and eleven Alberta'collective bargain-

. ing agreements made provisions for discussing sabbatical/

education impnbvement leaves and 25 did*net. ln Saskatche-
wan 93 agreements made such prov1sions while 16 did not.
L21 through L27 are fields of analysis whlch con-
cern themselves with leaves of absence other than sabbati-
\cal/educatignWimp;ovement leaves'or miscellaneeu leaves.
7, L21 checks for leave of absehce provisions.

TABLE 55

i ~ L21: Provisions
No. — Yes __ No_
YALBERTA 136 - 18 128
SASKATCHEWAN : 109 Y 62

Fighteen Alberta agreements had nrovisions for

leaves of absence while 128 did not make such Drov151ons.

Forty‘seven'Saskatchewahhagreements had leave of absence
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provisions and 62 did no permit such leaves.
L22 deals with Minimum years of service required

for leaves of absence.

- TABLE 56 .
L22: Minimum Years Of Service

J

No. Missing 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Not Specified
ALTA. 136 . 116 - 1 . : 18

SASK. 109 62 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 39

One hundred and sixteen Alberta and 62 Saskatche—'
wan gollective bérgaihing agreements did nof address L22
provisioné. Twenty Alberta agreements whicﬂ had minimum
years of seryice provisidns fell ;nto categories of two
years, five yearé, or they did not specify. 1In Saskatche-
‘wan the range of minimum years of service reddired to qual;
ify for ieaves éf absence wa; two to-eight-years with‘39
.agreements having no specific.minimum requirement.

L24 checks for accumulated sick leave creditg

during leaves of absence.

. TABLE 57
L24: Accumulated Sick Leave
No. Migsing - - No_ = 'Not Specified. .
ALBERTA 136 . 117 3 16
SASKATCHEWAN 109 62 . 10 . 37

One hundréd and seventeen Alberta and 62 Saskat- -
chewan collective bargaining agreements did noﬁvcontain~Li4
provisions. iThreé Alberta agreements ‘did not allow accumu-

lation of sick leave credits and 16. did not specify. Ten

2 . \
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‘Saskatchewan agreements did not allow accumulation oﬁ sick
leave credits while 37 did not specify.
L25 examines collective bargaining agreements for
provisions in which séhooi boards contiﬂﬁe'their coﬁtribu-

tions toward insured employee benefits.

. ) TABLE 58 ]
' L25: Insured Employee Benefits
: ) ! - Not
No. Missing No @ Qualified Yes Specified
ALTA. 136 116 1 1 ©18
SASK. 109 62 ' ' 47

One hundred. and sixﬁeén‘Alberta and 62 Saskatche-
wan collectivé bargaining agreementé had.no L25 provisions.
One Alberta agreement specifically did not provide fof ‘

. . - . : A
board contribution to insured empioyee benefiﬁs, one agree-
menF had a qualifi?d provigion"ahd 18 did not sbecify.
Forty seven Saskétchewan agreemenﬁs did‘not s;ecify'whether
such coﬁtributfoné were continued.

L26 examines collective bargaining agreements for

o

ensured re-employment provisions. -

, TABLE 59
L26: Ensured Re-Employment :
. ' o Not |
No. Missing - Yes No Specified
ALTA. 136 116 1 ! . 18
SASK. 109 62 14 3 30

One. hundred and sixteen Alberta and 62 Saskatche-

wan.agreements did not,hévevLZG proViSions. One Alberta
e . \,
~ J

 'agreement ensured re-employment, one did not and 18 did not

specify. . Fourteen Saskatchewan‘ggigements had;ensured re-~

employment provisions for teachers returning from leaves of
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kabsences, three did not ensure re-employment and 30 agree-
ments did not specify.

L28 through L32 are fields of analysis which cov-
er maternity leave provisions and related items.

L28 checks collective'bargaining agreements for

maternity .leave provisions.

TABLE 60 |
. L2§:.‘Provisions ,
No. Yes CT No
ALBERTA 136 111 25
SASKATCHEWAN 109 B4 25

* One hundred and eleven Alberta agreements had mat-

ernity lea?e provisions and 25'did not.  Eighty fonr Saskat-

chewan collective baréaining'agreements provided for mater-

nity leaves while 25 agreements did'npt make such-provisions.
L29 examines thévmaximumvperiod’of'maternity leave

permitted.

-

L TABLE 61
L29:  Maximum Period Of-Maternity Leave Permitted
- Remainder »
No. Missing - 0f Year One Year Other
ALBERTA 136 25 - 1 - . 35 75
‘SASKATCHEWAN 109 26 1 | 84

Twenty five Alberta and 24 Saskatchewan collective
bargaining agreements did not have L29 prov151ons \bne Al-
berta agreement provided for maternity leaves for up to the
'.remainder of the school year, 35 agﬁeements\prov1ded one
full year of maternity leave and 75 agreements prov1déd mat-
ernity‘leaves which varied from six weeks or more but less

3

than one year and therefore were lumped under the 'other'
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.

[
category. One Saskatchewan agreement provided maternity

leave for a period of up to the remainder of the school
L]

year add 84 agreements had provisions which were lumped un-

der the ’otherf category.

L30 checks'for~accrued experience during the mat-
ernity leave period. . , | )_

Noﬁe_of the 11 Alberté collective bargaining
' agreemenfs allowed for thé accrued experience during mat-
'erhity leaves. One'Saskatchewan.égreement allowéd’for ac-
cruéd experienc® duéing m;terni;y leave, but only.for a per-

iod-sii weeks after‘confinement while 108 collective bar-

gaining agreements in Saskatchewan did nét‘allow for éccrued

'experiénCe during maternity leaves.

L32 examines provisions dealing with ensured re-
employmént following magernity‘leave.'

TABLE. 62

' L32:.. Ensured Re—Employmedt .
- h : b _ Not -
No. Missing Yes "No . Specified .
ALBERTA "136 .25 D 60 f 2 49
SASKATCHEWAN 109 . 24 43 1 . 41

A' Twenty five.Alberta and 24_SaskaFchewé? colieqtive

'bépgaining agreements did not have L32 proﬁisions; ”Sixty
Alberta agreeménts ensured re-employment folloﬁiﬁg ﬁaternity

. . : .

leave, two did ﬁdt and 49 ;id'no;-specify. Férty_three Sask—h
atch;wan‘agreémeﬁts ensured ?e—employment, one did not.and

41 agreemeﬁfs did ﬁot specifjl v :

| L33 throUgh’L37'arg{fields of analy§is which deal

with collective bargaining provisiohs'concernedvéith adop~-
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- tion leave.

L33 recognlzes adoption leave provisions.

TABLE 63
L33: Adoption Leave Provisions
No. ' _Yes No
ALBERTA ; 136 17 119 /1
] - .

SASKATCHEWAN 109 b4 T s

'-Seventeen Alberta collective bargainin, agreements
provided for adoption leave and 119 did not make such pro—‘
v151ons. Forty four Saskatchewan agreements prov1ded for

adoption leave and 65 did not.

L34 checks for preplacement items under adoption

leave prov1sions

TABLE 64

L34: uPreplacement'Leave For Adoption

.

No. ~~ Yes No
ALBERTA = 136 2 134

SASKATCHEWAN 109 3 ‘106

vao\Alberta agreements stiphlated that prenlace—
' ment leaves were available whlle 134 d1d not permlt‘such
vleaves l Three Saskatchewan agreements called for - preplace—\
ment leaves and 106 did not allow suchlleaves. _ - -
L35 checkslfor max1mum days permitted for preplace-
ment leave, y ] | , X
One_hnndred and thirty fonr Alberta/and 106
Saskatchewan collectlve bargalnlng agreements did not have

6 -

L35 prov1sions. One Alberta agreement provided'a one‘day leave.
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and one provided for a two day leave. 1In Saskatchewan one

‘agreement'providedffor a8 one day preplacement leave for pur-

poses of adoption, one provided for up to ten days and one
° I
provided for up to siﬂty days of preplacement leave.

TABLE 65 )
L35: Maximum Preplacement Leave .
/ . >
No. Missing 1 2 10 60
ALBERTA 136 ___ 134 1 1
SASKATCHEWAN 109 106 1 1 1

)
‘L36 examines'maximum days of adoption leave permit-

‘ted. - v
£ . .

' © TABLE 66

L36: Maximum Days 0f Adoption Leave

' » ‘ ' j Same As

L]

‘No. Missing l1 2 3. 10 20 30 98 Maternity Leave

L3

two provided three day leaves, two had ten day leaves,'four_

ALBERTA o |

136 120 1 2 : 3 10

SASKATCHEWAN | L -

109 74 3 1-2_-d_2-, 4 s L 19
‘One hundred and tuenty;AIBerta'and 74'Saskatcheyan‘

collective bargainingf;greements had no.LSS,provisions.;_One

Alberta-agreementoprovided one day adoption leave, one had
a two day provision, three had‘provisions of 98 Or more. days\;.

of leave and ten had provisions identical to maternity leaves.

Saskatchewan had three agreements providing a one. day leave,

°

_ had 20 day IEaves and five had 30 day leaves for adoption,

purposes.

L37 checks for ensured re-employment of teachers

returning fron adoption leave.
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TABLE 67

L37: Ensured Re-Employment :
. S - Not
No. Missing Yes No~ Specified
"ALBERTA - 136 . - 119 - 2. - ‘15
SASKATCHEWAN 109‘ ’ 65 ) lL‘ ’ 1 . 32

¢

- One hundred and nineteen Alberta,andng Saskat-
cnewan collective bargaining agreements dié:not contain £37
provisions; Tyo Alberta agreements provided for ensured
re- employment and 15 did not specify " Eleven Saskatchewan

agreements ensured re-employment, one did not ensure re-em-

ployment and 32 did not specify.

/; P L38 and L39 recognize paternity leave provisions

~and related items.

L38 examines collective bargaining ‘agreements for

provisions granting paternity leave. «
| TABLE 68 .
"L38: . Provisions For Paternity Leave
N , ~ ___No.’ ~ Yes - . No
 ALBERTA - . v+ 136 - 35 ‘101 #
'SASKATCHEWAN' .- 109 o190 90

Thirty.five Alberta agreements had"paternity'leave
provisions and 101 agreements had no -such provisions. Nine-
teen Saskatghewan agreements provided paternity leaves while

90 did not..

~

L39 determines the maximum number:of days permit~

ted for paternity leaves.
. ’ I . . . . .
LT One hundred and one Alberta agreements and 94 Sask-
L | . . .

atchewanVagreements did not have L39 provisions.' Thirty four

Alberta collective:bargaining'agreements'provided a one day
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one day paternity leave, three provided for a three d%?hf
leave and one provided for a fi&e day paternity leave for

teachers.

TABLE 69 . i
‘L39f$’Maximum Days For Paternity Leave
No. Missing, 1 2 3 5
ALBERTA 136 101 34 -1 |
SASKATGHEWAN 109 .~ 94 11 3 1

<«
o

L40 -through L42 are fields of analysis which deal

with leaves for Alberta Teachers' Association and Saskatche~

a

wan Teachers' Federation business and/or activities.

L40 checks for long term leave provisions of six

-

“or more dayg for local or provincial officers.
foﬁe Alberta collectiVe.ba!%aininglggreement had
no L40 provision. »Tﬁfge Alberta agreements had long term
léaQe”érOQiéions*for local or provincial offiéersvand 132

-~

did nolt have such provisions. None of the Saskatchewan R

©

agree nts had_any long term leave 'provisions for local or

N

pfoyi cial_éffiéers.> el
VLAi“examines iongvterm leave provi;ions for re-
N imburséments éo school Boards for ldéal or pfovincial of~
ficerg taking>such leévgs.

One hundred and thirty three Alberta collective

k]

'agreements tWad no L41 provisions whiie/three collective
agreements did provide‘for reimburseﬁent to school boards
: , . ?

- for leaves taken by local or provincial officers of the
: ’ - - / . :
f o i . .

< -
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Albe::;LTeachersf Association. "None of the Saskatchewan
- . -
agreements had L4l provisions.
- .

L42 examines shott-terqileave provisions of five.

days or less for teachers' organizations business/activities

by local or provincial officers. -?\,
TABLE 70
L42: Short-Term Leaves
No.  Yes ! No
/ALBERTA . 136 31 105
SASKATCHEWAN - 109 11 \ ' 98

Thirty one Alberta agreements had short-term leave
prov131ons and 105 did not. Eleven Saskatchewan agreements

had short-term leave prov1sions'whi1e 98 collective barg-

-aining agreements did not have such provisions.

L43 tHrough L&47 are 1e1ds of analysis dealing

"with provisions regarding teaves for teachers 1nvolved 1n

2 .
the collectlve bargaini:g process. S /

L43 searches for provisibns speclfying the number

-of days leave granted for negotiation and related aspects

SASKATCHEWAN . 109 62 47

of the collective bargaining process.v C \' .
TABLE 7l ' - . N
‘L43: Leave For Negotiations _
. Nb. ' Yes . No
ALBERTA ' 136 75 . 61

j 3
Sevenﬂy five Alberta agreements had leave for

negotiations provisions and 61 did not Sixty two agreements

- . ©
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-

in Saskatchewan had provisions for negotfatiqh leaves and
47 agreements did not have'such provisions.
L&4 examines collective bargaining agreements for

the Qv\ber of dd&s gran%ed to teachers involved in- the col-
\

lective bargaining p%bgéss. v
> TABLE 73
L44: Number Of Days For Negotiation Leaves
(, Y : Not
No. Missing 1 2 3 4 5 6 hm_B; Specified
B R \\”7 .
ALTA. 136 61 43 1 8 18 T 5
SASK. 109 47 2 6 20,8 5 2 1 36

Sixty one Alberta and 47 Saskafghew}n cbllgctiyee

bargaining agreements did not have L&44& Provi;ions. Ferty )
three Alberta agreements had one day negotiatioh leaves,

-
one had a two day leave, eight had four day leaves, ‘18 had

five day leaves, and five agreements did ot specify the

duration of such leaves. Saskatchewan agreements showed two

districts with two day 1ea?£b, six wighxghree day leaves,

two with four day leaves, eight \with-five day leaves;‘five_ \

.with six day leaves, two with»se n day leaves, one with

eight pl&s days leave and 36 did not specify the length of

leaves.
L45 checks for maximum length of negotjation leave
‘per teacher. . —
. 9
: TABLE 73
L45: Maximum Length Of Leave
No. - Missing Yes -No
"ALBERTA -~ : 136 61 - 1 74

SASKATCHEWAN 109 ° 47 1 A1 -
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Sixty one Alberta and 47\Sa§katchéwan collective

bargaining agreements did not have L45 provisions. One

‘Alberta agreement Kad a maximum provision fqor negotiation

[3

leave and 74 had‘no sugh étovisiod.  Saskatchqwan had omne
maximgm length’ of negqtiation provision and 61 agreements
were without such provisions.

'“L46 examines collective ﬁargaining‘agreements for

4

épecific number of days determiqing the maximum length of

negotiation leave.

/ LY

| . TABLE 74 : 4
.L46: Number Of Days Negotiation Leave ~ .
‘ No: . . Missing . 3
"ALBERTA 136 | 135

SASKATCHEWAN . + 109 .08 1 .

Qne hundred anqﬁthirty five Alberta and 108 Saqk—

atchewan agreements did not have L46 provisions. The one

" Alberta provision which set a maximum number of days for 9,
L ~ i . o

negotiation leave had a»five day maximum while the one Sask-

: étchewan‘agreement had a three day maximum for negotiatiénA

=l

N . \ .
leave.

L47 examiqu‘collectivé bargaining agreements for’

reimbursement to school boards)fb{\salary costs for teachers
\ i . iA
on negotiation leawve. - : \\\
| S TABLE 75 N
'L47: Reimbursement For Salary Costs™ .
I No. "Missing Yes No’ Not™~_Qualified
. Specified ™ Yes

 ALBERTA - 136 61 32 . 2 u . 75>\$\\\\

SASKATCHEWAN 109 47 2 '55 o 5
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Sixty one_Alberta andV47 Saskatchewan agreeménts

! . e o 131

. did not contain L4&7 proihsions. Thirty two Alberta agree~

ments had reimbursement’provisions, two called fof no re-
imbursement and 41 gave a qualified response to the ques-

“tion ‘of reimbursing school boards for negotiation'leaves. ;
: 4
Two Saskatchewan agreements called for no reimbursement to

school boards, 55 collective bargaining "agreements did not
specify whether school boards were.reimbursed, while five

Saskatchewan'agreements qualified reimbursements to school

boards.

L48 through LSO .are. fields of analysis dealing

-

with leaves providing time off for teachers in periods of

personal and family"difficulty Cor'death) near to the tea~

N
Sa

chefs in question. - .o

L48 deals with compassionate/bereavement leave

”

'for-immediate family. ‘ ‘ _ ' . ‘.’ -

o . TABLE 76 L
L48 ‘~rmpassionate/Bereavement
Leave For Immediate Family

\

‘ %No. g Missi-n'g~ 1 3 4 u5'“‘7 Unspecified
. 0. o ‘
ALBERTA 136, 13 25 4 88 2 4
SASKATCHEWAN 109 .34 1 10 3 46 - 15 .

. -

Thirteen‘Alberta and 34'Saskatchewan-collective
bargaining agreements did not have L48 provisions Twenty
five Alberta agreements made a three day leave available

to teachers, faqur agreements ‘made a foun,day leave avail-

o
-

able, 88 agreements made a five day, leave available, two

made a seven day leave avilable, while four did not specify

~

such a leave. In Saskatchewan, one jurisdic~“*“'

the le A€ Ty T

w . —
\

. . : -
- R .
-~ .

2
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tion provided a one day leave, ten offered a ten’ day leave,

three 'ffered a four day leave, 46 offered a five day leave

. N .
and 15 did not specify the duration of-cohpassionate/be—

reavement leaves.

L49 searches for compassionate/bereavement leaves

for extendad'family.

TABLE 77
L49: Compassipnate/Bereavement Leave
For Extended Family

No. - Missing 1° 2 -3 4 5 Unspecified

,

ALBERTA " 136 s2 17 11 51 SRR 4

SASKATCHEWAN 109 . 86 4,2 9 1 1 6 *ﬁfﬁ

N ) i R P o
/
i

Fifty/two Alberta and 86 Saskatchewan collective
‘ ; .

bargaining agreements did not contain L49 provisions. Sev-

enteen of the Albeita agreements g;ovfded “a one -day leave,

11 provided a two day leavek\SI‘provided a three day leave,
&

one provided a five day leavesand four did not specify the:

length of leave. Four of the Saskatchewan agreements;made

v

provisions for a one day leave, two made provisions for a

two day leave, nine made provisions for a thrpe day leave,

_one provided for a four day leave, one: agreement provided

.for a five day leave, while six did not specify the length

of comwhssionate/bereavement leave for extended family .«

R4
\

» L50 examines collective bargaining agreements for
compassionate/bereavement 1eaves for other than teachers,

families or extended families.

