


ABSTRACT

EXPECTATIONS OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS AND RELEVANT
OTHERS FOR THE ROLE OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
IN TEACHER - BOARD MEGOTIATIONS

by John H. Pylman
The Problem

This study attempts to clarify the role of high school
principals in teacher - board negotiations by determining what high
school principals, high school teachers, superintendents, and
board members think this role should be. Inter-group differences

were particularly sought as potential areas of role-conflict.
Procedure

Questionnaires recorded the expectations which the four
respondent groups held for four groups of negotiation issues:
administrative, curricular, evaluative, and teacher-salary --
each in relation to four principal-participation categories:
involvement, negotiator-role, adviser-role, and educational-expert-
role. The chi-square statistic (significance level = ,05) was
applied to determine inter-group differences. Of the 13 school
districts in the study population, twelve districts participated;
and more than 80% of the educators in these districts submitted

usable study responses.
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Findings

All groups (with 80% agreement) responded that high school
principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations
when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies are

determined.

Two thirds of the teacher and board member respondents believe
that high school principals should not be involved when teacher
salaries are negotiated. The expectations which high school
principals presently hold for involvement in this area, therefore,

cannot be realized unless teacher and board attitudes change.

Teachers, principals, and superintendents consistently contend
that high school principals should not be negotiators in teacher-
board negotiations on any issue. Board support for using prin-
cipals as board-negotiators on evaluative or curricular ;aaues

will probably produce role-conflict for principals.

Teacher and principal groups believe high school principals
should be advisers to both the teachers and board when adminis-
trative, curricular, or evaluative issues are negotiated; the
failure of superintendent and board member groups to agree on

the question reflects a relﬁétance to share the principal-adviser.
An adviser-both role, however, probably offers considerable
potential for successful utilization of principals in teacher-

board negotiations.
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V All groups with at least 687 agreement support the position
that a high school principal representative, chosen by princi-
pals, should participate in teacher-board negotiations as an
educational expert when administrative, curricular, or evalua-
tive policies are determined, and that no such educational

expert should be involved when teacher salaries are negotiated.

VI High school principals perceive fully the expectations held by
board member and superintendent groups for the role of high
school principals in teacher-board negotiations; and they

perceive teacher expectations with 80% accuracy.

VIl Hihh school principals as a group are consistent in their
expectations for the role of high school principals in teacher-

board negotiations, manifesting a 78%Z agreement level.

In short the results of this study suggest that high school
principals should choose a principal representative who, as an educa-
tional expert, would advise both sides when administrative, curri-
cular, or evaluative issues are negotiated; attempts to 1nvol§e

principals when teacher salaries are negotiated will create disharmony.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

The dominant characteristic of our times is rapid change

which pervades all aspects of our living. No individual,

no group, and no institution ... can avoid this reality

or escape its consequences.1

Among the major changes occurring in education, collective

negotiations are being initiated with increasing frequency between
teachers and boards of education. Since 1965, twelve states have
joined Wisconsin in granting legislative authorization to teacher
negotiations; and twelve other states have similar legislation under
consideration. Existing negotiations statutes cover approximately
25% of the teachers staffing schools throughout the United States,
a fifth of this total being added during the 1965-66 legislative
year.z In addition, many boards of education are negotiating volun-
tarily with teachers in the absence of legislation. Since the Ameri-

can Association of School Administrators and various school board

associations now recognize negotiation as an appropriate means of

A4

larchie R. Dykes, "The Emergent Role of Administrators and
the Implications for Teacher-Administrator Relationships,"
Collective Negotiations and Educational®’Administration, eds. Roy B.
Allen and John Schmid (Columbus, Ohio: University Council for Educa-
tional Administration, 1966), p. 23.

2nprofessional Negotiations: Growth and Prospects, "Education
Digest (April, 1967), p. l4.



settling teacher-board differences, this trend should continue.

