












Table I. Overview

School District MCAS  
Performance*

Urban/Sub-Urban  
or Rural

Preamble/ 
Recognition Clause

Greivance  
Procedures

Core Teacher 
Requirements

Brockton 37% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Chicopee 44% Urban/Sub-Urban F P F

Fall River 38% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Fitchburg 37% Urban/Sub-Urban F F H 

Holyoke 25% Urban/Sub-Urban H F H 

Lawrence 31% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Leominster 54% Urban/Sub-Urban F F P 

Lowell 40% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Lynn 40% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

New Bedford 39% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Pitts!eld 58% Urban/Sub-Urban F F F

Spring!eld 27% Urban/Sub-Urban P H P 

Taunton 51% Urban/Sub-Urban P F F

Worcester 42% Urban/Sub-Urban F F H 

Acton-Boxborough 87% Urban/Sub-Urban P H P 

Weston 83% Urban/Sub-Urban H F P 

Lincoln-Sudbury 95% Urban/Sub-Urban F F H 

Winchester 84% Urban/Sub-Urban F F H 

Lexington 86% Urban/Sub-Urban P H H 

Athol-Royalston 42% Rural P F F

Harvard 82% Rural P F P 

Southbridge 37% Rural P F F

Boston 40% Urban/Sub-Urban P F H 

Somerville 42% Urban/Sub-Urban P F P 

Chelsea 40% Urban/Sub-Urban F H H 

*As percentage of scoring assessed at pro!cient level and above for mathematics, all grades - SY 2009-10

1) For the Preamble and recognition clauses, a contract was generally identi!ed as factory model if it contained no or little language mention-
ing excellence in teaching and/or the primary importance of students and student learning. Moreover, if a contract does not contain some 
language aligning it with the goals of state and/or federal policy, it was generally classi!ed as factory model. In the event (such as Weston) 
that a contract does one of these things very well but not the other, it was classi!ed as hybrid.

2) For the grievance clause, a contract was classi!ed as factory model if it allows broad discretion for what can be grieved and/or makes little 
effort to delineate 1) what cannot be grieved and/or 2) the extent to which grievances and the grievance process can impact teaching and 
learning time. A contract was classi!ed as professional only if it makes some effort to limit the number of things that can be grieved AND limit 
the impact of grievances and the grievance process on classrooms and teaching/learning time. In the event that a contract does one of these 
things but not the other, it was classi!ed as hybrid.

3) For the core teacher requirement/salary and bene!t clause, a contract was classi!ed as factory model if 1) it provided very prescribed core 
teacher requirements (the number of minutes in the work day, for example) with little to no "exibility for making reasonable exceptions in this 
vein and/or with little "exibility for the administration to request overrides to core teacher requirements if those overrides are in the best inter-
est of students. Likewise, if a contract outlines a teacher evaluation process that contains little or no accountability for teacher/performance 
and/or a weak evaluation process (in terms of number of reviews per year and/ or an overly-teacher centered review process, it was classifed 
as factory model. Contracts that allow for some "exibility with regard to prescribed core teacher requirements, especially "exible extenions 
to the work day that allow teachers to operate in the best interest of students AND if a contract outlined an evaluation process that implies 
some amount of accountability for teacher performance and/or a student-centered evaluation process, it was classi!ed as professional. Con-
tracts that have only one but not both of these elements were labeled hybrid.
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Table II. Illustration

DIMENSION Industrial Labor Union (Factory Model) Professional Association Model

Primary Bene!ciary Teacher Membership Individual Students

Union/Management Bargaining Style Adversarial Collaborative

Contract Monitoring Compliance with Contract Provisions Student Achievement  
Driven/Outcome Oriented

Basis for Financial Incentives Educational Degrees and Seniority Level of Demonstrated Expertise

Communication Exclusionary/Closed to Public Open/Carried Out More Publicly

Decision Making Explicit/Contract Driven  
Authority of Position

Adaptable, Flexible  
Authority of Expertise

Management Treatment of Teachers Rule-Driven/Highly Prescribed  
Uniform Treatment of All

High Individual Autonomy

Table III. Cost of Arbitration
Per Day & Year Cost

Average Teacher Salary $64,00026/185     $346/day

Union President $70,000/185     $377/day

Union Representative $64,000/185     $346/day

Cost of Substitutes: 3 at $100/day27     $300/day

Legal Costs-Preparation and Attendance 16 hours @ $175/day $2,800/day

Arbitrator, split evenly between union and management $400/day divided by 2    $200/day 

One Day Cost $4,370/day

Assume 100 complaints to arbitration* $437,000/year

*Re"ects less than one out of !ve teachers !ling one complaint.
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STEPS:

40K

50K

60K

70K

80K

2005-2006
First Day of School

(2.5% COL Increase)

Sa
la

rie
s $

2006-2007
First Day of School

(2.5% COL Increase)
Addt’l $1,350 for Health Insurance Adj.

Worcester Public School Teacher Salaries
(Except Vocational School Trade Teachers & Vocational School Department Heads)

2007-2008
First Day of School

(3.0% COL Increase)

2008-2009
First Day of School

(3.0% COL Increase)
Addt’l $375 to all columns and steps

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

BACH

$35,470

$49,170

BA+15
MAST
MA+15
MA+30
CAGS/2M
DOC

$37,707

$51,750

$56,938

$70,640

$59,711

$73,756

$38,838

$53,302

$61,503

$75,969

$40,378

$55,276

$63,723

$78,623









Table IV. MCAS Performance  
and Contract Model by District

School District MCAS  
Performance*

Percentage of
Students Classi!ed

as Low-Income

Preamble/ 
Recognition Clause

Greivance  
Procedures

Core Teacher 
Requirements

M
C

AS
 L

O
W

 P
ER

FO
R

M
ER

S Holyoke 24.5% 76.3% H F H 

Lawrence 30.5% 87.1% F F F

Lowell 40.9% 67.6% F F F

Spring!eld 31.9% 77.8% P H P 

Worcester 42.5% 65.8% F F H 

Southbridge 42.0% 64.0% P F F

M
C

AS
 H

IG
H

 P
ER

FO
R

M
ER

S Acton-Boxborough 88.5% 2.3% P H P 

Weston 86.4% 2.4% H F P 

Lincoln-Sudbury 93.1% 3.5% F F H 

Winchester 87.5% 4.3% F F H 

Lexington 87.5% 5.0% P H H 

Harvard 81.9% 0.1% P F P 

*Percentage scoring pro!cient and above for all administered tests
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