'-Ninety two Alberta and 55 Saskatchewan collectiye

i3

o

v'bargaining agreements-did not contain L50 provisionﬂ.»‘Sev-

-~

v ~ - T
. . ' 2

.:ent'ee'n Alberta‘agreements provided one day lea{zésj,&o . #

¥

L

Tyt

.y
K's
S
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- &
provided two day leaves, 20 provided three day leaves and
five agreements did not specify- the length .of such leaves.
Sixteen pf the, Saskatchewan agreements made a ome day\leave
avaiiahie, three made a three day leave available, three

made a five day leave available and 32 collective bargain—

ing agreements did not specify the duration of compassion-

[Ny

‘ate/bereavement leaves for other than teachers' families or

extended families. N
TABLE 78

L50: Compassionate/Bereavement
Leave For Others '

(o8

s No.  Missing 1 2. 3 5 Unspecified
ALBERTA - 136 . 92 17 2 20 - 5

- .
SASKATCHEWAN 109 55 | 16 - 3 3 "32

L51 through L62 are fields of‘analysis‘eiamining
miscellaneous leave prnvieions.o

_LSl checks for provieions for miscellaneous leaves.

"TABLE 79 - -

LSl:‘ Provision For Miscellaneous'Leave
' - . \ ‘o
No. Yes Na
ALBERTA 136 ' 129 7
SASKATCHEWAN - 109 : - 98 : 11

T

One hundred and twenty nine Alberta agreements had
S

A

’miscellaneous leaves provisions and seven did not allow such

leaves. Ninety eight Saskatchewan agreements provided mis-

,cellaneous 1eaves, while eleven did not permit such leaves.

L52 differentiates between types of discretionary
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"leaves.
W% | TABLE 80 o
. L52: Discretionary Leaves
‘ No Not
No. Péid U;A?id Both Provision Specified
ALBERTA © 136 5 : 117 11 3

SASKATCHEWAN 109 ' 44 1 40 23 1

A

Five Alberta agreemengs_pad:provision fof paid

discretionary leaves, 117 had prbvisions for both paid and

v . L/ ' [
- unpaid leaves, 11 agreements did not allow such leaves and

e

“‘&askatchewan ‘had 44 agreements ‘which prwvided for paid dis-

Lo

three did ﬁot specify if such leaves were paid or unpaid.

5

“‘cretionary leaves, one agreement .provided for unpaid leaves,

'/

C

40-agreements provided for_both paid and unpaid leaves, 23
did not allow.such leaves, while one did not sﬁecify-whethef
discretionary leaves were of the paid or unpaid variety

) _ L53 examines ‘leaves for school board or school

-
bdé;;e;szhctivities . ; ' L

! . - . TABLE 81

'L53: School Board Or School Business .
v . ; . No Not -
No. Paid Unpaid Both Provision Specified
ALBERTA 136 5 36 95 |
SASKATCHEWAN 109 64 . 3 41 D

-

i . - oy ! : :
Five'Alpertadagreements provided for paid school

‘b“.rd or school business leaves; 36 agreements proviaed for

both pai! and unhaid.leaves and 95 agreements did net pro-

‘vide for.sucﬁ leaves. Among‘the Saskatchewan agreements 64

1

provided for paid-leaves; three made provisions for both

both paid aﬁd unpaid leaves, 41 agreements.made no such

tayf
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’provisions and one did not specify if school board or school
business leaves were paid or unpaid.
L54 recognizes leaves for attending courses.

3
TABLE 82

L54: Leaves For Courses ,
. : No  Not
No. Paid Unpaid Both Provision Specified
. it . ’ ) . .
ALBERTA 136 2 13 121
SASKATCHEWAN 109 5 , S 30 100 , 1

Two Alberta agreements provided for paid leave,

~

13 agreements provided for both paid and unpaid leave and

! v
131 agreements did/not make such provisions. In five of the
Saskatchewan agreements paid leave was grovided to teachers

taking.courSe %brk three agreements provided paid and un-
»paid'leaves, lOO agreements made ‘no leave provisions and one
agreement did not specify if padd or unpaid leave was pro-

’7%,;

LS55 determines if emergency Or personal leaves

:vided

‘Wwere present in collective bargaining agreements.'

TABLE 83 -~ - .

L55: Emergency Or Personal Leave : R
S A L No Not -
¥ . No. Paid ‘Both Provision Specified
TALBERTA J136 5 120 0 3p 1 !
SASKATCHEWAN 109 18 S 53 38 _ R ,////

RTINS

. E o . P
Five Alberta agreements provided emergency or p/g?/
/
sonal leaves, 100 agreements provided both paid and unpa;é
/ 7

‘leaves, 10 did not allow such leaves and one‘igreément did

not specify whether such leaves were paid or unpaid /. Eight-
/
een Saskatchewan agreements providj?/paid leaves,/53 provided

K
s

4 = s

. /
. Vi
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both paid and unpaid leaves and 38 agreements did not allow
.ieaves for emérgency or pgrsonal reasons.
L56 looks for provisions which grant leaves to

teachers for purposes of taking examinations so that they

may complete.a course or some other. endeavour. ‘ -

/

TABLE 84 o

L56: Examination Leaves 7
No. Paid. ° Both - No

ALBERTA 136 54 12 /70
SASKATCHEWAN 109 - 2 1 /106

. Fifty four Alberta collective bargaining agreements
;

prbvided for such ﬁaid leaves, 12 agrgéﬁents”pr%vided‘fOr S
both paid aﬁd unpaid leaves and 70 éié not allow such leaves.
Two Saskatchéwan agfeementé‘ﬁrovidgd for pald leaves, one
agreeméné provided for both paiH and_gnpaid leaves fqr ex;
aminadionévwhiie 106 did not allow such leaves.

L57 checks for leaves éilowing teachers to attend

.théir‘own graduations or convocations.

T | TABLE 85 . el
- L57: Graduation Or Convocation Leaves
_ No. ~ Paid ___ Both No
ALBERTA 136 49 347 - 53

| SASKATCHEWAN 109 32 B WA 73

Forgy ﬁiﬁe Alberta ;greementé.pfovided'for'paid
leaves, 54 provi&ed‘fér.bothApaidbaﬁd unp#id leavés, wﬁile
53 agféements did.not p?ﬁvidé for suchkleaves.‘ Thirty two
.Saskatchewan agreeménté.had provisioqs fof-paid_leaves,'ohég
':égreemenc prdvidedvfdr unpaid leaves, three égreements pro-

~‘vided for both paid and‘unﬁiid leaves and. 73 made no such
‘ ] - . . o » S :

B Y

¢
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" provisions.
L59 addresses leaves given to-teachers for public
office duties.

TABLE 86

L59: Public Office Duties Leaves
i -
‘ No. Paid Both No Not Specified
"ALBERTA 136 711 118 '
SASKATCHEWAN 109 21 7 80 1

Seven Alberta coilectiverﬁargaining agreements had
_paid'ﬁrovisions for public office duties leaves, 11 had pro—‘
vision for both paid and unpaid leaves, while 118 agteements

did not have such provisions.  Twenty one Saskatchewan agre-

erl
X
PrAAN

eme%ts had’paid 1ee§e§, seven‘egreements provided for both
paid and unpaid leaves, 80'égreements made eo mention of
such leaVes; while‘one Saekatchewan egreement did not spe-
cify 1f such leaves were paid or'unpeid. . |

(Q L6eo examige; collective bargainingVagreements'for
leavee‘respecting/t;acher‘obeervahce.eﬁ'religiousideys;

| None of the‘AIBeyte agfeeﬁents had religious:deys

leave provisfégs. Oﬁl& One}Saskatchewan agreement had pro-
visions f 'religioqs daye'leates but it dia‘not specify 1if
eueh 1 ves Were with or witheut'pay.

L61 searches for weather or "Act of God" leaves.

ch leaves are meant to excuse teachers from their teaching’

duties 1if, due to circdmstances beyond their control, they

/}/// are physically detained B

Sixty three Alberta cdllective bargaining agree—'

L

' ments provided for such leave with pay,:13 agreementsfhad

I
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>provisigns which covered such leaves with or without pay and
60 Albgrta'agreements did not make suchlhrovisions. Thirty
- two agreements from Séékatchewan provided fpf paid leave for
weatﬁér“and "Act df-Godﬁ conditiéns,-th:ee>madé provisions -
for both paid.and unpaid iéaVeé} while'74'Sa§katchewaq agre-

ements made no such provisions.

, TABLE 87 .
L61: Weather Or "Act Of God" Leaves
, No. ___‘Paid , . _Both Ne.
ALBERTA ~ - 136 63 13 60
SASKATCHEWAN . 109 32 374

\ . N : . . . M
“ ‘Lﬁg'examines provisions which grant leaves to at-

>
-

 tend weddiﬂgs,

v 'TABLE 88
'~ L62: Weddings:Leaves,,
No. Paid ‘Unpaid Both No Not Specified
ALBERTA 136 .30 105 1 '
. ' {
SASKATCHEWAN 109 2 12 103 .

Thirty Albérta collective bargaining dgreements;v
providéé for_both péid:and unpéid &éddings leaves, 105 agre-
émentS did not-h#vefsﬁch:provisions, while one égrégméﬁtAdid
gnﬁtAspecifj if sUch 1ea§és were with Qr-without pay. . Two
SaskatchewaniagréePént§-provided sﬁéh 1éé§es'with'pay;voné‘
agreemént éllowed for unﬁaid leaves, two‘agreemgqﬁs iéde
o provisions for Eﬁth‘paig’andrunpgid iéaveé andviOB Saskatche—

L J ‘ : . ' : ;
' wan agreements made no provisions allowing teacliers to attend

eddings. L

L63 checks for provisians which made miscellaneous



139

leaves a matter,for teacher/board discussion.

. TABLE 89 ' : /
L63: Leaves Discussion
No. - " Yes - ' Mo'
'ALBERTA - 136 47 89

SASKATCHEWAN - 109 82 27

Forty seven Alberte rbl(Cﬁt'tS stipulated that
!

miscellaneous leaves provisions were a matter for teacher/
board discussion and 89 agreements had no such provisions.
In Saskatchewan 82 jurisdictions made miscellaneous leaves

provisions a matter for teacher/board discussions while 27

did not make..such provisions.

Scope Of Bargaining In Cfuster L

: Taﬁgebgo indicates the frequency of L items in the
cmllective baggaining agreements. Several L fields of anal-
ysis were not present in either Alberta or Saskatcbewan agre-
ements indicating that the instrument contained ample.scope
for Leaves Provisions. | »

Table 90 shows the distribution of Cluster L items
in elberta and Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements.
The results rexeal that Alberta agreements contain a greater
scope of bargaining in Cluster L. L1 (Sabbatical/Education‘
Improvement Leave Provision), L2 (Minimum Years Of Service
Required), L3 (Minimum Years Of Service With Present ‘Board
. Requiéfd), L4 (Basic Salary Provided), L5 (Maximum Salary),
>L7 "(Age Limit), L8 (Years Of Subsequent Service), L14 (Man-’;

.datory Minimum Number), L16 (Accumulation Of Sick Leave Cre-

dits), Ll7_(Continuation of Board Contribution_Toward Emplo— ‘

- . C o N
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.
)'.
yee Benefits), L19 (Accrued Experience), L25 (Insured Em—.

"ployee Benefits), L28 (Maternity Leave Provisions), L29
/

(Maximum Period Of Maternity Leave Permitted), L32 (Ensured
ke—Employment),:LBB (PaternityiLeave Provisions),'L3§ (Max—A
imum Days'For Paternity Leave), L40 (LeavenProvisions_For
Local Or Provincial Officers), L41 (Reimbursement To Local

i

Boards), L42 (Short Term Leaves), L47 (Reimbursement For
Salary Costs), L48+ (Compassionate/Bereavement Leave For
Immediate Family), L49 (Compassionate/Bereavement Leaves
For E;tended Family), L51 (Miscellaneous Leave Provisions),
L52 (Discretionary Leaves)ﬁ L53 (School Board Or School
Business Leaves), L54 (Leaves For Courses), L55 (Emergency"u
Or Personal Leaves), L56 (Leaves For Examinations), L57
(Leaves For Graduation Or Convocation), L59 (Public Office
-Duties Leaves), L61 (Weather Or "Act Of God"'Leaves) and .
‘L62 (Weddings Leaves) were present more frequently in Al-
vberta than Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements.
Saskatchewan teachers were able to negotiate a
greater number of L6 (Maximum Greater ‘Than Basic Salary),
L9’ (Number Of Leaves), L10 (Determining Number of Leaves),.

?

‘L18 (Ensured Re—Employment),_LZO (Sabbatical/Education

—Léaves Discussion), L21 (Leave of Absence Prov%sions),-LZZ
(Minimum Years Of Service), L26 (Ensured Re- Employment), .° e
>L30 (Acérued Experience During Maternity Leaves), L33 (Adop- ‘);
. tion: Leave Provisions), L34 (Preplacem\nt Leave For Adoption),v

;L35 ‘(Maximum Preplacement Leave), L36 (Maximum Days Of Adop-
- ‘tion Leave), L37 (Ensured Re —-Employment Following Adoption

:Leave),cL43 (Leave For Negotiations), L44 (Number Of Days
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"
d . ~° TABLE 90 | -
Percentage Of Agreements Containing
Cluster L Items
‘ ALBERTA . o | SASKATCHEWAN
L1 97.0%% B & | 96.33%
12 77.21% | L2 33.03%
L3 . 77.21% . L3 .  33.03%
L4 94.857. | L4 90.83%
LS . 94.85% o LS 90.83%
L6 30.88% - <~ - 16  56.88%
L7 25.74% L7  0.00% )
18 94.12% . L8 90.83%
L9 94.85% SR L9 . 96.33%
L10 94.85% - : ./ Lo 96.33%
L14 - 21.32% - - _ O L14 9.17%
Lie "\ 0.74% . ' © 116-  0.00%
2.20% ' | 0 L17 © 0.00%. -
L1 37.50% S L18  80,73%
L20 81.62%2 o ‘L20  85.32%
L21 13.247 ¥ e L21  43.12%
L22 47% L o 122 © 43.12%
L2s . 0.R%&% - . . 125 0.00%
L26 - 0.74%N ' | . L26 12.84%
L28  81.62% - 128  77.06%
L29 81.627 I 129 77.98%
‘130 0.00z . 7T ' 130 77.98%
132 44.12%. - B 132 39.45%
L33 12.50% - o L33 40.37%
L34~ 1.47% - - . n36 2.75%.
L35 T1.47% . C L35 . 2.75%
L36 11.76% - ’\‘-L36 32,112
L37  1.47% o 137 10.09%
L38  25.74% L - ‘ L38  17.43%
L39  25.74% : 139 13.75%
L40 (5 2.212 ”(_ - | ©L40 - 0.00%
L41. 2.212 N T s 0.00%
L42 . 22.79% S L2 10.09% .
’ ; L
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TABLE 90 (continued

L43 55.15%  Lba 1 56.88%
L44 55.15% o L44 56.88%°
L45 . 0.74% . o L45 .92%
L46 0.74% | L46 .92%

. L47 53.68% | T L47 4.59%
" L48 . 90.55% ’ L48 68.81%
L49 | 61.76% ' , L49 - 21.10%
N\ L50 32.35% : 150  49.54%
L51 94.85% | L51 89.91%
L52 92.65% ' . an ‘ L52 89.91%
L53 94.85% o | L53 . 89.91%
54 94.85% " LS4 89.91%

55 94.12% . L55 90.83%
" 94.85% : L56 90.83%
94.852 o - - Ls7.  90.83
.85% | T L59 © 89.86

Ead

L59 | %
L60:  .0.00% . 160 927
L61 ~ 94.85% | A L6l 90.83%
L62  94.12% . . L62 89.91%
L63 - 34.56% L63 ~  75.23%

For Negotiétion‘Leave), L45 (Maximum Length of Leave), L46

-'(Nutiber Of Days Negotiation Leave), L50 (Coﬁpass@onate/Be—
reavement Leaves For Others), L60 (Religlious Days Leaves)

and L63 (Miécellaneous Leaves‘Discussion) than did their

1.A1beftaucounterpartsy
Out of fifty four Cluster L provisions pxesenf in

‘Alberta and‘SasEatchewan’agregments,’thirty three found
N '\ ’ —— ...——‘,‘ . ° - ’ . . . X
- .greater expression in Alberta collective bargaining agree-

-ments while twenty ope L %rovisions found. greater expréssiop'

-, in Saskatchewan agreements!- Tﬁe figures'in Table 91 £hus,
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suggest that Alberta teachers were more successfnl in

bargaining for Leaves than Saskatchewan teachers. \
Cluster L found fifty four provisions in Alberta

and Saskatchewan agreements vith a thirtv'three to>twentvr

one edge in Alberta's favour. 1In answer to the research

question it can be stated that there were differences in

.l & @
Alberta anchasg " , ,ijectivEIy in 1978.
Cluster W: ;r&taffﬁn ster ’

Tluster W examiﬁ%@ staffing and workload provisions

in collective bargaining agreements. Wl through W54 recog-

\

“nize teacher—pupil ratio staffing formulas ( or PTR), Class

o

size, teacher workloads, staff allocation, teacher evalua—

tion and acces§ to teacher records. ) g

lethrough W8 are fields of analysis which deal

L

‘specifically with teacher pupil staffing formulas.
W1l exXamines the collective bargaining agreement “for

provisibns—;2ating pupil teacher ratios. ; E v ' |
One Alberta collective bargaining agreement contained

a W1 provisions, while 135 agreements from Alberta and none

"of the 109 Saskatchewan agreements had Wl provisions.

w2 reveals whether the term "teacher" is defined in

.the.collective bargaining agréement for purposes of'deter-

BN

" mining teacher-pupil ratios.
One Alberta agreement had a-Wlerovisions while 135

'agreements from Alberta and none of the Saskatchewan agree-

» L . g.q_A _."_
> . . e L2 <
- »
..
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ments had a W2 provision.‘
/ W3 examines the criteria on which teacher~pupil

ratios are based. ' ' T i

One Alberta agreement had a W3 provision which
Ot 4 .
stated that the PTR was based on the actual enrolment.

None of the Saékétchewan ;greements had any QBHprévisioﬁs.
. W4 examined collective bérgaining agreements for
_provisig%s making PTR mandatorytor just a guide line. "
&
One Alberta agreement contained mandatory pupii—
. ,

teacher ratios while none of the Saskatchewan agréements ad-

"dressed W4.
W5 identifies how PTR. is applied in a school sys-

tem.

- ‘ A

The one Alberta collective agreement which contain-

v

éd‘pupii—teacher ratioé appliéd such ratios on a.syétem—wide

:basi§ and not on a school,. classroom or division level basis. -

¢

", W6 identifies seven différeht typeS~of,pupi1?tea*
cher ratios which can appear singly or in mpitiplesf.

‘'The one Alﬁertanagreement containing a W6 provi-

'

sion was of the "One Fixed ﬁatid" typei None of the Saskat-
chewan agreements had W6 provisions. | o
| ?7 idqntijies’the_b:eciée rétio‘of pupils per tea-

cher. R | ” |

"The’one Alberta Agreemégt conﬁaining‘anw7 provision

put theﬁPTR'at 22.83 pupils per teacher on a system-wide

i

‘basis. ‘None of the Saskatchewan agreements‘ha& W7‘prpvision.

W8 examinesbc011éctive"Bargaining agreementé for
_provisions which make PTR a7A§}ea‘for teacher/board

’

E

i ‘ L
N . w
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discussions. : 5 - vy

T

One Alberta- agree?ent made PTR an area for taacheﬁ/

34 .

board discussions. None of the Saskatchewan agreements had

. . ) _ ( - "
w8 provisions. : o _ . v :

¢
P

w9 through W12 were not present in either Alberta
or Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements' These .

fields of analysis examine dbllective bargaining agreements

a

for items dealing with class size.