In Michigan, collective negotiations were approved for
teachers in 1965 by Public Law 379, an amendment to the state labor
law, the Hutchinson Act of 1947. More than 400 local teacher groups
organized for negotiations during that first year, establishing pre-
cedents for other states. Since Michigan took the labor law route to
negotiations, the management-employee approach has become part of the
basic framework within which its educators operate today. For example,
Michigan law has been officially interpreted to specify that principals
and supervisors cannot participate on teacher bargaining teams and
cannot vote in elections to determine the exclusive teacher bargaining
unit. Clearly this management designation of principals may affect
their interaction with teachers, as well as with superintendents and
board members. Several authorities describe the position of middle
administration as follows:

From the point of view of collective negotiations, the position of
the teachers and board are relatively clear ... che positions of
offices at various administrative levels in rela.ion to these nego-
tiations is by no means clear; ... there 1s] growing frustration
among administrators who see negotiations going on around them but
rarely with them.3

The initial practical impact of a negotiated agreement in a
school system falls most heavily on the local school principal.
If representatives of this group have not had a voice in the draft-

ing and bargaining of the contract, resentment and disaffection
often follow.

3Luvern L. Cunningham, "Implications of Collective Negotiations
for the Role of the Principal,” A Paper Presented at the Conference on
Professional Negotiations in Public Education (Chicago: August, 1966),
p. 6.

‘Vcsley A. Wildman, "Teachers' Expectations for School Boards,"
A Paper Presented at the Cubberly Conference (Stanford University:
July, 1966), p. 1ll.



Principals are generally excluded from the bargaining process ...
yet these administrators ... [are] faced with responsibility for
dealing with the new arrangements and agreements growing out of
the bargaining process .... How can the principal influence the
conditions of work when his discretion in this area is constantly
eroded through agreements which he had no part in making??
Non-participation ... Cof principali] in the negotiations process
is clearly unacceptable. No responsible group of principals would
choose to sit on the sidelines while important matters of educational
policy are being formulated. MNor would the negotiations process be
as meaningful without the knowledge and insights that many principals
can provide .... Above all, principals must not be spectators
when decisions are made about the course of education in their
communities.6
Have principals been relegated to an increasingly insignificant
position in any negotiations? Such a shift would certainly depart
congsiderably from previous educational practice. Close working rela-
tionships among teachers, principals, supervisors, and administrators,
a requirement for good educational practices, have usually involved
the principal extensively in policy making related to the working
conditions of his teaching staff. The situation has apparently
changed: teachers now discuss working conditions at the bargaining
table with the board of education, no longer utilizing or involving
the high school principals as in the past. Watson points to the poten-
tial danger this approach entails when he concludes that teacher nego-
tiation of such issues as class size, promotions, assignments, transfers,

and length of the school day, curbs the discretion and power of the

principal.7 Where this situation exists the status of education as a

SBernard C. Watson, "The Principal: Forgotten Man in Negotia-
tion," Administrators Notebook, XV:2 (October, 1966), p. 18.

6William G. Carr, "The Principal's Role in Professional
Negotiations,"” National Association of Secondary School Principals'
Bulletin (April, 1966), p. 53.

7Watson, Administrators Notebook, p. 18.




unique enterprise, whose success depends largely upon the closeness

of the working relationships among teachers, principals, administrators,
and supervisors, is jeopardized.8 As Epstein, writing for the National
Association of Secondary School Principals, observes:

The changing relationships among teachers, administrators,
and school boards emerging from this heightened teacher militancy
and producing sweeping forces that alter the status of the prin-
cipal, his effectiveness in fulfilling administrative and super-
visory responsibilities, and his role in educational leadership
... the NASSP is convinced that the best education of our students
demands a genuine partnership of teachers, principals, superin-
tendents, and school boards ... characterized by devotion to common
aims, by mutual respect, by continuous frank communication, and by
thorough recognition by each of the contributions, problems, and
responsibilities of the others ... the task of educating youth is
far too crucial and demanding to have it impeded by needless con-
flict among those dedicated to its maximum productiveness ...
principals and other administrators have an important stake in the
process of negotiations and agreement writing. Their functions,
activities, responsibility, and authority are always a salient
part of the discussions and decisions which emerge from negotiations.
It is already too common a practice for principals not to partici-
pate or even be consulted during the process.

e o o o o o . . ¢ e o o * e e e o o . . . . . o e e o ° . e o

In any negotiating process, principals, whose experience and
activities give them a critical overall knowledge of the day-to-day
functioning of the total school, can contribute uniquely to the
discussion of items under consideration. The counsel, criticism,
and contributions of principals at the negotiating table can be an
invaluable service to teachers, school boards, and superintendents
in reaching decisions that can produce better schools.

Excluding principals from the negotiation process probably leads
to contract agreements that contain built-in problems. Cronin cites

negotiated contracts that contain policies, regarding teacher transfers,

O S Y

8Education Digest, p. 15.

9Benjamin Epstein, The Principal's Role in Collective Nego-
tiations between Teachers and School Boards (Washington, D.C.: NASSP,
1965) , pp. 1-6.




notice of promotions, and school scheduling, unworkable in practice.
He notes the evidence from many superintendents of how useful a prin-
cipal's testimony has often been in shaping workable contract provi-
sions.10 Epstein as well contends that negotiations in which admin-
istrators have not participated directly generally produce contracts
with serious built-in defects.ll

Jenkins and Blackmanl? concur with the American Association of
School Administratorsl3 in arguing that close working relationships
among educators contribute greatly to the quality of education in any
community, and that these working relationships are important in all
educational areas, including teacher-board negotiations. Considerable
evidence suggests that these close relationships often do not extend to
teacher-board negotiations, particularly when high school principals
are excluded. In such cases, the various relevant groupll4 will fre-

quently have conflicting expectations concerning the high school

1°Joseph H. Cronin, "School Boards and Principals - Before
and After Negotiations," Phi Delta Kappan, XLIX:3 (November, 1967),
p- 125.

llEpltcin, PP. 9-10.
12p,vid H. Jenkins and Charles A. Blackman, Antecedents and

Effects of Administrative Behavior (Columbus, Ohio: University Press,
Ohio State University, 1956), p. 7.

13smerican Association of School Administrators, School

Administrators View Professional Negotiations (Washingtom, D.C.:
AASA, 1966), p. 38.

141 this study, the relevant others (or groups) include high
school teachers, superintendents, and board of education members from
the participating school districts.



principals' role. Epstein writing in the Nations School describes the

typical situation thus:
Teacher organizations don't want ...[principals] to be a

part of the negotiations and the school board and superintendent
find it expedient to yield to the duress of teacher pressures and
keep principals away from the bargaining table. Under the circum-
stances principals ... have begun to feel themselves in the middle
of a squeeze play in which the social needs and educational pres-
sures of our times cause their responsibilities and duties to be
on the increase while their power and authority to bring their
responsibilities to successful fruition are either slowly or rapidly
chopped away by the agreements and golicies that result from teacher
- board of education negotiations.l

On the basis of the preceding introductory data, the specific

problem with which this study is concerned can be defined.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This research examines the possibility that high school princi-
pals are too seldom involved in negotiations between teachers and boards
of education. Considerable evidence indicates that in many negotiations
there is little meaningful participation of high school principals,
underscoring the need to seek ways of increasing such involvement.
Probably the role high school principals should play in teacher-
board negotiations needs clarification. This study seeks to determine
what high school principals and relevant others think this role should

be, and to analyze the various viewpoints.
DEFINITION OF TERMS

The definitions which follow are provided so that the results

of this project can be explicitly understood and accurately interpreted.

lsnenjanin Epstein, '"Why Principals Want to Negotiate for Them-
selves," The Nations Schools, LXXVIII:4 (October, 1966), pp. 66-7.
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Collective negotiations. The legally approved process whereby a

majority of teachers in a school district select a representative
organization which in turn selects from its membership a bargaining
team which meets with the board of education bargaining team to devise
a written contract determining salaries and working conditions’ for all
teachers in the school district.