W13 recognizes’provisions which make class size an\;

area for teacher/board disc ssion.’

erta collective bé?gaining

lAlthOugh none of the

E3)

agreements had- any pﬂovisions regarding class size, One
. & .

agreement neverthbleﬁs did contain wording which allowed
for teacher/board discussion regarding class. size. -None of
‘the Saskatchewan agreements had W13 prov?sions.

i

Wl4 examines agreements for teacher work load pro-

o o

1

visions; .
I TABLE 91
Wl4: Teacher Work Lgad Provisions
] . . No. , Yes _ _No
"_ﬁiiERTA - o136 | 50 86 - /
. | ; . e
SASKATCHEWAN ' -109 15 - = 94

. Fifty Alberta collective bargaining agreements con-

tained provisions stating teacher work loads while 86 agree-
ments had no such provision. In Saskatchewan 15 agreements

vstated teacher wox&yég?ds while 94" agreements ‘did not have

v N
© ’ - .8

such provisions. ' N
, s s - - L 3 ‘f‘r “ ’
% W15 through W32 ldentify provisions dealing with

- . . : . /‘ , ,3 . ) _e
. t N " N 3 N



146

instructional loads. ' _ -t

!
;

Wl5 examines whether collective bargaining agree—

ments contain instructional load provisions. !
/ ) TABLE gj\‘
y W1§: Instructional Load Provisions-'

No. . Xéc ' ; Na
'ALBERTA = . 136 g Y 111
SASKATCHEWAN 109 S 107 . s

Of the 50 Alberta collective-barﬁhining agreements
" which ' ad W14 provisions, 25 agreements»specifically allo—
cated instructional loads while 25 didznot stipulate what

1 load was. Only two, SaskatchewaﬂﬁJurisdictions

[

s the ac-’m

wade WlS (instructional load provisions) items part of the

collective agreement. ~

w

/
2/

”w16,differentiates bet#een the variations in tea-

-

TABLE 93
«4Teaching Load Variation

‘Missing Teaching ®reparation Both

: o :
111 - 21. ./A' 2 . 2

X,

w07 - »" 2
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-
i '
¢

ments’ only two had provisions specifying preparation time

loads for teachers pos

W19 searches for pro%isfﬁns—which allocate -a spe-~ - -

‘cific number of minutes of instructional load per teacher in W

i ’ . . k“ °
collective bargaining agreements. . ~T .

One hundred and thirtyathree Alberta and all Sask-

‘atchewan agreements had no W19 provision while' three of ‘the
o ] :

“Alberta agreements specified teacher's instructional loads.

W23 deals with instructional loads “for teachers

that fall into "other" th;n W17 through W22 provision i,

) One hu;dred and sixteen Alberta agreements had no e
W23 provisions, 20 agreements defined ;pec1fic teaching
loads which Yere other than those in W17 ghrough w22 and’
three gave no specific definitions of other teaching loal«
LNone'oF the Saskatchewanfcollective bargaining agrEements
’Had W23 provisions. ‘ | | @fi

| W28 deals with tﬂe average number of lesson prepa- '5?:

o

rations per cycle. - . I
» ' : ' ’ < ’ . B ' ) * )
': . None of the Alberta‘agreements had W28 provisionsﬁf' '///j

‘One hundred and eight'Saskatchewan collectiVe bargaining

&eachers. S R , L E '?-

-

cwhile 132 did not specify., OnegSaskatchewan agreement P

L

»agreements as well had no W28 provisions while one aéﬁee*

m*fp‘

. ' Rl
- e .
A

ﬁw\@%ﬁid specify 1esson preparation time.

ar

%; HBZ recognizes other .'than W25 throughWWSI pro—

onerespecting the definition ‘of prepara@ion time for- g
h ; ,i’.‘" ) k ' ) ] i E
', ‘; o

Four-Alberta collective bargaining agreements gave
!

“? : definitions of what constituted a. teacher s preparation time .

b

)
-

I

o . B : ¥
F] - ) . - o ‘o . f R ]
L PO ) ’ - C A 4

k)
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\ ~

defined what preparation time was and 108 did not .elaborate

what preparation time meant.

o, TABLE 94
v W32: Other
a7 No. Yes No.
.~ ABERTA L3136 ..t T L4 132
gl g —— . — -

oy ' i e . - [
o SASKATCHEWAN Y199 0 T 1 108
rhmnn.% - ﬂé%wvg—fdgf - : > .ﬂli
g;} Q}% recognizé% provisions dealing with noon- time
Ty AN S~
s : supervision.“ %— yv '
S CoL _‘,"‘, VL. TABLE 95

. et ,w&pﬁ‘.Noon—Time Supervision.

' “f‘imﬂ'- " No. Required " .Both,; ° No

N ALBERTA ¢ =~ 136 - 1 cLlT Y 133

i SASKATCHEWAN 109 R 3 102
. One Alberta agreement specified that teachers were:

required to offer theirlserviceS'for noon-time supervision,

k]

two agreements stipnlatod that such service was required but

it was only to be rendered where expected (giving some degree

of choice at the school- level), and 133 agreements s ecified

that ‘no such service was required Four»Saskatchew n agree-.

ments required teachers to provide &o%h time superv sion,
. - . - o
£
three agreements required provision of such service but only

where expected and 10{ agreements did not require te chers

to render such service.
.

». .
«

W34 recognizes other forms of supervision which

-

:&eachers hdve to perform as part‘of their work load.

S . Twenty one beerta agreements required teachers to
“3,"1‘ ’ v

perfﬂrm sUpeﬁVisor&;ﬁﬁties; two expected tggchers to perfoym

3 ' ,
>? ' . .
! .
.
Cw

-,
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such duties, twb other agreements required 'eachers to per-
form such sup rvisory duties where expect/d and 111 agree-
ments did n tvrequire te;chers to perfo/m such. duties at all_/”
In Saskatv hewan ten agreements required teachers to perfqnﬁ y
sdtervi ory duties, one a; lent reqéired teachers to p'

form such ‘duties where expected am? 98 did not require tea-

rs to perform such duties. ////
: TABLE 96 / =

W34: Other Supervision

_No.— - Required ~_Expected ‘No Both
ALBERTA 136 ‘ S 21 2 ©o111 2
SASKATCHEWAN 1097 10 , ' 98 T
c i : - e —
W35-rec6@bizes provisions which make teacher workload
an area for'teacher/board discussion; S e
o , TABLE 97
N W35: Teacher Workload Discussion 3
‘ ' No. ' - Yes . No
ALBERTA o 136. - 45;3$§ B 91
SASKATCHEWAN _ 100 f 1 .08
o . —re A
R . - o . o .
Forty five Alberta agreements made g@acher workloads.
annarea for teacher/board discussion and -91 did not. One

Saskatchewan agréement made teacher workloads an area for
teacher/board discussion and 108 did not.

W36 e}amines collective bargaining agreements for

~ .

Provisions which allocate workloads for principals.

e

A Four Alberta collective bargaining agreements had

provisions assigning workloads for principals while 32 did

not have such’ prgvisions. One Saskatchewan collective
- 5 s _ ) - . .
. < o



150
J
agreement had provisions assigning workloads for princi;

pals while 108 did not.
3

TABLE 98

'W36: Workloads For Principals
No. Yes "~ No
ALBERTA 136 4 ' 132
SASKATCHEWAN 109 . 1 108

o

W37 examines collective bargaining agreements foru'

provisions which allocate workloads for vice principalsﬁ'jp

l,” r
TABLE 99
W37: Workloads For Vice-Principals
h" : - No. R Yes No
ALBERTA Co13% 1 ? 135
SASKATCHEWAN 109 - o 108

. One Alberta-agreement had’ p;ovisions assigning work—
loads to vice- principals while 135 did not 'Ih.s katchewa@
one collective bargaining® agreement provided for workloads
for vice- principals while 109 did not have Such provisions

w38 recognizes provisions assigning workloads for

-positions of respousibility

TABLE 100
w38:. WOrkloads For Positions of Responsibility
' L s i
___No. ‘YeS' . . _No
ALBERTA . | 136~ 4 132
SASKATCHEWAN . . 189 2 107
— o S

Four Alberta collective bargaining agreements con~
L

- tained provisions assigning woﬁkloads to teachers in posi-

ce

tions of responsibility while 132 did not specify the work-.

loads for such designation.u Two Saskatchewan agreements ~

*
g , T : Sl
-

S AY T
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stipulated what the workloads for teachers in positions of
ey ’ K

authofitx were, whi1les107 did not have such specific"ro—

visions.

17

W39 through W48 are“fieido‘of“analysls whicﬁ,rec—
ognize staff allocation provisions.

W4l examines collectlve bargaining agreements for
staff allocation regarding princlgala. .

One Alberta agyeemencyéﬁﬁigjid4for speclfic allo-
cation of pfincipals to schools;l34 aéreements mentioned

-

such ‘provisions but did not make any Specific'allocations,

Bl

31 agreements made both provisions and 70 agreements did
not make any staff allocation provision at all None of
the Saskatchewan’collective bargaining agreements had a“Wéli

-~ . ‘
N - . >

provision.” ’

A - : e :
W42 identifies provisions regarding the allocation
of vice-principalshto schools. " ! - Y.
e . . B B
TABLE 101 o C RS

Wa4a2: Staff Allocations Vice- Principal °
No Specific '

f»> _ No. _Allocation B?th_ No
ALBEETA T 136 2 . 81 53
: . PE— , ~ T -
SASKKTCHEWAN 09 5 L . 1 . 107 L

'J .

= rﬁ» Tgo Alberta collective bargaining agreements made

-

, . ‘
such prvisions h .&o specific staff allocation for the pos-

) w® o .~ AL

.Nition'ofxviyr principﬁg‘ 81 madeppoth g:ovisions and alloca—i

T

'-tiona and 53 agreementgx%id n%p'hake such provisions. One

Saskatchewﬂn agreement madarprovision but no specific staff

Pl

allocation for che position of ‘vice- principal "Another

-

e
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agreement made both‘position and specific allocation as well. -
as allowingbfor no éoecific.allocations for the positionAof
vice;;rinoioal‘(oepenging_on the merits of the situation),
while™107 agreementhdid not have W42 provisions.
w43.recognizes provisions which deal with staff
allocation for the position of department head. - -

Four ‘Alberta agreements made orovisions'but no
specifio allocation for pOsitions of oeoartment head, three
‘agreements had provisions for botb specific and nonrspeci-
fic staff allocation for the positioni of departmént nead
“and liQ‘agreements had no such provisions. .

W47 examines provisionssin collective bargaining

agreements which deal with staff allocation for "other'™

~positions§ o : ‘ W T ' '
. TABLE 102 ga% L T
W&7: Staff Allocation—ﬁther Pdsitions . w5
- No- Specific . Specific »"‘Jtﬂ'f
, No. Allocation ~ Allocation 2°fth . No Lt
ALBERTA ~ ~ 136 { 8 e 34
 SASKATCHEWAN '-109 2 = 2 103

U Eight Alberta agreements had provisions dealing with

g
N

staff allocation for other. positions but no specific allo-

vcations werenoutlined Ninety four Alberta agreements made
:provisions for staff allocation for "other'" positions which

included specifio'and;nd}-specific allocationms, whiler34

‘agreementS'did not haye.ﬁZ];pfovisions. 'Two,Saskatchewan
A A S - 4 -
agreements had provisions dealing with staff allocation for

"other" positions Which,vere specific, two had profisionsl
A ; - .

“a - =



o \\-\

which made no specific allocations, two had ‘both specific

153

“and non- specific allocations while 103 agreements had no°W47‘

provisions. o - ) -
o

W48 through W52 are fields of analysis which deal

with provisions regarding teacher evaluation in collective

bargaining'agreements

/ : ) Y

‘W48 examines collective agreements for general .
provisions outlining methods for evaluating teachers
Two Alberta agreements had provisions outlining

teai?er evaluation methods while 134 d‘d not. have such pro-

visions None of the Saskatchewan agreements ‘had W48 pro-
visions. . f’» . ’;i - L o 1
| ”‘Wég'recognizes pﬂgéisions which allow for with-
7holding of increments for salary purposes resulting from
teacher evaluations |

8_. _ Five Alberta collective bargaining agreements
provided for withholding of increments as a result of un-
satisfactory evaluation results while 131 agreements did

‘not contain W49 provisions. _None of the Sakatchewan agree—
ments Eﬁd W49 provisions.
i -
W51 recognizes provisions in collective aggeements’

-_which deal with specified teacher disciplinary provisions

o TABLE 103
. ~W51: Teacher Disciplinary Provisions
L TR
) L :ﬁ 3 . i N T - -
ALBERTA :- = | ‘ 136 T § . 135

SASKATCHEWAN 109 3. - 10s

- One Alberta collective agreement contained items



which dealt with teacher disciplinary provisions while 135
1
S _agreements did not contain such items

Three Saskatchewan
1
agreements had disciplinary provisions and ‘106 did. not con—
tain W51 provisions

W52 recognizes provisions which make teacher evalua-
tion Jq area for teacher/board discussion.

T

One Alberta agtsem/nt had @ W52 provision while 135
vt
did.not.

W52 was no;/present in . Saskatchewan agreements
. . Scope Of Bargaini‘g ‘
. /

A '

5 .
Cluster W

% -

Table 104 indicates ‘the frequency of W pr;;lsions in
collective bargaining agreements

Several W fields of an-
J
alysis were not present in either Alberta or Saskatchewan

Low
LA
agreements, indicating that “the instrument contained ample

\-.-

R4
scope for the Staffing/Workload Provisions (Working Condi-
. tions) - L ‘

' @

N
s

Thirty fields of’analysis recorded Cluster W ngVi-
sions in Alberta and Saskatchewan collective bargainfag_ L .
‘agreements ~ Table 104 sﬂows that Alberta agreements contain-

.from Saskatchewan.k

ed a greater scope of bargaining in Cluster W than did those

_Wl(Pupil Teacher Ratio/Staffing Formula
Provisions), W2(Definition of Teacher), W3(Criteria For- PTR),

W4(PTR Conditions), WS (Appllcation of PTR), W6 - (Types of

Ratios), W7 (PTR), w8 (PTR Discussion),
Discussion),

~

W13 (Class_-Size'
'Wi4 (Teacher Workload Provision),: W15.7
'(Instructional- Load Provisions), ‘W16 (Teaching Load -
Variation), W19 (Minutes of Instruction Load), W23
.(Other Provisions), W32 ﬂi@ther Preparation ‘

Provisions),\

154
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W33 (Noon- Time/gupzsvision), W34 (Other Supervision), W35
(Teacher Workload Discussion), W36 (Workloads For Princi-

'pals), W38 (Workloads For Positions Of Responsibility),

' _W41 (Staff Allocation Principals), 42 (Staff Allocation -

Vice-Principals), W43 (Staff Allocation - Department Heads),
W47 (Staff Allocatibn - Other PositiOns),/W4d (Teacher
Evaluation Provisions), W49 (Withholding of'Increment_Pro—
visions)»and'WSZ (Teacher Evaluation’Discussion were pre-

. 8ent 1in a greater,number of Alberta agreements than in -
Saskatchewan agreements. |

Saskatchewan agreements showed a greatem sgope of

bargaining in three fieids of analysis. V28 .(Preparatinrn
Pegx Cycle), W37 (Workloads For Vice,Principals) and WSl

(Teacher Disciplinary Provisions) were present in a greater

~number of . Saskatchewan agreements than in Alberta agreements

‘ , 'In all, twenty nine fields of analysis recorded-

' ‘Of the thirty Cluster W fields of analysis, twenty seven ¢

‘ ,atchewan respectively in. 1978
s

* ta teachers, who bargaincd u der a deoentralized bargaining

Cluster W provisions in Alberta agreements while eleven

Cluster w préwisions appeared in Saskatchewan agreements. - Ry
: Vi

vfound a greater number of provisions in Alberta agreements

)

whill only three fields of analysis recorded a greater
'_number of -such provisions Ain Saskatchewan agreements.
" -
The research question can thus be answered by stat-
\ .

‘in8 that there are differences in ;h//scope of bargained- .

Cluster W items under decentralize and- centralized bargain—.‘

ing stru!tures ‘used in the provinces of Albertauand Sask-

Results indicate that Alber-f?

&
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’ "TABLE 104 A
Percentage Of Agreements Containing-
Cluster W Items

ALBERTA - . SASKATCHEWAN

W1 74T o W1 0.00%
w2 147 o w2  0.00%
w3~ . ..14% - ' W3 .. 0.00%
w4 747 : ’ Wa - 0.00%
WS L 74% Lo Cows 10.00%
w6 L L74% , —— e . 0.00%
W7 - I8% o w7 0.00%
we Y7 S w8 ~ 0.00%
w13 . .74% Wi3 . 0.00%
W14 36.76% : . W14 12.84%
wis  18.38% o wis  1.83% |
wi6 ~ 18.38% S wie -, = 1.83%
W19 - 2.21% W19 . - 0.00%
w23 4.71% . w23~ 0.00%
‘w28 o0.00z - w28 .92%
W32 2.94% | w32 © 0.00%
w33 .. 2.212 . . W33 . 0.00%

w3k 18.38% . . W34 - 0.00%

W35 . 33.09% . was o .92%

w3 - 2.9% . W3 .92%

W31 7ex . wsr 922
wss 2094z - © . W38 . 1.831

W41 48.53% ' R S N 0.00%
w4z e1.03% - . wa2z . 1.83%
Wey | s.1s% .t 4 we3 T 0.007

w47 75.002 .. . WAT . 5.50%
wis  1.47% ... . w8  0.00%
W49 3.687 " S w49 - 0.007
WSl . . ' .74%] : W51 . 2.75%
ws2  c.14%f S us2 0.00%

5
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structure for Staffing/Workload provisions; were more suc-

cessful than their,Saskatchewan cpllegues who‘bargained

]

underd»e more centralized bargaining structure.

Clnster J: Job SecurityvCIuster

| Cldster J represents job security provisions in
collective bargaining'agreements. J1 t&rough J16 recog-
nize provisions regarding vacancies, postings and tranSfers.
J17 through J79 are fields of analysis recognizing tenure,

>

vsurplus and redundancy items in collective agreements

-

3% Jl examines collective bargaining agreements for

Lprovisions,regarding”vacancies, postings and'transfers~af-

fecting"teachers.. o
. " TABLE 105 = - °© - B .
J1: Vacancies, Postings And Transfers ' :

Affecting Teachers

: PN . No.- ‘ Yes . 'Noﬁﬁ
P Ei . N " -
ALBERTA _ .« = 136 g 10 126
: ;- ? ~ , '. . -

' SASKATCHEWAN 109 . s 104

-

“Ten;elberta agreemen}s‘contained:provisfons regard;.
ing'vacancies;ipostings‘and transfers affecting teachers
while 126 did not have J1 provisions.A,Fivebsaskatchenanfcoleﬂ
lective bargaining agreements contained Jl-provisibns while'
- 104 did‘not'contain'such,provisions. - g’v:/

1 J2 examines collective bargaining agreements for

provisions regarding vacancies, postings and transfers af-

‘fecting positions of responsibility

‘3
Eleven Alberta agreements contained provisions re-

garding vacancies, . postings and taggsfers affecting positions,.‘

- N

of responsibility, and 125 did not hawe 32 provisions © Nine !

e
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Saskatchewan agreements contained J2 provisions while 100

agreements did not have such provisions~
TABLE 106 |
J2: Vacancies, Postings And Transfers
Affecting Positions of ReSponsibility

. No. Yes ._Noi
-ALBERTA 136 R & TR 125
SASKATCHEWAN 109 o9 100

J3 examines colrective bargaining agreements for

°, provisions regarding the necessity to advertise vacant pous-
"itions internally first, Biving teachers already employed

f chance to apply for such openings.

fEight Albertavcollective bargaining agreements had
provisionsbmakinglthe internal advertising of vacant posi~
tions first within a school board 8 jurisdiction, a require:

ment while 128 agreements from Alberta Lnd all of the Sask-

"o

g atchewan agreements had no such provisions
J4 examines collective bargaining agreements for f"

provisions regarding the necessity to advertise vacant pos-

Q .
itions internally first - giving teachers in positions of

responsibility already employed (by a school board) a chance

to apply for such openings ?

o 1
e ®
s

‘fﬁrlwf Eight collective bargaining agreements- in Alberta

rspecified that vacancies in positions of responsibility

. were to be advertised internally first while 128 Alberta

collective bargaining agreements had no J4 provisions‘ None,
of the Saskatchewan agreements had JA provisions.

o J9 examines promotional transfer provisions in’ col~

-

Aolective bargaining agreements.l

o,



R o L o 159 B
. . o .
Two Alberta agreements contained provisions re-~

garding promotional transfers while 134 agreements made no

such provisions. None of Saskatchewan agreements addressed'

. Kl

J9 provision.