school principal. A public school administrator whose full time
supervisory assignment includes grades 10-12 plus any other grades
the school district may elect to include.
High school teacher. A fully certificated public school instructor
who is teaching at least half-time in grades 9-12.
Board of education member. A resident of a local school district who
is elected to the governing board of the school district and thus shares
its responsibilities and duties, including formulation of policies
governing the operation of the school district.
Superintendent. A public school administrator whose full time assignment
includes personal responsibility for the total operation of all of the
schools in his school district.
Relevant others. High school teachers, superintendents, and board of
education members from the school districts involved in this study.
Expectation. "An evaluative standard applied to an incumbent of a
position [brincipal]. This refers to what should happen, not to what

will happen in the sense of anticipation."16

16Meal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern,

Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John Wiley and Somns, Inc.,
1958), p. 60.



Role. "A set of expectations, or evaluative standards, applied to an

incumbent of a particular position [brincipai]."17

Role conflict. '"Any situation in which the incumbent of a focal posi-

tion [brincipai] perceives that he is confronted with incompatible

expectations."18
OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

Accurately formulated study objectives provide a guide for an
organized approach to a research project. In this study research is
planned:

1. To judge, on the basis of the expectations held by high school
principals and relevant others, the extent to which high school
principals should be involved in teacher-board of education
negotiations.

2. To identify issues where high school principals and relevant
others hold convergent expectations for the involvement of high
school principals in teacher-board of education negotiations.
These could offer possible avenues to utilize in exploring parti-
cipation of principals in negotiations.

3. To identify issues where high school principals and relevant
others hold divergent expectations for the involvement of high
school principals in negotiations. These are possible
areas of conflict that may encourage divisiveness in education.

Awvareness of these conflict areas facilitates exploration into
ways to resolve the difficulties.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

These questions were drafted to assist the researcher in
his analysis. They represent certain fundamental ideas that this

research could logically be designed to investigate.

171bid., p. 58.

181p1d., p. 248



1. Do high school principals and relevant others believe that high
school principals should be involved in teacher-board negotiations?

2. How extensive is the present involvement of high school principals
in teacher-board negotiations?

3. What expectations do high school principals and relevant others
have for the role of the high school principal in negotiations?

4. Where do the expectations of high school principals and relevant
others for the role of high school principals in negotiations
converge and diverge?

5. Do high school principals' perceptions of the expectations held
by the relevant groups, for the role of the high school principal
in negotiations, agree with the actual expectations held by ’
these groups?

6. Do high school principals concur in their expectations for their
role in teacher-board negotiations?

GENERAL STUDY HYPOTHESES

This study assumes that high school principals and relevant
others do hold expectations for the role of the high school principal
in teacher-board negotiations. General hypotheses derived from
this basic assumption have been designed with reference to the research
questions; they are drafted in general terms to form an appropriate
part of this introductory chapter. Specific research hypotheses are

contained in Chapter III where the methodology of this study is treated.

ll All groups agree in specific expectations for the involvement of
high school principals in teacher-board negotiations when
administrative policies are determined regarding such things as
class size, length of the school day, and scheduling of staff

meetings.

Hy All groups agree in specific expectations for the involvement of
high school principals in teacher-board negotiations when
curricular policies are determined regarding such things as courses
of study, selection of textbooks, and teaching procedures.
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Hqy All groups agree in specific expectations for the involvement
of high school principals in teacher-board negotiations when
evaluative policies are determined regarding such things as
evaluation of teachers and teacher transfers between buildings.

H;, All groups agree that high school principals should not be
involved in teacher-board negotiations when policies are
determined regarding teacher salaries.

Hs High school principals accurately perceive the expectations
of relevant groups regarding the involvement of high school
principals in teacher-board negotiations.

Hg High school principals hold convergent expectations for their
role in teacher-board negotiations.

PROCEDURE

The research area of this study included the 13 school districts
within a 10 mile radius of Grand Rapids, Michigan. Superintendents,
board of education members, high school teachers, and high school prin-
cipals of these distriéta comprised the study population. Every effort
vas extended to include all of the school districts in the study.,

Twelve districts agreed to participate providing a study population of
12 superintendents, 86 board of education members, 17 high school
principals, and more than 800 teachers.

The project director arranged to administer the survey instru-
ments to the superintendent and board of education members at a regular
board meeting in nine of the twelve districts; the other three districts
elected to administer the survey instrument to the superintendent and
board of education members at a time other than that of a regular board
session. Thus, all superintendents and 76 of the board members partici-
Pated in the study. Similarly the project director administered the
Survey instrument to the high school principal and high school teachers

a4t a xegular staff meeting in each of the participating schools,
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resulting in returns from all of the principals and 649 teachers.

The survey instrument consisted of 20 minute questionnaires for
each of the relevant groups and a 30 minute questionnaire for the focal
group, the high school principals. Questionnaires (included in Appendix A)
were based on research sources and screened for clarity, completeness,
and statistical appropriateness. Selected personnel from the staff of
the Michigan State University College of Education, the Michigan
Department of Education, the Michigan Education Association, the
Michigan Association of Secondary School Principals, the Michigan
Association of School Boards, the Michigan Association of School
Administrators, and selected practicing administrators and teachers
were consulted in the final screening process. The survey procedures
and questionnaires were pre-tested utilizing the corresponding personnel
of the Sparta Public schools, a neighboring, non-participating school
district. The pre-test indicated good instrumentation and no major
problems

Interviewing high school teachers concerning collective Qego-
tiations suggested the advisability of securing the approval of each
local teachers' association for such participation. This approval
was readily secured in all participating districts, thus identifying

the project as a joint teacher-administrator enterprise.
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Conclusions that are drawn from this study should be interpre-
ted in the light of limitations that apply to this research.
1. Although all levels of the principalship could be included in such
a middle-management study, this project limits its focus to high

school principals.
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2. This study is limited geographically to the Grand Rapids area of
western Michigan, probably one of the most conservative sections
in the state. Consequently the study responses will reflect
expectations drawn from educators who have conservatism as a basic
part of their outlook on life.

3. The twelve school districts included in this study are all affil-
iated with the Michigan Education Association. It is quite possi-
ble that teachers who are affiliated with the Michigan Federation
of Teachers could hold differing expectations for the role of high
school principals in teacher-board negotiationms.

4. Expectations of participating groups will be based predominantly
on their experiences with their particular high school principal
and the collective negotiations experience in their school district.

5. Recoegnition that this study is based entirely upon expectations
and as such is necessarily limited to one of a number of important

perceptions.
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

This first chapter has attempted to establish the need for
studying the problem of high school principal involvement in teacher-
board negotiations. In addition to a problem statement, terms have
been defined, objectives outlined, research questions posed, general
hypotheses stated, the procedure described, and certain limitations
suggested. In Chapter II, the related literature in three areas is
reviewed: role theory, role-:elatéd research in education, and prin-
cipal-related collective negotiations research.

Chapter III outlines the general methods of the study, details

of instrumentation, the selected sample, statistical hypotheses, and
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specific analysis techniques utilized. Chapter IV presents the study
findings, and discusses the results of this research. Chapter V
summarizes the data and states conclusions of the study. Implications

for future research are noted.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

The focal point of this study is high school principal involve-
ment in teacher-board negotiations. Principals are customarily
responsible for administering the negotiated contract terms; so their
non-participation in negotiations, in the face of their subsequent
responsibility for its end product, often creates confusion and un-
certainty, as well as calling into question their total role in the
educational hierarchy. Since the author's initial research design
revealed the importance of role perception to the research, this
chapter begins with a discussion of role theory, while further sections
deal with role related research in education as well as other research

into principals and negotiations.

ROLE THEORY

Students of role theory generally agree that all individuals
occupy a number of roles, and that a person's role perceptions, whether
self-defined or imposed by others, derive from his position in a given
social system. As Getzels points out:

All social systems have certain imperative functions that come
in time to be carried out in certain routinized ways. These
functions - say, governing, educating, policing ... - may be
said to have become "institutionalized", and the agencies esta-
blished to carry out these ... functions for the social system
... may be termed "institutions". The most important analytic

14
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subunit of the institution is the role.l
Parsons and Shils generalize the role concept as follows:

The allocative foci of social systems are roles or role expecta-
tions. The social system is 12 a sense composed of a variety
of roles or role expectations.