- J10. recognizes provisions pertaining to teacher

-

initiated transfers. : - : ‘ -

Thirty one collective bargaining agreements from

-

Alberta contained provisions dealing with teacher initiated
transfers while lUS made no such provisions Saskatcheqan
agreements failed to address the J10 fiéﬁd of analysis.
. ! N - > . )

'Jll examines provisions‘in collectiVe baréaining<

dgreements which deal with administrative transfers which

hd

’¥ school ‘board initiated._ e e ' )

& -~ .TABLE 107
'J11» Board Initiated _
Administrative Transfers ' S
P o l.‘ . " R
No. . Yes “No
, ALBERTA _ - 136 . h 86 . 50
: SASKATCHEWAN 109 3 106

3 g

'Eighty’six Alberta.agreements contained provisions

K
¢

regarding administrative transfers initiated by school "
'vboards while 50 agreements had no such provisions Three of'

the Saskatchewan agreements had J11 pravisions.

¢ g

J12 addresses provisions dealing with creation of

o

- © new positions. o - ‘ . L
e : . ' TABLE 108 . -
' ., J12: Creation Of New Positions ' ‘
: ' — - .No; : - Yes _ . No %E“
' ALBERTA 136 1 48
o SASKATCHEWAN. 109 - s .. 104, %
oot : g - . » - * o -

o
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"l. DRlar . ' B .
B . . . N ,

Eightyreight“collective ﬂargaining agreements in™

\

Albg;ta contained provisions regarding creation of new.

positions and 48 agreements contained no such provisions.
\\

Five Saskatchewan agreements had J12 provisions. while 104
‘4

did not have: proi&sions regarding crestion of new positions
4

m.
PR - J14 searches for provisions which cover travel and
’ . B "J ] . )” \ N
, relocation costs. , A .
L S v . K ) o °
R .o ) . v
o ' Y  TABLE 109 - | B, P
,4': s J14: Travel And Relocation. Copts L
oL ; 2 No,. : o_Yes _ Nc
ALBERTA 136 4~ - |e8 68 . -
SASKATCHEWAN o 109, v 1 108+
7 i A . . . .
- knk‘, '.mwsi*€y eight Albérta agreements .had provisions re-.
. - ‘e . R N .

imbursitf)weachers for‘travel and-relocation costs while

68 agreements did, not have such provisions. ‘Only one Sask-

N

- atchewan agreement had Jl4 provisions and 108’agreements did ‘
@ .vrio'tl... o | - | ‘_0. | 'V'A I ., v~'
| . ‘ J16 e;emines collective bargaining sgreements for
provisions whi‘b deal with discussions about ‘the creation of

L . . . .
CoL .
. . -

new positions, L

B , -~ 'TABLE 110 L
J163 Creation Of New Position Discussions

gﬁo - :J%v, - . No/j

~

o

- : . . Yes
ALBERTA - 136 87 .- . 49 7 :

~ W

SASKATCHEWAN ~ 109, > 2. . . .107

5 N
-

= Eighty seyen collective bargaining sgreements from

Albeita contained provisions ldlling for discussions or nef
5’/
gotistions regarding the creation of new positions vhile 49‘

5
e y ‘A

‘ fo azreemcnts did not rpquire school boards to. discuss ‘or nego- L
‘ : - . : . o " R _ . - i: ) :.:"' ’,‘V:,. ‘ )

L '-”;'-‘Q
. - W

- SR T _ C et 3
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./

tiate the creation of ned poertions with the teachers' loc—

al-association  Two collective agreements from Saskatche-

*

- wap'had :J16 provisions and 107 did not.=x lf$a_,
N %17 examines collective agreements for the pres-
. v . . \ o “y . v
. # ence of tenure, surplus'and redundancy provisions. -
. v, . , | .
L - ¢ TABLE 111 ' ‘ &
Sy J17:, Tenureg Surplus And Redundancy Provisioqg v
@‘x - - L No.' i ) Yes: ‘ No -
Cend ’ . -
ALBERTA )7 . 136 ‘ 1 . 135
SASKATC?}ﬂKﬁZ 109 S " . 104
- v B : a ’ I
oo 'J//r" * One Alberta agreément had tenure,‘surplhs and re-
Fe] K K =
o ddndancy provision ‘while 135 agre%nents hadvno Ji17 prov isions.

Five agreements from Saskatchewanﬂhad J%7 provisdops whiLe

o, ) . . P
S &104 did not haVe such provisions o, - 3‘- "WJ.,,’i;v" o -
. .. _. . "&’ » V)‘ b..-’
g Jf? examines the staéus of tenure, Surplus and.-b:e
™3 . ) A e ) e b . N
dundancy pgovisions. [ S A ~ -
/ .’.._.~ ‘. : - O < . _
. / - a -y N 2 i 3’.‘ .. . -
S e o TABLE 2. e
. 4 | J18: Tenure, Surplus ¥nd -Redundancy . )
o : Provisi s-Statuﬁ - o o
: No .- Missing “New® ‘ Unchangﬁ‘f
' ALBERTA 136 135 1 |
. i - . ) . \ 4
SASKATCHEWAN 109 104 ’ T 5
.- . One hundkéd,and'thirty'five.Alberta and‘lOA Saskat-
‘chewan agreements ‘had no Tenure, Surplus'And Redundancy-Pro-
visions Status provisions. -One Alberta agreement had a new
%
Tenure, Surplus and Redundancy Stdtus provisions and Five
& Saskatchewan agreements had retained their provisions un—"

vighanged. . ,Z:A L .

' | J23”recognizes'provisions/whiehsnakeVschool board -
IR e -

Sy e e S e



'-._‘-sche‘me_ in dete.rmin‘ing surplu-s/.redun'dancy, de:cision_s.\_' \

Lt

-

. '_'.,%.

‘ vy;; . J%Q examines "other" considere;gpns which apply

atchewan agreements had J24 provtsions

Y . o 162
discretion the criteria for applying surplus/redundancy
J23¢ edundancy Provisions— }
T A Sckgol Bo rd Discretion o - -
N - ';:w, N . .-
. _ Yes .1 No
‘ALBERTA > "~ 1
SASKA%%EKWAN 3 2
¥
dred and thirty five Alberta and 104 Saskat—
r '
J23 provisions mi%sing One-AlbeTta )
& A XS

agreement stipulat d‘th?t ehe surpfﬂs/red ahcy provisions
R S BN . a
t the sehoal board 8 discréi&pnﬁﬁ{J

]

SR

' use its Hiscre ion in applying surpluséﬁ?ﬁundanci p@?bisions,

IS

while two agreements did not’ give suchAdiscretioﬁéﬁ? fﬁwe s
% . a’ y ¥ \ ] ’

tc) s“qhool boards T S : -t , s
“v ' &-.u'.: ﬂg QHQ

?‘,

»
~

B

. - %,
LN A P

when gurplus redundancy provisions;ane ffinto effect.f‘-',hg

& wine Alberta igfeement had ‘L.' '?isiong which applied ‘

ocherﬁa;han J19 through 323 provisions “One hundreqw;nd ehir- ».

M

ty five agreements had no such provis;ons and°none of ;he Sask-

f' ’/‘

J47 examines provisious for weighting or priority'jf'

4

A . JABLE 114 -, _
‘J47“ Weighting Or Pxiority Scheme - .
_ No. . Missing
ALBERTA . 136 . ;'h13§~ : o
”“SASKATCHEQAN ‘1091‘: s ee -

. - vd
e . 3 . \_,;J

v

. 8. o

One hundred and th :cy ggve Alberta and 104 Saskat-';

chcvan agreenents had 9&7 provisione mitsing One Alberta

- -
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K

'ﬁaskatchewan agreements is presented in: Table llS.QSeVeral

Bl '°l.""

Ny . o ]
PR ,

. “ 1

w e

/
LR "": o . 8

agreement had “ftemsyspecif‘ying the weighting ok, priority
A Ne

,s-cheme‘ for'det‘erm.iming',ﬁurpllus/redu_ndancy deci"si-ons, whiie

fia(he _Saskatcvhewan agreements had such. provisions;

L = § ' , Ve '

J67 examines provisions whi h provide for sepa;;g

\

) tion allowances for teachers affected by surplus/redundancyu

procedures._ o7 =3 o )
- 3 “‘ R "
L LR -

None of th"e 'Alberta agr‘ewﬂnts had any J67 provi-
Ry ’

T

oy
wmddress J67 provi-

. sions. Four Saskatch}ﬁan agreemeanprovid"g for separation

-allowand@s while 105 ag‘reeﬂents

! ,

1y . : i

Sstoms. T T 0T o L e
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. A J=79,.¢€cognized provis&ns which make surplus/r.e—,'
e . , <A

dundancy‘,&h area for teacherkhoard discussion @ o

% ’ @ o ",,} ‘E’ @} ' ) é
Tt L One Alberta colle‘:tive bargaining agreement made ‘
2% e w2

surp”‘lus,(&edundan‘cy z%an <§«1:ea for teache-r/bdard discussion whi‘le

s
135 did not ‘have. such provisions. ‘ None of the Sask‘avtchewan

& » Y o , : /
agreements had J79 provisions. T .@ s

Scope Of Barga ing In 1u‘st.er-J 9 N o - '

fquencyr of Cluster J provisions in Alberta and
* L - . .

Cluster J fields of analysis provided by the instrument {ere
e

not present in either province}s agreements.

/

@_'f

'
>

Seventeen fields of analysis recorded Cluster ‘\pro—'

»visions in Alberta and Saskatchewan colleotive bargaining Lo

~ 2

a‘greements. Table 115 shows, that Alberta agreements contained

’v,~~greater‘scope of b’rgaining in Cluster J than did Saskatche—v‘ ’

wan ag;eements... Alberta teachers negotiated a greater number ‘

of provisions in Jl (Vacancies,(?ostings And Transfers Affect- :

-'ing Teachers)\,'.JS (Internal Advertising For Teachers Posit‘ions
B . VAR . o .

),:"
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0 o ) ..- : 0
" J4 (Internal Advertising For Positions of Responsibility), J9

Ld

%*_(Promotional ‘Transfers), JlO (Teacher Initiated Transfers),

= Jll (Board Initiated Administrativ ,1 'fers), Jf2 %a— ‘

LS K 3N

tion Of ‘New Positions), J14 (Traveig'x

'Relocation-Costs),

: J16 (Creati*n Of New Position Discussions),$J24 (Surplus Re-

-
Discussion) fields of analysis

dundancy Other Considerations) and: J79 (Surplus/Redundancy

9
°§ o / Saskatchewan teachers negotiated a greater number
& ~r HE
of provisions in J2 (Vaca\uieqx Postings And Transfer§ Af- S

¥

' fecting Positions of Responsi ility), th (Tenu;@, Surplus‘

_7 And Redundandy Provisions), J18 (Tenur@, it:plus And ReHun-g, "

'/dancy Provisf%ns Status), J23 éSurplus And Redundancy Provi— §P

Lo l
]

"'sions School Board Discretion), J47 (Weighting..()r griorityju

a Ay - f‘

Scheme),haﬁﬂ J67 . (Separation Alld%ance) fields of analysis o

- v

VA _ o "y -
T P v Alberta agreements showed a greater scope of bar- -

13
r

“v_gainin? im‘eleven Cluster J fields of analzgisuvhile Saskat-

i chewan agrcaments contained’a gr&ater scope Of bargainin§ in

'v'f six Cluster J fieldé of analysis '.In all Alberta agreements

'_’i3 _showed the presence of s‘lteen Cluster J provisions while

0 f. ¢

'Saskatchewan agreements showed the presence of eleven Cluster

-
1

“J/proviaions." . o \*'d .j'.h'o N
. .} ‘ \ ‘ . . . " . . . L
S The researph question in reference to Clu§€er‘J

- ) ‘,items.can be anSWered by stating that there were differen es
. . ‘
a ,}yin the scope of bargained items under decentralized and c

- - -~ o=

: ?ralized bargaining stTUctures used in the provinces of Alberta‘”
and Saskatchewan in 1978 Results indicated that Alberta tea-v
chers who bargjined under a decentralized bargaining structurev-

for Job Securitz,And Tenure, Surplus And Redundancy Prov oions“ '

X AP ~ I - P .
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TABLE 115
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Percentage of Agreements Containing

"~ ALBERTA

Cluster J Items

/

SASKATCHEWAN '

-

N
-
Y

7357
8.09%
5.88%
stssz
'%u47z

22.79%

.74
L74% 'QD
.T4% .
GhS J :
’ "7.4"2 *
.oqz D
. T s %,
747 e
- (
f‘

J1 4:551\
8.26%
' 33 *0.002

'0.00%

0.00%

710
WLt

J12. =
o T
o Jl4 el

'& .

6

J17<°

T e
¢« J18

N

i3,

“1e7 -, 3.67%
Lo o
- 379 0,008 T
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oA

LI ¢ . . . i

were’ ﬁore successful than their Saskatchewan counterparts

wwho barggiped under a myre centralized bargaining structure.
J

Alberta agreements contained a greater scOpe of bargained
. . ‘ . - '
ite%s in the Cluster J fieTt of analysis th&n Saskatchewan 4%5&

agreements.
ot

Cluster P: 'Other'?rovisions : ' . "\_. 4
: ' ’ ) ' .Bn

1

Cluster P represents four distinct categories | Pl‘
'through P9 are fields of analysis which recognize grievanm&ﬂ\

i I

rvprovisions P10 t?rough P13 recogn‘pt prowisions which deal
with ‘nti iq;lation&%oard ngulations ‘ Pl4 through P18 are C

fields of analysis which deal'with re negdtiation of coflec-

‘tive bargaining glauses,.
S5 & ’ o
“.aspects. . w“}ﬁﬁa; )
L) e - IS P r . oo
. o e - R T
j' Pl recognizes provisions whg;h deal’with the pre-
. “w - - o ) ST =

-sence- of a grievance procedure.

:19tthrough P&S»da&l with general
T Jg,wl ) wﬂ~ . .
_va"v" .~A< . ‘4‘ N o .

PR S

- TABLE 116 |
; . P1: Grievance Procedure
ALBERTA ~ _, . 136 . 133 T . 3
 _SASKATCHEWAN - . 109 = . « 58 51

"*TheSe grievance procedures appear in éocal agreements even
“though there is such a provision in th Saskatchewan provin—-
cial agreement. .

.'.

L ] e S : a

~ ‘ﬂne hundred and thirty three Alberta agreements had

'Jn w g

‘;grievance procedures and three gid notq_‘zyéty eight Saskat— .
)

f ) @lf'-.‘- e :
IChewtn aggeements had grievance procedﬁres while 51 did not

: (However, the Saskatchewan provincial agreement does provide
. l .

'grievance proce,uret for 1}1 Saskatchewam teachers)
\ S

. P2 searches'for specified time limits during which
LA

e . - IS . . . . c
- T e . N . R K - . L -

T S .



-
S

‘e

be proeéssed Y. 3 %.7,;",.{.54.,«,- G adw v . ;,':*u . 4 '} 'le ] ’, ;
‘v/ . _, L 4 ‘w‘ 3 ,_ “5’ ‘< “J o T o
% ' P3 recogyizes provfsiohs which specifically provide
i, ER
for finar arbitration and bindiﬂp)settlement of disputes
" - ¥ 3 ‘.) - . ' . .‘-‘_;' .
TABLB-llS e Tl N cL 0
, P3., Arbitration N L i egE A
ot S "34*‘?"\)“0“ o _ ey ) ” R . :'3.»
T g “.' © _No. 3 . Yes & No = .
NéLBERTA e o T136 col24 12
v SASKATCHEWAN ~ ~=_109 . % 9% .  gg

‘l binﬂing settlement of disputes.-

-‘ﬂ'vided for final and binding settlement of disputes while 12\

A 167/
s
griévances have to be.filed.
', TABLE 117 "
"P2:. Time Limitg
. ,.4/ Lo L K . . ' . , , . 3
o ""“»i_l :é No. = - ' Yes . No
" ALBERTA . .+ 136 . .- 120 S 18,
SASKATCHEWAN“‘ﬁ % 109 Co, AT 82 .
& K »
* The, saskatchewan provincial agreemenﬁsgets time 1imit -
during ich. grievances havi ‘td” be presented ‘n"writing.
-_Ea, g a .
'%d ' _ One hundred\hnd twenty Alberta Agreements had spec—
% ! é' '/‘.;'
ified timenLimdts for grievance nrocedurei Vhile l6 dig not
L. e

Twentx seven of thé §askatcheWan agrEbmenta h&d time ldnits

2 ,,‘ 62,,» ‘;, (‘

"u{EFe procedures ﬁh%le 82 didwn%; ( the Saskatchewana
\I,"x'»s“‘_ P

Analkpgreemggt ha$'§ime,¢imits during which grievances

* . The Saskatchewan provincial ‘agreement prnvides for final and

One hundred and twenty four Alberta agreements pro-
#
did not Iwenty nipe Saskatcheg/p agreements called for bind—

ing arbitration while 80 did not C the Saskatchewén provincialn

R4

l agreem;nt provides for binding arbitration ).

"3(£f3. P4 is a field of analysis which recognifes three

AL

general types of ggievance procedures..f ,.vl'f'--. f g_‘t..t,'""
U e _;- D ,r" SR __".‘_f"' et ; ',. ) B _ R
Wil e L e T S e T e
- .\. }K-‘ -:._..:.-‘$ . . _“»:
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__— TABLE 119 ~ ~ v .
P4: Type.bf Griewance Procedure
: ‘Pro%incial Other \Reference To
’N?., Missing -Statute ProcedUre Législation Or
 — ‘ .. v\ Regulation
CALTA, 136 - 12 moe e Qe S \ T e
- o X %_\ - .
- SASK. 109 : 109 . \

- “

bargaining and 119 agreements made reference to proced

.

‘set out in the Alberta Labour Act.’ A11wSaskatchewan teac ers

2

v

.

‘which provide for grOup grievances.'

1lgrievances while 82 had no P7 provisions

© et

;,,%. $“ LLLLL .

: "y : | TABLE 120 | -
. s P7: -Group Grievances" N o
P ’ ”Nuﬂ Yes i “No -
ALBERTA ‘ﬂ7§135. . 88, - .48

SASKAECHEWAN, | 109 ..&¢5,27- &

Eighty éight Alberta agéeemeﬁ%p%had provisions which

‘eallowed for gragﬁ;grievances and 48 did not have such provi-fV

}

"sions. Twenty seven Saskatchewan agreements allowed for group

N -

. PB is a field of analysis that recognizes provisionsﬂl‘:'

’nwhich provide for grievance or interpretationpcommittees
- . . L R B . .
‘,i;* ' One hundred and thirty two Alberta collective barg—

o —

Taining agreements had grievance er interpretation committees
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i{‘sence of provisions dealing with the A I B

v

N

169
chewan agreements confirmed grievance or interpretation com-

mittees while 62 agreements did not. have such provisions.

) QﬁBLE 121
P8: Grievance Or InterpretatiOn Committeesv

I

L - .No. e s o No. . .
ALBERTA o 136 T\ 13% 4
. ; )

<

SASKATCHEWAN . 109 47 62, .,
* P9 15 a field of analysis that recognizes provisio#gé
which have procedures for settling disputes outside. the scope
of the collective agreement : o a
s, ' £ . TAB 122 o
o ' - P9: Settlement P¥ Disputes Outside
¢ ' " Collettive Agreement '
R . : . . ) . . . ]
- . , - . ' LR
&_L_ - : Nor. - - !Yee - % ‘No '
’ALBERTA . ;o 136 - . 1 . - 135
g'SAsxAICHsWAn 109 2 ¥

L o - - A

[

One Alberta agreement had provisions which set out

procedures for settling disputes outside the scope oﬁ the

1'collective bargaining agreement whilea135 did not have such

S

rprovisions. Two Saskatchewan-agreemeﬂis had P9 provisions

g BN

and 107 failed to show the presence of such provisions

PlO is a field of analysis that recognizes the pre—

-,
-
I

None of the’ Alberta agreements had P10 provisions..

"Four Saskatchewan agreements had provisions dealing with the-

‘.
1Y

lA I B. while 105 collective bargaining agreements contained

no provisions dealing with the A I B R ,”v'. &?'f}
‘ ﬁlZ recognizes provisions requiring.reporting to
the A I n R T . 7“4 T "711’7,:'~~ _fv” 'r‘h.
' ' R - . ' , . .

o



inegotiation provisions and 108 agreements did not haVe Plb

: had provisions other ttan ‘P15 thTough P17 while 108 had no'

vyﬁmanagement right PrOVi&iUHS o fi;

- 170

sions hhile 108 did not have such provisions.

HG&:, : P13 field of analysis examines collective bargain- )

!

ing agreements for other than P11l and‘PlZ provisions

P13 field of analysis failed to discover any A.I.B.~

~

relaged procedures in Alberta collective bargaining agreements.
Three Saskatcheﬂ%n agreements had other A I B.-related pro—'

A cedures in their provisions while 106 did not have P13 ‘pro- .

-

visions. : o

P14 recognizes re- negotiation olauses in collective'
Pem——— . ) . . R rp '

bargaining agreements C .
- ‘¢ - N
- ctiv&ﬁgaining agreements.‘

' . " None of the Albertfﬁ
.:had any P14 provisions. One chewan agreement had re—?,
[FPE EN . s *

J‘ '

provisions.g

- P18 is- 8 field of analysis which examines other

-

i

R The Pl8 field of analysis failed to- discover any

4

te -
provisions in Alberta agreements v One Saskatchewanehgreement

g - . o - R
";P18 provisions ‘d'A:V%? E _ .‘=' : -Z ﬂ-,
. ; &
I'uh Pl9 examines collective bargaining agreements for
. :.' R . E .I. :

B

..

Fifty seven Alberta»agreements had management rights,

»

hprovisions while 79 did not have such provisions. None of the

SaskafEhewan agreements had management rights provisions.

than PlS through Pl7 provisions which are subject to re nego—

v ’Q rh . «& _— ‘J

ﬂ‘tiation. S 71 o " o - e .
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',»agreements did not have.PZl provisions Two %@skatchewan

%

R LT L,

4

l\ﬁ) teacher/board liaiSOn committees
Pl o .
it . ’ TABLE 123" .
R S 31 T Teacher/Board Liaison Committees ' I
! : B No. ' Yes ' __No
- . Aﬁsnri | 136 .43 g3
- "', SASKATCHEWAN . 109 - . .6 _‘ | 103 o
. C— , —— e - o
e — L, Forty three Alberta agreements had provisions for
f? AﬂAut;ETher/board liaison committees while“93 agreements did not
o . . v . &
ha%% ‘such provisious Six Saskatchewan agreements had tea-
pher/board liaison committee provisions whiAY;
. /did not provide for such committees Es
. (‘f“‘a o Sy P21 is a ﬁield of aﬁﬁgysis wmich e
2 ".\;;tive bargaining agreements 6or letters of fh ’:_ﬁ
. . . B . A . “4 ( vf
-3 “un erstanding.” T o .
W IR T . TABLE 124 . .
AR : “P21l: Letters Of Intent/Memos Ry %ﬁgﬁﬁ :
o L Of“Understanding R AL
v N s A 7 S
S : — ' L No..' L ' Yes @ No .
. UALBERTA. . 136 o 39 Y. -
. SASKATCHEWAN = ° -1_0‘9' LN e 2 %‘i 1107 .
e ' o 3" : - P
S Klﬁa' o Thirty nine Alberta collective bargaining agreements.
:§5T ’:contained letters of intent/memos of understauding while 97 '

v

N

/ #

'agreements had IEtt%Xi of inteht/memos of understanding while

"f107 agreements did n address the P21 field of analysis

Py

e
« 9

Jf.aents begond the term'of agreement.»,d

171

?22 is a field of analysis which daals with commit-',l



- 'TABLE 125 o
3 - P22: > Commitment Beyond Term Of Agreement
. No. Yes No
ALBERTA . .. . 136. . . . . 16 - - 120
SASKATCHEWAN 109 . & = 105

The P22 field of analysis found provisions in 16

Alberta agreements and failed to discover Any such provisions

\/ 3

S P

1n 120 collective bargaining agreements Four Saskatchewan

— 0

agreements contained a commitment beyond the term of the
agreement while 105 agreements did not contain. P22 provisﬁons.f

' PZ3 recognizes provisions which gggcify the method'

of payment ‘ -»,"}‘ T ‘4:" " ;‘3'  . : C 2/um
o : o T PP e/
. . -, TABLE 126 D ~ S T
L - 2 P23: Method Of Payment' ’ :

RN R o . E

L ) No. e ' ,'Yes : ’ %.O Qé: < oo

ALBERTA . 136 S 1 - ¥ A I

! : : : i

 SASKATCHEWAN -,” 109 + .f;;p9\ T e

;payment provisionﬁ while 57 had no P23 provtsionsu1 All 109

— ¥ . i " — - - v
’ Seventy nine Alberta agteements cpntained methods of «

v o4’ E . N o

Saskatchewan agreements had method of payment ptovisions R Qéiyag

‘ b J, L.
P24 is a. field of analysis which deals with profes-‘~.‘
-;sional develooment days provisions.ff,fﬂl—i - ; . 'f
S B g o ¢
B T " TABLE. 1273 L :
P24- ‘Professional DeVeiopment Days el
= CHEA LR No. w;t" : Yes R L No' . % )
’r&gLBERTA \‘:Tiif;f_laﬁ e ;j; Z? T ._gr'."113f-; L,
SASKATCHEWAN 57*{ 109,>' e Aff;loéry' S ;/1
- - _ : | ,
» Twengy three Alberta agteements h&d spec;fic provi- e
"yf;,sions allowing for professiOnal develépment days while 113 5'7'> o
zﬁjf!PZR provioioua..IAII 109 Saskatchewan agreenents



C had P24 provisions. R
S oo .
P25 1is a field of*analysis dealing withllocal check-

Off dues. | ' § S “
B None of the Alberba collective bargaining agreements

ri

cdntained P25 provisions Five Saskatchewan agreements had

~provisions dealing with local check-off dues while 104 Sask~

[
atchewan agreements did not cq.kain P25 provisions

'

s ﬁco e 0f Bar 'ing In Cluster P . . ' -
. \T*ﬁk-g-ssm k‘ ! PO o ' '

"{‘ff“; The frequency of Cluster P pnpvisions in Alberta

+

“ .

""7katchewan agreements gs:'resented infTabLe r&sl"Several

. [ al.t ,d\) . .
o . . . "-‘9 X
fi&ds of anaLysis available in the instrhment wer’ not pre-'
' sent in either province' s agreements. o T B

‘neﬂeen'fields of Analysis recorded Cluster P‘prg—-”

!

\Tyerta and Saskatchewan collectiVe bargaining
. D PN f‘
' agréemgnts;. Taﬁge 128 indicateg hat Saskatchewan agreements
. L ED) o
contained a @reater scope‘of bargaining in Cluster P than did

uﬁ'?l(visions‘zf

-

\_berta agreemen%; Saskatchewan teacherSPnegotiated a grea—
i .

B S a |
ST cedu?é),_P9 (Settlement Of Disputes Outside Collective Agree-

ment), PlO (A. I. B Prov,isions), P12 (Reporting* A.T. B )
1'Pl3 (Other A I B Related Procedures), Fl4 (Re—Negotiatiog\
Clauses), )18 (Otﬂer Re~Ne%§tiation Provisions), P23 (Method

Of Payment),_P24 (Professional Dewelopment Days), and P25

l

(Local Check-Off Dues) fields of analysis.

.
Y

SR Alberta tewchers negotiated a greatet numﬁer of
'/:' T *y

provisions in P7(§roup Grievance), P8 gcrievance Or Inter-

d o

pretqtion Connitteus), Pl9 tnanaaenent Rishts). on (Telcher/

L e . : -
R o .




TABLE 128

Percentage Of Agreements Containing

Cluster P Items

174

ALBERTA SASKATCHEWAN
Pl 97.79% > a4 P1 100.00%
P2 88.247% P2 100.007%
P3 91.18% P3 100.00%
P4 91.18% P4 100.00%
P7 64.717% P7 ;4.772
psu 97.06% \ P8 43.12%
P9 74% w' P9 1.83%
P10 0.00% / P10 3.67%
P12 0.00% ng P12 92%
P13 0.00% = 3}3 2.75%
Pl4- 0.00% = P14 92%
P18 0.00% P18 92%
P19 41.917 P19 0.00%
P20. 31.62% P20 5.50%
P21 28.68% P21 1. 837
P22 11.76% P22 3.67%
P23 .58.092 P23 100.00%
P24 16.91% P24 100.00%
P25 0.00% P25 4.59%

]
<4
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N

Board;Liaison~Committees), P21 (Letters Of Iﬁtent/Mem;§ of
Underftanding) and P22 (Commitment BeyOnd‘Term Of Agteement)
fields of analysis. i

Albérta agreements showed a greater scope of bar-

= : f
gainingwin six Cluster P fields of analysis while Saskatche-

wan agreements contained a greater scope of bargaining in 13
Cluster P fields of analysis. Alberta agreements showed the
preﬁence of thirteen Cluster P provisions while Sas&atchewan
agreements‘contained eighteen such provisions.

v

- The research question can thus be answere&.by stat-
ing that there Qere differences in the scope of bargaised
items under Qecentralized and centralized bargaining struc-
tursg used in the provinces of Alberta and Saskatéhewan in
1978. Results indicate that Saskatchewan teachers who bar-
gained under a more centralized bargaining structure for
geae al or othe;/ﬂ}ovisions were more successful than their
Alberta collegues who bargained under a decentralized bar-
gaining structure. Saskatchewan agreements contained a greater

- scope éf bargained items tﬁﬁn did the Alberta agreements.
Table 129 portrays "the resuits of coll?ctive bar-
ceined as concluded for theg1978 period of employment by
Alberta and Sa;katchewan teacheA;T The figures indicate that
. . )
Alberta teachers were more successful in negotiating items in
Cluskers F, L, W and J, while Saskatchewan teachers were more
successful in Clusters D, ® and P. An éxamination of the pro-
_visions also revealedlthat provisions‘gggotiated by Albérta

\teachers* affect, both potentially and actually, a greater num-

““ber of teachers than provisions negotiated by Saskatchewan
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TABLE 129
Summary: Number Of Provisions Recognized
By Fields Of Analvsis In Each Cluster

Cluster Alberta Total Saskatchewan
a . b ™~ c a b
D . 6(14) \19 7(14)
F 10%(14) * 19 4( 4)
R 0(11) 16 . l4(lo)
L 33(52) 54 21(5 )
W 27(29) - 30 3(11)
J 11(16) 17 6(L1l)
P 6(13) - 19 13(18)
1 i r
Totil 83 149 174 - 68 121

1) Greater percentage of agreements containing such

provisions.

b) Number of such provisions in each province's

P
-

agreements.

c) Total number"of such provisions in collective
bargaining agreements from Alberta and Saskatche-
wan.

;) Provisions which‘were'not present in Saskatchewan °

— v agreements due to that province}s universal health

"and welfare p}ograms were also not counted in the

Alberta totals.
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teachers. Indeed, provisions found 1in Clusters F, L and W
i .
represent greater cost items than those found in Clusters D,
4
R and P. .

The research question can be -answered by stating
that there were differences/in the scope of bargained ltems
under decentrali zed and centralized bargaining structures
used 1In the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978.
Overall results indicate that Alberta teachers who bargained

R
under a decentralized bargaining Structure were more succes—

sful than Saska chewan teachers who bargained under a more

centralized structure S Alberta agreements overall contained

a8 greater scope of bargained i%sms than did Saskatchewan agre-
4 o

ements.
SUMMARY
In the presentation and.anlysis of data, Chapter \'%

/offers evidence that there were differences 1in the ‘Salary
’Cluster of Alberta and Saskatchewan collective bargaining ag-

reements. The~majority of Alberta teachers were covered by

collective bargaining agreements whdich gave them higher sal-
.aries than those provided by the Saskatchewan prOGTncial

agreement. Indeed, average salaries were more than

two percent (2.67%) higher in Alberta than in Saskatchewan.

more than a two percent (2.68%) difference in Alberta's fa-

-~

vour (Muir, 1970b:305).
Cluster D results indicated that Saskatchewan teachers

were more successful in negotiating Direct Salary Related items.

[ 3 3



“ | 178

Six direct lary related provisions were found in a greater
percentEge of AIBerta agreements and seven direct salary re-
lated provisions were found in a greater percentage of Sask-

atchewan agreements than in Alberta agreements. Agreements

from both provinces showed that hey contained 14 direct sal-
ary related provisions respectively. 1In Cluster D, 19 provi-

sions were recorded in the collective agreements from Alber-

t . 3
é and Saskatchewan .

-

Cluster F fields of analyéis indicated that Alberta
teachers were morevsuéceésful in negotiating Health and Wel-
fare items. Ten insured benefit provisions'were found in a

greater percentage of Alberta agreements - and four such pro-

visions were fqund in é greater percentage of Saskatcheban
> : .

agreements. The collective bargaining agreements indicated
that 14 insured benefitvprovisions were successfully nego-
tiated by Alberta teachers while Saskatchewan teachers were
able to negotiate four such provisions. In aiI the agreements
for the two provinces cqntained ;9 F~provisions.

The R Cluster revealed that no R provision Twas

found-in a greater perdentage of Alberta agreements than in

Saskatchewan. agreements’. Fourteen Saskatchewan agreements had

s

" a greater percentage of R provisions than Alberta agreements.

Saskatchewan teachers were more successfhl in negotiating
Cumulative Sick Leave/Retirement Gratuity items than Alberta
teachers. Overpll, the collective/bargaining agreements indi-

cated that eleven R provisions were found in Alberta agreements

and sixteen R provisions were found in Saskatchewan provisions.
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- Overall, 16 R provisions were recorded in the collective agre-

AN

‘ Cluster L results indicated that Alberta ceacherS‘
. ‘ h -

were more successful in negotiating Leave items. Thirty

ements.

three leave Provisions were found in a greater percentage of
. - A

Alberta agreements and 21 such L provisions were found in a al
~ 4 .
Breater percentage of Saskatchewan agreeménts. The collec-
tiveabargaining agreements also indicated that Alberta agre-

- ements had 52 L provisions while Saskarchewan agreements con-

tained 4 L provisions out of 54 L provisions found collec~

in the agreements. ) 3
Cluster‘w results indioated tnat Alberta teachers
eére more successful in negotiating Staffing/Workload items.
Twenty seven y provisions were found in a greater percentage
of Alberta agreements ‘and three W provisions were found in a
greater percentage of Saskatchewan agreéments. The collec-
tive bargaining agreements overall results indicate that Al~
berta agreements contained 29 W provisions while Saskatchewan’
agreements contained 11 such provisions. In all 30 W provi-

. L4 R
rsions were found in the two provincial sets of dgreements.

Alberta collective bargaining agreements contained ///////

K

a higher percentage of 11 Cluster J provisions while Sask;f—

chewan agreements contained a higher percentage of six /other

Cluster J provisions. Of the seventeen Cluster J pro isions

Alberta agreements had 16 provi&kbns and Saskatghewa# agree-

a

ments had 11 such provisions appe\r in the agreementJ. Al-

berta teachers were more successful \in achieving a/é;eater

/
7

scope of bargained items in Cluste® J an their ‘askatohewan
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counterparts. . N

Cluster P results, indicated that Saskatchewan tea-

v
Y

chers were more snccessful in bargainihg for genéral or Other

"{items. Six Cluster P provisions were present in a greater
. T 3

percentage of Albérta agreements than in Saskatchewan .agree-
ments. T een Cluster P provisions were present in a grea-
ter percentage of S&g}g;;hewan agreements than in Alberta

agreements. Of the n;heteen P provisions found in the col-

\

lective bargaining agreements, Alberta agreements contained

13'while Saskatchéwan contalined 18 such provisions.

!

.This studf's overall results show that there were

différences in the 'scope of bargained items under decentral-
ized and centralized bargaining structures used respectively
in the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978. The"

analysis of salafies and the seven clusters of fields indi-

cates that teacheré’who bargained under a decentralized

.

were more successful than those who bargained under

a more centralized structure.

Of the 1 provisions in the collébtive*agfeementés

4

Alberta teaéhers successfully negotiated 149, provisions as
E ! ) "
opposed to. the 121 provisions negotiated by Sagkatchewan tea-

chers. Alberta'agreements also contained a greater percentage

Vi

of 83 provisibns while Saskatchewan agreeménts contained a
greater percentage of 68 other provisio 5./ It therefore seems

that the decéntralized bargaining strc c;ure used in Alberta is

S . / .
a ‘more appropriate bargaining meth d for teachers than the

. more centralized bargaining strycture used in Saskatghewan.

/ ‘.




CHAPTER VI
-y

g . . /

Chapter V presented the findings of the 1;VE§Eigétion.
The main purpose of this, chapter is to draw' together the most
important points from the findings and to discuss their mean-
ing and significance ip terms/gf the research model-and the

problem: P

Are there any differences in the scope of =
bargained items in collective bargaining agree-
ments }as bargained under decentralized and éen-
tralized bargaining strucflres in the probinces
of Alberta and Saskatchewan in 1978 respectively?

: -

¢

This Chapter presents a summary of the study, é%nclu— -
sions reached from it and récémmendat;ons regarding decentra-
iized and centralized bargaining procedures.