Social scientists consider the school one of the institutionalized
functions of a social system, as Ridwell specifically contends:

A school system is ... an integrated system of roles organizing
the activities of its members toward common goals. The adminis-
trative organization of the school is a subsystem ... in which
the roles of the teacher and administrator are relationships of
subordinate and superordinate.

Since the concept of role expectation supplies a theoretical
foundation for this study, it is imperative that its definition be
clearly understood. According to Newcomb:

The ways of behaving which are expected of any individual

who occupies a certain position constitute the role associated with
that position ....[A role]Jis something dynamic; it refers to the
behavior of the occupants of a position[and]what they do as
occupants of the position.

And Getzels holds that role:
Has certain normative obligations and responsibilities which may

be termed "role expectations™, and when the role incumbent pyts
these ... into effect, he is said to be performing his role.

1Jacob W. Getzels, "Administration as a Social Process."

Administrative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew W. Halpin (Chicago:
Midwest Administrative Center, University of Chicago, 1958), p. 153.

zralcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Toward a General Theory
of Action (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), p. 62.

3Charles E. Bidwell, "The Administrative Role and Satisfaction
in Teaching," Journal of Educational Sociology, XXIX:1 (Sept., 1955), p. 4l.

aTheodore M. Newcomb, Social Psychology (New York: Dryden

Press, 1950), p. 280.

scetzela, Administrative Theory in Education, p. 153.
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Sarbin defines role as:
A pattermed sequence of learned actions ... performed by a
person in an interaction situation .... The person learns to

expect or anticipate certain actions from other persons and
that others have expectations of him.6

Brookover and Gottlieb hold that much of the behavior of any person
is influenced by the actions and expectations of others and that the
expectations imposed within a particular situation, as interpreted
by the actors in that situation, constitutes the role.’

Gross, Mason, and McEachern, in their authoritative review of
role related literature, regard role as a set of expectations or eval-
uative standards that apply to the incumbent of a particular positionm.

They contend that:

People do not behave in a random manner. Their behavior is
influenced to some extent by their own expectations and those
of others in the group or society in which they are partici-
pants .... Regardless of their deviation, expectations are
presumed by most role theorists to be an essential ingredient
in any formula for predicting social behavior. Human conduct
is in part a function of expectationa.8

Kahn et al further indicate the centrality of expectations to role

theory when they conclude that:
Each person responds to the organization in terms of his percep-

tion of it .... He, too, has a conception of his office and a
set of attitudes and beliefs about what he should and should not

—

6Theordore R. Sarbin, "Role Theory," Handbook of Social Psycho-
log!i ed. Gardner Linzey (Cambridge: Addison-Wesley Publ. Co., 1954),
p. 225

Tuilbur B. Brookover and David Gottlieb, A Sociology of
Education (New York: American Book Co., 1964), p. 61.

acroas, Mason, and McEachern, p. 60.
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do while in that position. He has some awareness of what behavior
will fulfill his responsibilities, lead to the accomplishment of

the organizational objectives, or further his own interests. He
may even have had a major part in determining the formal respon-
sibilities of his office. Through a long process of socialization
and formal training he has acquired a set of values and expectations
about his own behavior and abilities.9

It is important to note that the term expectations either occurs
or is implied in each of these explanations of what role means.
Getzels expanded his definition by pointing out that expectations imply
norms, telling the actor what he ghould or should not do.l0
Gross et _al concur, considering that an expectation deals with what
should happen, not with what will necessarily happen.ll Thus expecta-
tions imply that role cccupants should conform to certain pre-
established criteria. They also indicate the extent to which roles
are interdependent among the many individuals and groups involved.
This interdependency of roles is basic to the study of role theory.
As Parsons and Shils state:
Once an organized system of interaction ... becomes stabilized
... the role occupants build up reciprocal expectations of each
others' actions and attitudes which are the nucleus of ...
role expectations .... [One] is expected to behave in given
situational conditions in certain relatively specific ways ....
Reaction will then, contingent on the fulfillment or non-
fulfillment of his expectations, be different; with fulfillment

leading to ... fivorable attitudes, and non-fulfillment leading
to the reverse.

Jpobert L. Kahn, Donald M. Wolfe, Robert P. Quinm, J. D.

Snoek, and Robert A. Rosenthal, Organizational Stress: Studies in
Role Conflict and Ambiguity (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,

1964) , p. 22.
locetzell, p. 153.
1lcrou, et al., p. 67.

12, .rsons and Shils, p. 19.
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And Getzels observes that:

Roles are complementary. Roles are interdependent in that each
derives its meaning from other related roles in the imstitutionm.
In a sense, a role is a prescription not only for the given role
incumbent, but also for the incumbent of other roles within the
organization, so that in a heirachal setting the expectations

of one role may to some extent also form the sanctions for a
second interlocking role .... It is this quality of comple-
mentarity which fuses two or more roles into a coherent, inter-
active unit and which makes it possible for us to conceive of
an institution as having a characteristic structure.l

Hartley and Hartley hold that this interdependency exists in all
institutions:

To include all aspects of role requirements we must define
social role as an organized pattern of ... [expectations] that
relate to the task, demeanors, values, and reciprocal relation-
ships to be maintained by persons occupying specific membership
positions and fulfilling desireable functions in any group ....
The failure of a person in one position to perform as he is
expected to interferes with the performance of people in other
positions .... Roles therefore are interdependent.

Many social roles could not exist without the existence
of complementary roles ... roles thus form interlocking systems
in which each unit shapes and directs the other units in the
system. This effect is reciprocal: changes in one role cannot
be made without corresponding changes in other roles which are
involved with it.l4

The preceding discussion of the interrelationships among roles
and role expectations implies that a given institution will function
smoothly only as long as the appropriate role expectations are realized;
hence the importance of role conflict. For example, Bidwell states:

One of the chief motivations of individuals in an organization
is the satisfaction of their individual needs. Means toward this

satisfaction are scarce, so that their distribution must be
organized in accord with the group values. This organization is

13getzels, p. 153

laxugene L. Hartley and Ruth E. Hartley, Fundamentals of
Sqcial Psychology (New York: Alfred H. Knopf, 1961), p. 486.
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a function of role expectations ... which allow alter to predict
the behavior of ego and act toward ego in an appropriate way.

It is impossible for an integrated sccial system to function
unless such predictions are possible since, there being no basis
for his actions toward ego, such action becomes difficult at
best. A disruption of a system of role expectations should ...
result in a disintegration of the organization, rendering it
unable t? achieve its goals, and satisfy the needs of its
members . 15

Kahn et al note that role conflict occurs when members of the focal
group find that relevant others hold different expectations for the
focal group:

Much of role conflict, as we have defined it, can be thought
of as a kind of inadequate role sending; lack of agreement or
coordination among role senders produces a pattern of sent expecta-
tions which contains logical incompatibilities or which takes
inadequate account of the needs and abilities of the focal perlon.16

And Jackson supports the Kahn group, regarding role conflict as a pro-
duct of situations where two or more groups make incompatible demands
upon the focal group.17 Seeman agrees that some role conflict stems
from disagreement among criterion groups over the nature of the given
role.18 Gross et al refer to role conflict as any situation in which
the incumbent of a social position perceives that he is confronted with

{ncompatible expeccations.l9 In fact the literature on role conflict

typically points to situations of this sort.

P

lsBidvell, Journal of Educational Psychology, p. 41.
16Kahn, et al., p. 21.

17'roby Jackson, "Some Variables in Role Conflict Analysis,”
Social Forces, XXX:3 (March, 1952), p. 326.