I SUMMARY ,

Chapter I presented the problem from whic¢h the re-
search question was generated. Chapter II set down a concep-
tual framework which facilitates aﬁlogicél plané from which
this study proceeded. Chapter III presented evidencé compat-
ible with the model discusse& in Chépt;n II in order to offer
defendable positions for examining the bargained outcomes of
the Alberta and Saskatchewan collgcéive bérgéining agréements.
Chapter 1V presentgd the résearch methpdology emﬁloyed. In the
presentafion and analysis of che/daga, Chapter V oﬂfers evidence

that decentralized andxgentraiized collective_ bargaining as

o

pursued in Alberta and Saskatchewan does show differences in

tﬁekﬁargained outcomes. Decentralized bargaining seems to

be more conducive in effecting a broader scope of}&@rgained

&
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hY

items than‘centralized,baréaining.

The Objectives Of The Study

The objectives of this study were tosinvestigate
whether any relationship existed in the negotiated items in
written collective bargaining agreements between teachers and

o, .
as pursued at

scﬂool boards in a province where bargaining w
the local or decentralized. level (as in Alberta) and a prov-
ince where bargaining was pursued at a more centralized level

(as in Safkatchewan).,

Sampling Procedure

Collective bargaining agreements of all one hundred
and thirty six (136) teacher locals in the Province ®f Alber-

ta for the year 1978 were obtained fgom the Alberta Teachers'

P

Association. One hundred and nine (109) 1local aéreqments
wlus the master agreement from Saskatchewan were obtained
from the Saskatchewan Teachers' F:heration. Two hundred and

fourty five (245) sets of collective bargaining agreements,

P
&

representing the total number of agreements concludea in Ali

«

berta and Saskatchewan in 1978, were obtained for the purpose

of this stuay. The study sample thus included the entire

population of agreements. - o

N ‘

The Instrument

o

The instrument used in this study was ,ithe Ontario
.Education Relations Commission instrument which was spetcifi-
cally developed for analysis of collective bargaining agree-

ments in education. An extensive review of literature and

research convinced this researcher that the Ontario instru-

v
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ment was appropriate for the purpose of this study. This
conviction was strengthened when the instrument recognized

all items in the summaries of Alberta and Saskatchewan collec-

tive bargaining agreements for the year 1978.

s
-

Analysis 0f Data ~

Minimum, maximum and mean salary levels in six cate-
gories, as well as over all provincial average salaries (per-
cen;ages) are contrasted and compared in order to discern
whether any differences existed between Alberta and SaskKatche-
wan teacheré' salaries. - ", |
Frequency distributions and percentages were used to
"report the findings of the seven Clusters of fields of analysis
which comprisé.the "Non~Grid Substantive"Elements" of Eolleg—
tive bargaining agreements. . .

-

"Findings

The .results of the investigation are as foliowé:
1. The Salary Cluster revealed that a historical
relationship between Alberta aﬁd Saskaﬁchegan
"average'" salaries was mainéained overté ten year .
time span.’ The fact_tﬁat'Alberta'ﬁses decentral-
ized bargaining and Saskatchewan uses centraiized'
/ bargaining has not resulte& in ‘changing "the réla-’
tionship between tEachers' salaries in Alberta and
Saskatchewan. OQer all Alberta average salaries

were 2 point six seven percent (2.67%) higher than

Saskatchewan salaries.

A 2. Cluster D Direct Salary Related Cluster results

e
]
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., revealed chat six Cluster D provisions (D3 through D5,
D33 through D35) appeared in a greater percentage of
collective bargaining agreements in Alberta than in - gﬁﬂf?

o o ;

Saskatchewan. Seven other Cluster D provisioﬁs ) J/

7) u\llrﬂ}
(D23, D25, D28 through n32) appeared in a. gféatq?j?*’.\

TR
percentage of collective bargaining agpeemenggfin;
: : \I@* )
Saskatchewan than in Alberta. , 4 “*‘ﬁ‘ .
- o ,\:‘S p \\}

Cluster D: Direct Salary Related Cluster EESulﬁs
indicate that Saskatchewan’f@i?ﬁérs were more secces—
sful than Alberta teacherstin negotiating Qith their
employers. Hoyever, the majcrity of teachers do N

not penefit from such provisioné which deal with
: : . /

3

allowances for positions of responsibility. Cluster
D results also indicate that the two provinces are
not really far apart in teachers' ability to nego-

tiate such provisions. ' “ <

o
@ ('o

3. Cluster F: Health and Welfare Cluster revealed
that in Alberta ten ClusEer F provlsions (F1 through
F5, F12 through Fl4, F17 through F19, F23, Fl&, F32
and F33)'are present in a greater pe;centage of col-
lective bargaining agreements than in Saskatchewan.
In Séékatchewan four F provisions (F21, F22, F25 and
F26) are present in a éreater percentage oflagree- |

.ments than.in Alberta.
| Cluster F:* Health and Welfare Cluster results

-indicate that Alberta teachers were more successful
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than Saskatchewan teachers 1in negotiating with their

employers. Cluster F items repreasnt provisions
. )

which éerr all teachers party to a collective

,agreement. Insured benefit programs such as extended
. e l“j
health plans and long term disability plans were

completely void in Saskatchewan agreements\

. 7 . & \'
4, Cluster R: Cuqulative Sick Leave and Retirement

' Graéu?fyrQIUStey_indicaté thaf 14JClusteF R'proyi;m
sions (£3 through R8, R10 through R17) were ﬁresent in
a greater percenﬁage of Saskatchewan agreements than
iﬁ Alberta agreements.

Cluster R: Cumulative Sick Leave And Retirement

-

Gratuitg Cluster results Jndicate that Saskatchewan
teachers were more successful than Aibert; geachersﬁ'
ininegotiatiné with thelr employers. Cluster R items
represent provigi%ns which cover all teachers.

\~ .

5. Clus;gffL: Leaves Clpster_indicateg’fﬁat’33
Cluster L provisions (L1 through L5, L?, L8, L1l4 , Llé,'
L17, L19, L25u>L28, L2, L3Z, L38 through L42, L&47°
tgrdugh‘L49,-L51 through L57, L59, L61, énd L62) found
gréater egfresgion iﬁ’Alberta_agreementsfthan in
Saskatcheyan agreements.. Twéntyrone L provisions (L6,
L9, L10, L18, L20 ‘through L22, L26, L30, L33 through
L37, L&43 tﬁrough L46, LSB, L§O and L63) were found in’

a greater.percentage of Saskatchewan agreements than e

in Alberta agreements.

I N
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~-rthrough W43, W47 Through W49 and W52) found expres-

Cluster L: Leaves Cluster results indicate that

s
Alberta teachers were more successful than Saskat-

chewan teachers 1in negotiﬁting with their employers.
Cluster L items represent provisions which ocover all

teachers under contract.

6. Cluster W Staffing/Workload Cluster revealed

that 27 Clustex;W'proﬁisions (W1 through W8, W13

sion in a greater percentage of Alberta collective

N

bargaininé agreéments than in Saskatghéwaﬁ agreements.
Three W provisions (WZB,.W37 and W51) found expres-

sion in a greater percentage of Saskatchewan agree-
\ B

ments than in Alberta agreements. . '
t

Cluster W: Staffing/Workload Clzigér results

indicéte'that Alberta teachers were more succes-~

.
sful than Saskatchewan teachers inh negotiating with

their employers. Cluster W items represent provisions

~

which cover all teachers under contract.

« .

t

-

7. Cluster J: Job Security Cluster indicated

) .
thgt 11 Cluster J provisions (J1, J3, J4, J9 through

. .
J12, 334,(J16, J24 and J79). found greater expression
. . - . . . >4 .

in Alberta collective bargaining agreements than in

Saskatchewan agreements. Six J provisions (32, J17,

)] .

J18, J23, J47 and J67) were present in a greater
percentage of Saskatchewan agreements than in Albertav

agreements.

e
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B

Cluster J: Job Security Cluster results indicated

“‘that Alberta teachers were more successTWl than
Saskﬁcohewan teachers'in negotiating with their emplo-
o ) ' - )
yers. Cluster J,items represent provisions which

cover a11 ‘teachers under contract.
! n

v
[
.

1¥ﬁ Ly ‘8. Cluster P: Other Provisions Cluster found \

that six Cluster P provisions (P7, P8, P19 and P20

through P22) found expression in a greater percentage

of Alberta agreeménts than in Saskatchewan agreements.
' ‘Fourféen Piprovisions (Pl through P4, P9, P10, P12
S VU . '
though P14, sP18 and P23 through P25) were found in a
. At VI K4 v

o .'”greatef\hﬁréentage of Saskatchewan collective bargain-
v " ingr.agreements than in Alberta agreements.
"y . . _

* . aiuSterﬁP:'Opher Cluster which deals with gen~-

.y

_eragaprovisions showed that Sasklatchewan teachers

g n o ) .
were more successful than Alberta teachers in nego-

tiatinglwith ;heir employers. The maj%fity of

2
) T

ClusferfP Etems are procedural in nature dealing
@hOStly with subh provisions as grievance process,
liaison committees and other! general provisions

vy

7 ‘gMost provisions found“in Cluster P seldom afféet a

large numbeg of teachers in any jurisdiction.

E ‘ ‘-ﬁ M
53 9. The ihstrument recognized 174 provisions in the

agreements from Alberta ~and Saskatchewan. Eighty three
Th ‘
. . )

provisions were found in a greater percentage of

Albertatagreements while 68 provisions'found a greater

r
%

AN
)
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expression in Saskatchewan agreements. Alberta
agreements contained a total of 149 provisions while
Saskatchewan agreements contained a total of 121

provisions.

II CONCLUSIQNST
Muir's contention tbdg "it appgars’hardly worth the
time, effort or.fost involved fo; teachers and‘trdséees to go
through the collective bargaining ritual each year at the local
level” /(Muir, .1971la:143) seems to have been in part suﬁst;uﬁ
tiated by this study. Pércentage_figures indicate that in 1968

-69 Alberta average salaries for teachers were two point six

eight percent (2.68%) higher than in Saska:khewan“(Muir, 1970b:

305). TIn 1978 Alberta average salaries were two pbint six sev-
en peréent (2.67%2) higher than Saskatchewan salaries. In other
. ‘ o .

words, Alberta teachers have been no more successful in nego-
tfating éalaries at the local levels than Saskatchewan teachers
have been at the provincial leve. (&et retaining the tradi-.
tional percenﬁage difference in Alberta's favour). ,

. Muir's argument hovever, seems to hold true for
salary matters only. Upoﬁ examining the seven clusters which
deal with non-salary ma:ters, differences.bethen Albe;ta and
“Saskatchewan collective bargaining agreements becomevépparent.

Four qf the seven clusters indicate that Alberta teachers

we}hlmbre successful in negotiating with their employers.

-

Clusters F, L, W and J provisions (more successfully

108

neggtiateﬁ by Alberta teachers) covered a greater number of

Pl . i NS
2

Rh
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teachers. than did provisions found in Clustér D, R and P
(more successfully negotiated by Saskatchgwan teachers). The
findings aiso indicate that the Alberta set of Clusters men-
tioned above represent greater cost items or’53Vgr larger
number of teachers than the Saskatchewan‘set of clusters.

When it 1is considered that in Cluster D S;skatcﬁe—”
wan teachers barély do better in negotiating with their employers
than Alberta teachers and that Cluster R (with the exception of
Cumulative Sick Leave) represents items which neither Alberta
nor Saskatcﬂéwan-teqcheés consider pé;ampunt in thei?ﬁbargain—
ing ouﬁcomes take on a greatef significance.

| Alberﬁa teachers have consistently been able to
negotiate greater benefits than ;heir Saskatchewan counterparts.
This s{udy has substantiated Dunlop's argument that "...wage
rules and other rules are not two separate boxes; there 1is a

:

single highly inter—rela;ed body of rules in an industrial re-
lations ;ystem" (Dunlop, 1951:387). .It seems that once salary
and related matters are negotiated at the provincial levél,
Saskatchewan teachers'are less able to negofiate separately for
provisions foun? in the seven clusters‘;f>the local levei. Al-
berta teachgrs on the o;her hand have not separated their ba;—
gaining efforts into "two separate boxes" and seem to have there-
by,'been more successful in negotiat;ng éor a greaﬁer scope of
bargained items. ) .‘ P |

The findings of this study do not support pro&ince—

wide bargaining, as practiced in Saskatchewan, a consideration

worthy for the A.T.A. to pursue. Weiler's prediction that
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)
decentralized bargainiﬁg is not benefiéial to employers and
“...indeed in tﬁe long term,.fhey will pay a lot more if the
practice of 'leap:ffogging"becom?s habpitual" (Weiler, 1976:
136) seems to have been demonstrated by the present study,

Since, the scope of negotiagions, which involves -

»

the num.and types of items that may Be ﬂ;ubject to employer-
employee discussions and‘negotiations,.is one of the most cri-

tical issues in contemporary labour-management relations 1in
\ . pod ! ¢ /

the public sector (Advisory Commission on Inter—Cover%mental

Relations, 1969:76), it would be advisable to heed Giandomen-
G

ico's warning (1973:258) that‘teachers become increasingly

militant as-the scope of col;ectivé bargainigé is narrowed or

o

limited. ¢

"Restricting the scope of bargaining may not
permit teachers to develop their individual
discretionary judgement but instead relegate ,
them to status as bureaucratic functionaries
and force them to find means...to satisfy tHeir
needs for autonomy and self-actualization. L

€ ) o

S
[

Collective bargaining could be viewed 'as a Jtool
« by which obstacles preventing higher and lower

order need-fulfillment among teachers were

removed (Giandomenico, 1973:259)."

-

If bargaining activity is evidence of an areas'
imporfancei then Alberta teachgrs found Health.and Welfdre,
Leaves, Staffing/Workload and Job Security prqvisions more
impbrtant than Saskatchewan ;egéhers, Sa;katcﬁewan teacﬁérs
seem go have found Direct Salary Related, Cumulative Sick Days
and Rétirement Gratuity, and General provisions more impd?tént

~than Alberta teachers. It should also be noted that the four

sets of clusters more successfully negotiated by Alberta téachers"

cover a greater number of teachers than the three sets—of clus-

~
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ters more succeséfully negotiated by Saskatchewan teachers.

In hig managérial theory, Chamberlain states,
"...the nature of the bargaining process 1s explainable in terms
appropriate to’itslbusiness decisions" (Chamberlain, 1951:130).
It ;s'a fuﬁctional relationship in”which:thé union joins with
the employer in réaqﬁing decisions on matters in which‘both
have vital interésts.' Siﬁce thé scope of bargained items is
more narrow 1in Saskatgﬁéwan teachers in that brovince seem to

have less control over "decisions...(of) vital interests"

than Alberta teachers.

IIT RECOMMENDATIONS
The Eﬁgﬁlts_of this study seem to indicate that
decentralized collective bargaining is a more viable method,
in terms of scope of bargaiﬁed"items,'than éentralized collec-
tive bargaining. If Muir's,(1970b) study was cggrect, in
stgting aﬁong other things, fhat Alberta’and Saskatchewan
teachers were able to secure highly simila:;dollective bar-

gaining agreements in 1968 when both tea&hers’.organizétiong

~

barga th‘their employers at the local level,,thgﬁ the

results of is study may indeed be thg cénseqﬁence of.a change
in the Saskatfchewan\bargaining structure.

An ih e p:ébation of this resear;ﬁ,is that teachers
in Alberta ou continge to bargain in a decentralized
fashion since Alberta collective ba?gaining égrgements show the
présence of a greater scope of bargained‘items than was
achiéved by Saskatche&an teachers (who bargain inra more

centralized fashion). Also the framework utilized in this

study seems to provide theoretically and opey&tionally useful

s/
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guidelines for further research in this area.

-

Further research along the lines of the present study

seems imperative. A replication of this study in 1982 might

.. X

reveal trends in the scope of bargained {tems as negotiated
over a five year period. This seems.necessary siﬁce the Muir
study (1970b) did th utilize any instrument because 1ts main
objective was to Comp;ie teachers salaries and results of non-
salary provisions were based on the researchers general inter-
pretatiop of his data. ‘

| Fui;her research 1s also needed in order to assess
Giandopenico's (1973:258) warning that Efééhers become in-
creasingly militant as the scope of collec&ive bargaiﬁing is
narroweolor limited. A five year study §1§78-l982) of teachers'
:trikes and arbitration, meiiation andkoonciliation cases
might shed additional light on the importance of scope of bar-
gainéd items to Eeachers; o

The outcome measure used in tpis study is measured

at one point in tiﬁe,’but it reflects the accumulated outcomes
of all previous bargains between the parties. An important
issue for future-reseagch, therefore, is the extent to which.
this type of ﬁooel is cap blo of predicting changes in the
terms of a collec&ive,agré ment thatioccon in any single round

. | ‘ . .
of negotiations. \
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‘June 29, 1979

Mr Gus Rozycki
94 Glamorgan Drive

. 208

Shexrwood Park
T8A 2Y8.,

‘Dear Mr Rozycki,

This is further to discussions which we have had respecting

the study you are doing., ‘

The 1978 ARA referred two resolutions to Provincial Executive
A decision 'was made by Council, that we. proceed to do a survey
to determine such things as class size, dinstruction time, split
grades and supervision time. B : : '

There is a distinct possibility that the yesults of your study.

’ may. appreciably add to the information which we receive. We
- look forward to your completed document. ' » '
l - ) .

11010 - 142 STREET. EbMONTON. ALB;ER'FI'A TSNAZRJ ox{‘TELEPHON'EA (403) 433.2411

Sincerely yours,

7,

J P Berlando
Cooxrdinator

jfb/v_i

.

-
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Ontario ’
' Education ~ Telephone 416/922-7?9——"‘ A1 Avegue_ Road
. . . . Suite 400
Relatlo.ns. ’ : . Toronto, Ontario
Commission ‘ _ K , MSR 3.8
1979 06 27
5
—

\ . - - S _ " /

Mr. G. Rozycki . ) ,
Department of -Educational Administration
College of Education

 University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta

Dear Mr. Rozycki: ° . .

Enclosed please find a copy of each of the coaing
forms presently used to analyze tea;ﬁ;i}squol board

: ‘o Crh , . <N
collective ag?eements in4:h;§ Provipc \,/// o
"I trust these will be of assistance. I also wish

you well in your academic undertaking and would”
appreciate being able to include a copy of your
dissertation in our library upon 1its completion. -

-~ : -

Sincerely yoﬁr;;

 E. M. Aim

Director - : : | o,
Rgsearcﬁ*Services ) ’

Jag o ) , a -
Encls. . -

£ : : c.
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TN

O%&ario o

. Education \ ' Telephone 416/922-7679 111 Avenue Road

Relations o ~ Suite 400
Toronto, Ontario

Commission ' - : ‘ " M5R308

—~

1980 01 23

Mr. Gus Rozycki
94 Glamodrgan Drive.
~Sherwood Park _ - . o
Alberta ‘ . < v«
T84 .2Y8 ' ’ . ' . .

Dear Mr. Rozyeki:
. . . -

As requegteH; I have enclosed a copy of the User's (;
. Guide to ERCFILEA and ERCFILEB. T apologise for’/the
condition of the guide - the files are being modified",
on a regular basis to keep pace with the trends in
bargaining. .

Please note that ERCFILEA has been’ expanded to ynclude \
A, Y and B variables. These data ‘have been acquired
'from the Qntario Ministry of Education's June “Board .
Report, reporting information ($ and number of recipients)
relating to salaries for "off-grid personnel, allowances
rec8dived by "on-grid" personnel and employee benefits.

I have attached a copy of Page Type 7 of the. June Board
Report whHich details thz/bype of information collegted
and a copy of the Educa ion R lations Commission's .
"Monograph #12: which has been
generated from the 1978-79 data. ’ .

-~

I hope this information helps to clarify matters for you.
"If you -have any question. &t wish additional information

please do not hesitate to call.
p
Yours sincerely,
2;?444m:j2h
Sharon McElroy
Research Specialist

/ag
Enclosures
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Forms For Coding Grid and Non-Grid

) ' Subatantivq Elemengs of Collective
Agreements Between Teachers and School Boards

RS
¢

BN

213



e

! 214

.

SPSS | IDENTIFICATION ' " - COLUMN NO.
Var.’ . - . : ' ;
Name

»

A

b X ‘Cafd -

v1

£ -

SCHOOL BOARD
. L 2y
- V2 - AIB Status:- Pre 1
Post . ' 2

(no modifications) o .
Post ‘ 3
. (modifications) h -8

V3 Term: 1 Year . Eh ‘)}v
2 Years-Yr., ' i
2 Years-Yr.
3 Years-Yr.
3 Years-Yr.
3 Years=-Yr..
8 Months .
20 Months e

W A3 = O
VWV U LW R

V4 Agreement
" Year: 1975-76 - : >

1976-77
1977-78
1978-79 '
1979-80. » °

o “1980-81
1981-82 -
198283
1983-84

Cx 4 .' .&

ofn~4é\m.bc»haw

Vs ~ Board Y
‘ Type: ' Elémentary
. Secondary
- RCSS
Other

S WN -

1t

V6 " Ministry Northwestern
.. Region Midnorthern .
1969~1977 Northeastern-
' Western
Midwestern
Niagara
+~ Central
-Eastern
Ottawa Valley

.o

- RN N Y

12 .



v7

vs

V9

" V10

vii, v12

Economic

Region Eastern
Lake Ontario
Central
Niagara
Lake Erie
Lake St. Clalir

v Midwestern

Georgian Bay
Northeastern
Lakehead-
Northwestern

Enrolment

No. of Teachers

Grid Type: Single
Sept-Dec/Jan-Aug
Sept-Jan/Feb-Aug
Sept—-Feb/Mar-Aug
Other
Sept-Mar/Apr~Aug

’ £
;Date Agreement Signed

NV WO

o

DU WM

Year
Month
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16-20

22-25

32,

21

31
33

L
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SPSS
Var.

Name -

D1

D2

D3

- D4

. Both 2 and 3

No

QECO designation for certification

rating.

QECO 2 or 2 fFevised
QECO 3

QECO 3 with §
qualifications
OQutlined in agreement

Not specified

/

W

O O~

DIRECT SALARY RELATED (Card 2)
__Board #
Card #
Placement
1. If elementary or RCSS agreement,

If secondar agreement, OSSTF

certification rating.

0SSTF 3.

0SSTF 4

0SSTF 5 .
Outlined in agreement

Not specified

Teaching only
Non~teaching only
Both Teaching and
Non~teaching

Placement Discussgsion

1.

"Is placement an area for A
»teacher/board'discussion?

L =B W, Y ]

<

'Is there recognition for related
experience

»

[

218

COLUMN NO. -

1-3
4,5

T

10



D5

D6

D7 -

D8

D9

p1o

D11

Lump Sum Payment (other than COLA)

v

1.

Is there a provision for a
lump sum payment (other than
coLA)? ., :

2

[
o
®

—

COLA

1.

6.

Is there a Cost-of-Living
provision (COL)?

e

<
m
[/

&
-

Not in effect

~..

le
(=]

w le
o

If yes, does the prdvision contain

a cost-of-living allgWance (COLA)?:

-

Lump Sum $ amt .
Variable .amount 9998
Combination - 9999
No allowance provided - 8888

COLA have a "fold-Ln"

no,trggge:, no-caé
cap, but no trigger

1

: 2

~ Yés - trigger, but no cap 3
4

3

/ﬁes - both trigger and cap
No ,

Does -the COLA have a triggeT?

Yes
1

If yes, and trigger is CPI
percentage increase, what
is 1t?

If yes, and trigger is-CPI
points increase, what 1s it?

A

-,

219

11

12

13-16

17 -

18

19-22

23-26



D12

D13

‘D14

D15

D16.

D17

Is there a'"cap“?

" Yes (ind.;;incl. lump sum) 1

10.

11.°

" points, what ig it?2

Yes (group) 2
No 3

If yes, and cap is a CPI

percentage, what 1s 1t?

If yes, and cap iSFCPI

——————

If yes, and cap 18 a dollar

amount, what 1s- {t? (%) '

Does the COLA apply to
items other than salary
grid? (eg. allowances)

PR Yes 1
No, or not specified 2

COLA Discusﬁion

1 ‘.

Is COLA an area for teacher/

~ board discussion?

¢
(1]
)

L

220

27
28-31
32-35
36-39
40
Ko
2 41
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o Graduate Deg;ee Allowances.
: (highest § amt. paid)

D18j 19 ~ 1. .Can.graduate degree allowance
pierce salary category maximum?

. ~ Tchs. Prin/VP's -
Yes : 1 o1 )

No 2 2 : B

Not spe 1Fied 3 3
Agreement does : :
not contain

allowance or it

° does not apply v ;
' to principals/ -
vice/prin. & b A : 42-43
D20 ’ ’2: Madter's Degree ’ L _— o 54f57'
p21 E 3. PHD;or Second Master's B - 58-61

Principal and Vice Principal ‘Salaries

D22, 23 1. Method of payment for Princigal
‘ : and Vice: Principal salaries
Princ. V.P.

‘ o Teacher grid plus
" allowance - . 1 1
.Separate grid

(incl. fixed grid,

position plus : T J
allowance) 2 2
Combination of '
. above 3 3
(V.P.) Percent of .
Principal -~ 4
Flat $ amount 5 4 .
Other ) 6 63,64



D24,

D26,

D25

D27

2. 1f teacher grid,

.Other

criteria
for allowance '
Princ. V.P.
No differentiation ) g
in § amount 1 1
Years of experience ‘
only _ 2 2
Years exp. and .
qualifications
- (excl.-graduate _ ‘
degree)’ 3 -3
School type and/or
- 8lze : 4/ 4.
School type/size
and years exp. 5 5
School  tgpe/size
and ‘qualifications 6 6
'School type/size, ~
years experience ‘

.and qualifications 7 . 7
Other - .8 8
3. 1If segarate grid, critgria

/ for placement <
"Princ. V.P.-
Years of experience S
. omnly S 1 -1
Years of experience _
and qudlifications 2 2
"~ Years of experience
" and school Cype/size‘3 3
- Years of experience
school type/size and
s qnalificatioqs 4 4
Years of experience - :
and per class/per
teacher/per school - . -
allowance 5 -5,
- Years of experience» ‘ o
- per. class/per
‘teacher/per school, -
dllowance and - . ’ .
qualffications 6 "6
: 7. 7.

222

65,66

67,68



‘D28, D29,

D30

D31

D32

D33

D34

Expense/Travel Allowances

Is there an. expense - . .

1.
allowance provision for:
: . Yes No
Principals and/or V.P's N 1 2
. Responsibility or
designated positions 1 2
All teachers 1 2
2. If there is a mileage -
allowance provision, what —
~1is 1t (¢ per mile)?

Allowance Digcussion

1.

»Gréﬂafathering—craduéte"Degrees

Are there'allbwances
(other than COLA) an area ,
for teacher/board discussion?

1.

Is there a provision for
phasing .out the payment of any

or ‘all Graduate Degrge_Allowancés?-

Yes No

T 7

Poéitibn'of,Responsibility'

- 1.

Is there provision for allowances

. for administration positions "
(ie'. dept. héads, curricular
.directors, etc)

2

223

69

70

71

72,73

74

75

76



D35

SPSS

Var.
Name

F1

F2

F3

224

- Other‘T.raining ) BT ’
: A

T

Is there provision feor recognition
of other forms of formaT\Ttaining
for allowance purposes? )

Yes No
. 1 7. 77
HEALTH AND WELFARE "~ (Card 10)
@ ' COLUMN NO. .
Board # 1-3
Card # | 4,5
' AHC or SASK. HOSPITALIZATION -
1. Board contribution (2) 8§-10
(200 = flat § amt./ind.)
(400 = flat § amt./group)
Semi—P;ivate o “ | . '
2. Board contribution (%) S «11-13
(206~- flat § amt./ind.)
(300 = no coverage)
i (400 = flat .$ amt./group)
Extended Health Plan :
1. Provision '
Yes Eé
, - 1 2 15
o ' 2; Pa}tic{pation
« Voluntary 1
. Compulsory 2
Unstated 3 u 16
3. Board Contribution %)
o (200 = flat § amt./ind) '
(400 = flat $ amt./group) N , - 17-19



F6

F7

F8 -

F10

F1l1

F12

F13

Fl4

Drug Plan

1. Rrovision

2. farticipatidn

Vbluntary
Compulsory
Unstated

3. "Board Contribution (2)
(200. = flat § amt./ind.)
(400 = flat § amt./group)

Vision Care Plan

) 1. Provision.

2. Participation

‘Voluntary
ompulsory
Unstated

3. Board contributiou (Z)
(200 = flat § amt./ind.)
(400 = flat § amt./group)

Dental Plan

1. Provision

&

Yes
: : . No
Under consideration

2. nParticipatfon:

Voluntary
Compulsory
" Under consideration .
N )
3. Board Contribution (Z)
(200 = flat $ amt./ind.)
(400 = flat § amt./group)

1

W N

225
Yes No :
1 2 21
it
2
3 22
. 23-25
Yes Eg
1 2 27
2
3 28
' . L}
———r—————————
. /
29-31
1. .
2 h 3
.3 33
- 34



F15

P16
F17
318
F19
Fz§
F21

F22

F23 -

0

226

4. 1Is institution of plan related:-
to some other plan agreement?

5. the(gﬁ*Pland

yd

/

¥ 7(99 = not selected)

Long Term Disability Plan (LTDP)

) 1 .

4.'

P;oviéion

Participation

+

Vblunﬁary

Compulsory

Unstated

Board contribution (Z)'

(200 = flat §

(400 = flat § amt./group)

Name'of Plan

amt ./ind.)

b

(99 = not selected)

Group Insutahce Plan

1.

2.

3.

Provision
Participation’
c‘

[}

Selector(s)

‘Voluntary

Compulsory

Unstated

e

- Board

Teachers
Bilateral -

Unstated

Yes No
1 2 - 38
= ¥
39,40
Ye84$ Eg./ .
1 2 42
@
A
]_ —
2
3 43
———-:'_—.T
) 44—46
47,48,
Yes 'Hg -
1l - 2 50
1
2 -
3 T 51
1 ~
2
3
4 52



~v

F24

SPSS

Var. -
Name

F25

F26

F27

F28

HEALTH AND WELFARE

Does the Group Insurance Plan
include coverage for Dependant
'Life (D.L.) and/or: Accidental
Death and Dismemberment (A:D.D.)?

3

. D.L. Only

A.D.D. Only
Both D.L..
and A.D.D.
D.L%  1is
cbvered‘
elsewhere

'ﬁ.D.D. is

“

O *

covergge (2)
2.

‘"covered

elsewhere -

Both are-
covered
elsewhere

No mention
of either
agreement

in.

Board - #

"Card

(200 = flat § amt./ind.) .
(400 = flat ¢ amt ./group)

Is the ceiling
-coverage a:

- Flat

to basic

“$ amount

Salary factor
Combination.

S11d

If ceiling to bdsic coverage

ing Scale

is a salary facetor or
combination, what is 1it?

0

#

‘Boa’rd contribution to basic

I
2.
3
4,
5
6
7 53
(Card 11)
COLUMN NO.
1-3
4,5
o
8~10
1.
2
3
4 11
12-17
T ——

'If ceiling ‘to basic coverage
is a § amount or combination,
what is 1it?

227

 18-20 - -

L



F29

F30

. F31

F33 .

9. Is thetre an additional
coverage‘Pppion?

Yes

10. If yes and ceiling is
.. § amount or combination ¢
.-what 1is 1it?

228

2 - 21

(999999 = not specified)

11. If yes
salary
(9-9'-

Health and

2227

and celiling is
factor, what is 1t?

not specified) 28-30

Welfére Discussion

1. "Are insured empioyee benefits
an area for ;eacher/board i
. discussion?

HI

Employee Benefit Limitation

1. Does the agreement limit
(eg. "current” costs,
specific fee schedule) any
or all of the insured employee
benefits. in. terms of school
‘board subsidization ‘other than
fla: dollar amount per
“individual or group?

2 31

N7 32



 SPSS
Var.
Name

R1

R2
R3

1
R4
R5-R11
R12 |

'+2. Maximum accumulation

L . 229

\ N »
CSL, RETIREMENT GRATUITY (Card 11)
. : _COLUMN NO.
: /
Board #
/
Card #

Cﬁmulative Sick Leave

1. Percentage of unused days

_,accumulated? 33-35

.alloweﬁ (days)
(varies: 998; no max.: 999) 36-38

‘Rétirement Gratuity

1. 1Is there a provision?
5 -

o

AT

S
&7, ';{%

Yes, all branch.affiliate
‘members 1
Yes, certain branch ) : o /

[/ affiliate members 2
. No o 3 40
2. Is,it.teldted to CSL?
Yes o ' ' 1 '
No, (eg. related to oo ‘ ;
.years of experience) 2 a
Not specified 3 41
3. Is‘it_payhble'tb the‘teacher' .
upor . Y
. Yes No
Superannuation PR ’
only ‘ . 1 “Zz . 42
Board Discretion 1 2 » 43
Leaving the T .
. Profession 1 2 44
- Specified Age 1 2 - ) ' 45
Transfer: to another . : R -
_ board 1 2 46
. Health e 1 2 47
‘ Other , B | 2 48
Total No. of "yes" responses >49



-
X

R13

R16

R17

BN

‘Not-“"specified

Upon deeth 1s the retiremen

or a beneficiary? e

\
-

Yes o o

t -7
gratuity payable tofthe eg}afe ,,x”

No t/ = - 2,
No, a death benefit 1is :

paid +f lieu of gratuity

S W

Minimum years .of service

required to qualify -

(01 = not spec., no. min., or
-1 year)

No. of consecutive years of
service required to

qualify

1.

" Retirement Gratuity Discussion

Is retirement gratuity an
area for teacher/board
discussion?

o]
P

Retirement Gratuity-Limitation,

1.

Does the agreement limit in
any way, other than by -
phasing out or the 502
statutory limit, the payment
of the gratuity for any
Branch Affiliate member?

I
®

.A‘

-

(o8

50

51-52

53,54

55

56



s Pas

Var,

Name

LS

L6 |

Li"

231

(card 12)

" LEAVES
' .COLUMN NO.
K Board # - 1-3
Card # 4,5
Sabbatical/Educgtion Improvement Leave
1. 1Is there a provision? -
N Yes No
1 2 8
2. Minimum years sefvice‘ ; ; . )
required? — 10,11
3. Minimum years service o
with board required? 13,14
. . . \‘ ) - ]
4. Basgic salary provided:
%Z of salary
Flat § amount 200
Other - 300 . ‘ 16-18
5. Maximum salary provided:
. . e |
%Z of salary e
Flat § amount 200 ‘
‘Other 300 . 20-22
6. If maximum salary is '
greater than basic, what _ v . ~
is the criterion for ‘
deterimining maximum?
No. of dependents 1 ¢ '
~Scholarship 2
Yedrs of experience 3
CSL credits  , 4 '
Board discretion ! 5 .
Other. 6 24
7.7 Is there a specified T
age limit?
Yes 1
No : - 2 -
' No, but must be taken in ‘
specified period before -
retirement 3 25



L8

L9

' L10

L1l .

‘L12

113

L14

“L15.

10 .

Board discretion -
zZ of staff ‘

Number of 'staff

Z of budget

Fund of flat $ amount

Other :

11.

12.

13.

14 .

15.

(9.9 = 9.9 or more) .

Years subsequent service
required:
}

" No. of years
6 or more oo 6 ' .
7
8
9

Twice length of leave
Equal to leave .
Sliding scale

Is there a specified method
for determining the number
of leaves allowed per year?

If yés, how is the number
determined?

AW S WN -

-

1f method is % of staff,
what is 1it?

If method.is number of
staff, what 1is it?

If method is 2 of budget,
what is 1t?

Is there a mandatory
minimum number or percentage
established?

o - . Yes
. | ‘ T
Does Board comntribute to
,;uition costs?
Yes

—

232

26

27

28

30-32

33-35

' 36-38

40

41



L16

L17

L18

L19

L20 ~

&2l

L22

- Not specified

16, Do sick leave credits
accumulate’

Yes ‘ : "1

_No . o . 2.

No, but may be used to
supplement sabbatical salary
Not specified

S w

17. Does Board continue to
contribute 1its portiom of
insured employee benefits?

Yes

No

Qualified yes-

Not specified

BWN

18. 1Is re—emploYment-ensuted?
o

Yes

No

(Vo0 S

Subject to surplus/ : 7
redundancy procedure 4

19." - Is teaching experience
accrued during sabbatical?

Sabbatical LeaveJDiscunsion

1. 1Is sabatical leave an area e
for teacher/board discussion?

~

es No

——

1 2

Leave of Absence (Other than sabbatical

miscellaneousyleaves)

1. Is there a provision?

2. Minimum service required to

qualify (years)
(9 = not specified)’

233

42

43

44

. 45

’_46

48

49



234

</
L23 3.. Is a sélary allowhnce given?
Yes No
1 2 50
L24 4. Do sick leave credits
accumulate? :
Yes 1
No S J 2
Not specified 3 51
L25 ' 5. Does Board continue to
contribute its portion to
insured employee benefits?
Yes 1
No 2
Qualified yes 3
Not specified 4 52
L26 - 6. 1s re—employment.énsured?
Yes  I
No : 2
Not specified ‘3
Subject to surplus/
redundany procedure & "53
2y 7. 1Is teaching experience
’ : accrued during leave?
’ Yeé No

1 7 54



SPSS
Var.

Name

L28

L29

'L30

L31 -

L32

L33

LEAVES

- _ Board #
Card #

Maternity Leave

1. 1Is there a prbvieion?

Yes
¢ S 1

2. 1f yes, what is the maximim
period of leave permitted?

’ o ,
Remainder of school year? 1

'ﬁOne school year 2
Remainder of school year

plus one additional school
year

Two school years

Other . ‘ o

w oW

3. Is there a specified period
of leave during which a
teacher accrues experieénle?

Yes:

. , 1
- Yes, with conditions ' 2
. 3

No

4. If yes, what is 1t? (days)

(99 = 99 or more)

5. Is_re—employment ensured?

Yes

No

Not specified
Subject to surplus/

W N =

' reduﬂdancy procedure o 4

1. 1s ;Qeze;fbprovisiong

Adoption Leave

235

 (Card 13)
COLUMN NO.

1-3
4,5

o

10

11,12

13

2 14



L34

L35

L36

' L37

L38 -

L39

L40 -

£

- 236

2. 1Is yes, 18 there a y
preplacement leave?

Qualified yes

Yes No
L2 15 -
3. WIf there is a. preplacement
leave, what is the maximum s
leave permitted? (days) L 16,17 =
4. What 1is ;heVmakimum leave
permitted? (days)’
(98 = 98 days or more) '
(99 = game as maternity) - 18,19
5. Is re-employment ensured? A
Yes 1
No 2
‘Not specified 3
3Subject to surplus/ v '
redundancy prﬁeedure 4 . .20
'Paternity Leave
1. 1Is there a provision?
Yes  No .
1 2 21
Z}eﬁIs yes, what is'fhe,maximum . -
leave permitted?-(days) . 22,23
Leaves for Federation or Association ‘
Business/Activities .
. y
1. 1Is therée a long-term leave provision‘
" (6 or more days) for Branch Affiliate
representatives/officials, etc. :
Yes No
1 2 26
.2+ 'If yes, is the Boadrd reimbursed for .
salary costs? :
Yes. L
_Not specified e 3 :
4 27

;L .



L42

L43

L44

- L45

L46

L47

L48-L50

237

.

Is there a ghort-term leave
provision (5 or fewer days)

for federation activities? . i
- (1.e. committees, conferencesg, o
- e t c ) . . . . e - - ’v ‘\i_\h\\‘\)\\s
nYes No
1 2 28

- o,
Leaves for Negotiations

- -

'“, Yes

Is.there a sgpecific leave for

1.
' negptiatidns/factvfinding/mediation?
Yes No
1 ] 32
2. 'If yes, how many‘teachers may be
’ granted such leave?
(8 = 8 or more) _ :
(9 =" unspecified) ' . - 33
3. 1Is there a specified maximum'
length of leave per teacher?
Yes No
’ -1 2 34
4. isfyes,'what is it? (days) "35,36A
5. 1Is the Board reimbursed for
. salary costs? ‘ '
1
NO /’2
Not specified 3
Qualified-yes: & 38
Compassibnai/ﬁereevement Leave
: .. ,. ) e Lo . - +
‘l. For immediate family, minimum
: _number of days per occasion
_(9 = unspecified) T . 46
2. For extended- family, minimum
. number of days per Occasion _ :
(9 = unspecified) ‘ ‘ : 47

Other (minimum number of days
per occasion) ‘ . , : - ‘ .
(9 = unspecified) o 48




L51
L52-162
.
\.
!
~
‘ " 163 @
o ~
- yd

/238

Miscellaneous Leaves

" Leaves Discussion

. Is there a miscellaneous leaves
provision? '
s _ Yes ‘Eg
e T T2 50

2. Is yes, types of leaves:

Not

Yes, Yes, - Yes, No
Paid Unpaid Both"  Specified
Discretionary 1 2 3 4 9 ‘ .52
* k kx * k %k * "k ok .k .
..Board or

* School : . L . : .
. Business -1 .2 -3 4 9 - 53
Courses 1 2 -3 T4 9 : - 54
EmergéhCy or .

persong&, / 1 2 3 4 9 55
‘Examinations 1 2 3 4 9 .56
o o A . ‘ ‘ .
Graduations" o

-Convocation 1 2 3 4 9 57
Moving - 1 2 3

‘Public Office 1, 2 3

Duties K

Religious o

"Days - 1 -2 3.

Weather'bt N | » .
- "Act of God™ 1 " 2. 3
bweddingé; 1 2 3

1., Are (leaves (other. tha
sabbatical) an area for
, -teacher/board discussion? ' i

" Yeé No




239

1 2 64

SPSS  ° _.STAFFING WORKLOAD ’ .~ (Card 14)
Var. ' ‘ ‘ ‘ COLUMN NO.

Name i : . _
- Lt - SR Board # 1-3
Card # " 4,5

Pupil~Teacher Ratié/Staffing Formula -

Wl 1. 1Is there a provision?

¢ Yes No -

1 2 8

w2 2. 1Is the term "teacher"” defined?

Yes - No

W3 3. 1Is the PTR based on:

Projected enrolment
Actual enrolment
Both

Not specified 10

B WN

L ' 4. Is it a mandatory PTR or
) a guideline?

- Mandatory, no, conditions 1
> - 'Mandatory, with .conditions 2
Guideline, no conditions 3
Guideline, with conditions 4 11
W5 " 5. Is the PTR:

System-wide . . 1
By school A -2
By regign ' 3
_Combination . 4
Other o ) 5

6

Not speeified 12

w'z

T



240

W6 . 6. How many ratios are.there?
One, fixed Ty 1
Morg than one, fixed 2
. One, with a tolerance
“(eg. range) ‘ o -3

More than one, with tolerance 4
Unspecified, based on

- Guideline, with conditions

statement of fntent 5
Unspecified, based on past
practice o 6
thidtos . 7 13
A — - pecified
> — , 14-18
w8 fil-is’ﬁTR,w ,h:e& fo ;}adﬂ;r/
:o% _ board diébﬁ%qiog;w”
Yes No
1 2 19
Class. §ize
' . - . “
w9 " 1. Is there a provision?
¢ Yes No
. 1 2 21
W10 . 2. TIs it a mandatory class . ‘ L e
' size or a guideline?
Mandatory, no”conditions 1
» Mandatory,\with conditions 2
‘ Guideline, no conditions 3 £
4/ 22



Wil

W12

W13

W14

W15

Wl6

[}

Both

.

A

3. How many class sizes are
: specified?
‘One average -1
One range : . 2
One class size maximum . 3
More than one qverage 4
More than one range 5 A;;
More than one size maximum 6 A8
Combination of 4, 5, and/or L
6 above . 7 )
’Unspcified,_based on
statement of intent : 8.
Unspcified, based on past
practice o 9
4. 1If one average class size .
is '‘specified, what.is 1it? '
Cléss Size‘Discussibnf
. A 2L
1. Is class size an ‘area for
teacher/board discussion?
Yes No
1 2
'Teacher Work Load )
1. Is there a work 1load proviaion 4
foﬁ teachers? é :
Yes Ko
1 2
(a)_ Inétructiqn‘
2. 1Is there ah instructional load
* provision? ’ ' )
Yes  No
o 1 2
3. If yes, does the provision deal
with: )
- ™
- Teaching only 1
; Preparation only ) .2 . 3
° . ) 3 \

241

28

- 30




N
W17-w23

W25-W32

W

4. JIf instructional load deals

with teaching, how 1is teaching.

load defined?

-bf‘ - " Yes

[

No. of teaching periods-

per day . hat S
No. of teaching petiods : o
per week ' 1
No. of minutes per day 1
Percent of school time/
tabled time : 1
No. of credits per year’ 1
Pupil-teacher contact 1
Other 1 . o~ 1
5. Is there a limit to the
number of consecutive
'teaching periods a teacher
is’required to teach? ' °
R ) Yes
» A R A.,_\/ A . : . 1 .
6. . If instructional 1load dealQ)
with preparation, how 1is
- preparation time defined?
Yes
‘No. of minutes per day 1
No. of minutes pér week. 1
No. of ‘desireable. .
preparations per day . 1
:Average no. of lesson’ 7 _
~_ preparations per cycle' 1
. Percent per day = _ 1
Percent per week . ~ 1
Percent of unassigned /
-time - ‘ 1

Other - - _ : ST §

a-

(b) *Noﬁ—instructidn

Y . .
RS s
LWLER,

s

- 34

242,

n”

33

35

~—

36/

37, /)

38
- 3}/ 7

40

41
42

43

44
45
46

47
48



243.

) f ) . . ' -
W33-W34 7. 1Is there a provision for:
rrrrr Yes  Yes Both No
Req'd Expt. .
. Noon-time
" supervision /ﬁ\\l 2 3 - 4 51
Other forms of ‘ .
supervision 1 S 2 3 4 52
Workload Discussion
W35 | 1. 1Is teacher workload an area
‘ for teacher/board disgussioq?
: . ' ) o
N ' ~ Yes No.
4 ) 1 2 55
. \ N - »f)'
Staff Allocation/Workload fot Specialists, :
éjb Positions. of Reaponsibility etc.
) ¥ 3 s
W36-W38 1. 1Is there a_workload/provision for:
Y L. : . P ‘ :
, . L - Yes No
o & :
.Principals - ‘ 1 2 56 v
Vice-PrincJjpals o : 1 2 57
‘ Other Positions of ) '
. Respongibility - ' 1 2 58

I R e



W39-W47

-

-~ ,
2. 1s there a staffJallocation'
provision for' . ’

Prov. Prov. Both No
Spec: No' Spec. '
Alloc. Alloc.

(0

iw

Clerical/ = =
secretarial A
support 1 2 3; 4

Paraprofessﬂbnal .
support/teacher L .
aide o 1 2 3 ‘4

"Principals 1 -2

Vide-

.Principals 1 -2

Dept. Head/

"Chairman 1 -2

Guidance "ai 1

Librarians 1 4
Social/,

Psychological

Servicea | 2 Fg 3 4
Aocher 2 .3 4
uTeachéf} éluation‘

A —

1;;/1§fthere‘a general provision
. outlining a .method for evaluating

' redundanc¥)
i
’ i H

[ .
2

. . . N : , - ',\ . -.".‘-‘""-.’,“ .
Is there a fwithholdingmof'”g
"increment” provision? gt

Yes °

1,

E

. teachers? (outside of surplus/ A

Yes .. No .
T

No
2 .

< o~

244

59

. 69

70+

B



W53

RRCHY STV

3. 1Is there a provision concerning

complaints against a teacher? _.

(e.g. from parents)

-
©
®

—

\ T -

4. 1Is there a kpecifiéd teacher
! discip inqry bxocedure?

(ppfin 1udq*just cause? 3¥‘
e g v o
' R ‘ _ Yes

Yfor T

PRt

}gyaLuation Discussion

I

1., ls evaluation an area for
"teacher/board discussion?

.\r et L ) R
ot vk . R

ol

' ' N V‘M‘ Yes

Teacher Recbrds

l. 1Is there a provision deaiing
with a teacher's right to
examine personal recdords?

.0 v

—

&

245

71

72

73




SPSS
Var.
Name
J1-J2

J3-J4

J5-J6

J7-38

JOB SECURITY

Boafo #
Card #

Vacancies, Postiuéo, (ransferé

»

1. 1Is there a Procedure for filling

vacant' positions? .

Teachers
Positions of Responsibility

Iy
1)
]

—

2. Must vacan; positions be .
first\adver:ised internally?

Teachers

Positiq@b of Rosponsibility.

3. If yes, number of days

Yes
1
1

before Board can advertise

" outside the system
(upspecified; 99)

“Teachers .
- Pogsitions of Responsibility

4. 1s seniority a factor io:’

‘vdetermining voluntary"

transfer within the system’

«

Téochers

~Positions of Résoonsibility

-

o

~g

Nrﬂg

. Yes §2
1. 2
1 2

246

(Card 15)
COLUMN NO.

-3 f’
‘5 '»“ﬁ

et



J9-J12

S J13-J15

J16 .

J17

J18

5. 18 there a provision for:

.Yes

Promotional transfers 1
Teacher initiated transfers

(i1.e. request to be

transferred) . 1
Administrative transfers
- (i.e. board-iniated) 1

. N . )

Creatfon of new positions 1

6. If.there is a provision for
adminstrjtive transfer, does it
provide the teacher with:

. ) - Yes
Grievance (eg for "undue
hardship™) ‘ - 1
Travel-relocation costs paid
by board 1
Priority relocation to .
-original school R ‘ 1

7. If provision‘includes'crqgti§h
of new positions, is there
discussion/negotiation with
branch affiliate7

h . Yes
1
Tenure/Surplus/Redundancy )
1. 1Is there a tenure/surplus/
redundancy provision?
Yes
1
2. 1f, yes, is the_ﬁrovisidn: |
‘Unchanged . S é 1
Revised : Lo 27
New e : 3

247

18

19

207

25

28

28 -



J19-J24

J25-J331

3. Which,of the foliﬁﬁing
factors are- -considered--in-
the declaration of surplus/
redundant teachers?

Yes No
Seniority 1 2
Qualifications 1 2
Type of contract 1 2
Teaching Effectiveness 1 2
Board Discretion "%ﬁﬂ L. 1 2
Other R f 1 2

4. If seniority is a factor, which

of the following eriteria are used:

Yes Mo
Consecutive years with Board 1 2
Total years with Board 12
Total elementary experience 1 2
Total secondary experience ;1 2
Total experience L1 2
Other : 1 2
yg criteria sgpecified 1 2

248

29

30

31
32
33

34

35
36
37
38
39
40
41



J32-338

A

5. "Which’ of the following
factors affective seniority are
specified in the provision?

4]

Probationary contract teachers
do not have seniority and are -

excluded from considerati

are included in seniority
considerations according

experience (eg. lst year.
"2-~year contract, etc)

. Part- -time teachers have.

eeniority prorated’

Part-time teachers receive

full-time seniority credi
Seniority is uninterrupted

on

to
of

t

but not accumulated during

-period of leave’

Seniority is accumulated during

period of leave

Seniority is "bridged"” 1if

teacher 1is reinstated dur
.recall periaﬁ :

.

‘Probationary contract teachers

s

3

. %

Yes

1

249
L4
No
2 42
B 43
2 44
2 45
2 46
2 47

B



a

6. Which of the following "special
~considerations” are specified in.

the provision?

Yes

Teachers holding positions of
responsibillity are exempted
(protected) 1
" Teachers holding positions of

" reésponsibility are given
priority consideration 1
There are separate and distinct
surplus/redunddncy procedures
for teachers holding positions .
of responsibility (principals
- vice-principals) 1
Teachers possessing special
instructional skills are. exempt
if declaration would mean -’ »

. #elimination of progran 1

< ‘*Teachers. possesg}gy&spgcial

instructional '1ls are
exempt unless more senior - . #.

> teacher declared redundant .

would qualify for position * 1

.Sufficient qualified teachers.
“must be retained to maintain
flviability of program . 1

Teachers returning from leaves '

.are subject to the surplus/
redundancy procedures. 1
" Teachers returning from leave
are protected from. the surplus/
redundancy procedures . v 1

Y
#

250

49

50
51

52

54

55

| 56



J47

148 .

- J50-754

&

/

>Which‘of the following beso describes
-~ the manner - in which»the-k::iouo>factor8‘

are congidered

No weighting or priority

scheme (the following -shal

be considered) 1
Implied priorlties or
tiehreakera,(factors
consideret in followin
order) . -2
Specific succesaive g
tiebreakers (two or more
teachers considered/ equal or .
relatively equal) ' 3

Factor weighting ( oint - <:>

Bystem) . o 4

8. 'Does .the pf'viaion include
an "ultimafe tiebreaker”"?

9. ,If yes/ how 18 the tie broken?

Board decision

Teacher .decision

Joint decision

Random selection technique
Other 1 :

wn W

10. Which of“ the following
. mechanisms for accommodating
teachers prior to system . - ’
declpration are included in

'the&provision’
J

B ‘ Yes
Priotity transfer to vacant .
position . : Tl
Cross-panel transfer 4 .1
1
1

Limited displacement

(least senior teacher)

,Unlimited displacement

(less senior teacher)
Priority rélocation S
(to original position, school,
municipality) S o 1 2
- e :

251

57

58 -

60
- 61

62
63

64



B | L 252

J55 . 11. Does, the provision specifically

- o °* provide for appeal, grievance:-or

review. of .seniority position or
redundancy declaration?

.

i

Yes No
1 2 . 65

J56-J69 12. Which of the following options.
: are available to the teacher.
declared surplus/redundant? .

Prior to or in lieu of contract
'termination‘

Yes "'No 7
. ‘:permanent supply pool SRS 2. 66
o Retraining - 1 2 67
Regular sabbatical leave - ‘ -
plan (paid) S 1 .2 68
Special assignment : 1 2 - 69.
Branch Affiliate financially E
supported plan (adds positions,
sabbatical) A 12 . 10
_Leave of ahsence ~/° o 1 2 71
peferred salary plan, T
4eg. "four-over-five™) - -1 2 72
feduced teaching /. - - 12 73
G | R / e S/ | Wy
During'laygf; pgriod or at ~ - e
contract ‘termination : ),/
- Priority summer/night o
'-octasiondﬁ/driVer educatio 1 2 14
Priority supply - /o 1 2 75
Priority recall 4 1. 2 76
Separation allowance ' 1 2 g 77
Early retirement incentives 17 2.7 78
~'Other : /7 12 79



SPSS
Var.
Name

J70-378 .

J79

JOB SECURITY !

Bnard #
‘Card #

/

"13. Which of the following are

specified in the provision?

. Yes
L

N
Y

Probationary teachers are

specifically. excluded from E
exercising any or all options 1
Options may be exercised in
sequencée 1

Options may be deferred 1

Teacher forfeits rights to
¢options if he declines to

aecept offer(s) of alternate
position(s) -1
Onus is on teacher to apply

for vacant positions duting 4
period of recall R |

‘@nus 1s on Board to contract

teacher re vacant positions
during recall period 1
Teacher may continue benefit pe
coverage at own expense

during recall period . 1
. All teachers are provided with

letter specifying reason for
termination ‘ 1

~Only- permanent contract

teachers are provided with -

,reason for tenﬁination- |

14. - 1s surplus/redundancy an area

for teacher/bczrd discussion?-

Yes

1

o~

253
(Card 16) N
COLUMN . NO.

1-3

11
12t f
13:—
14
15

16

17



SPSS
Var.

Name

P2

P3

P4

»

OTHER PROVISIONS

iy

&
4

l. ‘Is there a grievance
procedure? e
Yes
1
2. 1Is yes, .are any time limits
specified?»’
Yes
1
©
3.. Does the ‘ptocedure
specificaily provide for final
and binding settlement of
dispdtes?l(arbitration)
' 4 P " . 5
Yes -
- T
4. If .an arbit;ation procedure 1is
specified what ty?e is it? ‘
As outlined.in Provincial '}1 ) i~
Sﬁatutes ’ 1

Board #
Card #

Grievance

Some. other procedure with no

" stated Commission involvement 2
Some other procedure with
stated reference to v
legislation or fegulation . 3

*»

254

(Card 16)

COLUMN NO.-

25

27

“28



P5-P9

P1lo

P11-P13

- P14

1..

5. ZDoes the grievance procedure

provide for: g

RS

Time off with pay '
Time off without. pay
Group (board/branch

affiliate) grievapgce

Grievance or Interpretation

Committee
Complaint Procedure. for

settlement of disputes outside

the scope of° the collective

agreement -

. Anti-Inflation_ Board

1. 1Is there a provision
with the AIB?

Y’

dealing

I
(L]
»

g

2. If:yes, does it concern:

. Effectiving an AIB rollback’

Reporting to the AIB
Other " :

Re-Negotiationg Clause

1: Is éhere a8 provision
;e—negotiatipn other

. mutual consent?

ey

2. If.yeg; do the items
' can be re-negotiated

.'Emﬁloybe Benefits
" Working Coanditions
pther'(includes leaves)

)

e
o~ =l
n

for-
than by

Yes

—

1

‘which
includer

Yes

g

e

v c;v"‘"

255

/ .
2 29
2 30
2 31
2. 39
No -
2 '35
No
2 ’ 36
2 37
2 38
No
2 40
No .. ..
.2 C41
2 AR



P19-P25

General Aspects

I

Management rights
,(specific clause)

Teacher/Board Liason Committee
Letters of intent/Memos of
understanding

Committments beyond term of
Agreement

" Method of Payment

Professional Development/
Activity, Days or Ingtrutional
Days- , BRI

Loc&l check~off L

‘1. Does the aéreeﬁeht pfovidggfor:

es

* ——

1
1

Ol

8N

46
47

48
49
50.

51
52
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