18ye1vin Seeman, "Role Conflict and Ambivalence in Leadership,”

American Sociological Review, XVIII:4 (August, 1953), p. 373.
19Gross, et al., p. 47.
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The preceding role theory has been shown to apply to all insti-
tutions including schools. Consequently it can be concluded that
harmonious role relationships should be promoted between high school
principals and relevant others in all school systems. Brookover and
Gottlieb point out that:

The relevant groups with which ... administrative personnel inter-
act varies with each of the administrative positions. In general,
however, teachers, school board members, ... and a variety of other
public groups hold relevant expectations for many of the administra-
tive positions in the school systems ... the more common ...
Cof which] are the superintendent and the school principall.zo
Clearly then, the roles of individuals {principals) and groups
(relevant others) in institutions (schools) are arranged in a system
of interlocking roles in which each unit shapes and directs the other
units in a reciprocal relationship. Changes in one role cannot usually
be made without affecting the other roles involved with it, if role
harmony is to be maintained. Furthermore, any role performance differ-
ing from the expectations that are held by the various groups leads to
role conflict. Sarbin emphasizes this point:
A person must move cautiously and uncertainly when role expectations
of others are partly known or entirely unknown ... {role] conflicts
are likely to follow from ambiguous role expectations. The per-
sisting need for aolutigg of such conflicts may lead to socially
invalid role enactment.

This study deals with the possibility that the expectations
held by high school principals and relevant others regarding the prin-
cipal's role in teacher - board negotiations may present a role con-

flict for principals. Certainly this new relationship within collec-

tive negotiations, along with legal rulings limiting principals’

2041 1bur Brookover and David Gottlieb, A Sociology of Educatiom
(New York: The American Book Company, 1964), p 340.

21sarbin, p. 227.
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participation, may have evoked differing expectations for his role
from relevant others and from the principals themselves. Such
divergent expectations could generate role conflict for high school
principals with all the negative effects on educational practice that
role theory implies. As Hartley and Hartley remind us:
Bach individual's accurate perception of his role in relation
both to the roles that others are fulfilling and to his own
adequate performance of that role is basic to the effective
functioning of any organized society ... for society these 22
roles are a device to get the work done and to avoid chaos.
Stinnett, Kleinmann, and Ware apecifically warn:
Failure to find appropriate ... means of involving ...
principals in developing policy that directly concerns them
will lead to divisiveness, tension, and conflict that will 23
impair schools and adversely affect the education of children.
Significantly, negotiations between teachers and school boards
represent a shift in roles for both of these groups. This change
cannot but involve role conflict feor all relevant others unless
specific allowances are made for changing the roles of these groups
implicated with teachers and boards of education. To fail to adjust
these reciprocally related roles may disrupt the school. Cunningham
indicates the real danger, describing how he recently:
Encountered a climate of considerable disquiet and uneasiness
among principals and suspected that these feelings extend beyond
the ... limited number of persons with whom [he],talked coee
The spectre of two negotiating parties, neither one of which
represents the principal, reaching accord by swapping such
things as work rules that have been the principal's pre-

rogatives until now, is the source of increagzd frustration,
if not panic, for the building administrator.

2zﬂart1ey and Hartley, p. 486.

237, uM. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann, and Martha L. Ware,
Professional Negotiation in Public Education (New York: The Macmillan
Comp any, 1966), p. 105.

2“‘(:tmni.t'lg‘uaxn » P- 6.
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Epstein describes the typical situation:
Teacher organizations don't want [principala] to be a
part of the negotiations and the school board and superintendent
find it expedient to yield to the duress of teacher pressures
and keep principals away from the bargaining table. Under the
circumstances principals ... have begun to feel themselves in
the middle of a squeeze play in which the social needs and
educational pressures of our times cause their responsibilities
and duties to be on the constant increase while their power and
authority to bring their responsibilities to successful fruition
are either slowly or rapidly being chopped away by the agree-
ments and policies that result from teachers - board of education
negoti.ations.z5
Such situations prompted the American Association of School Adminis-
trators to strongly advocate that, regardless of the pattern of repre-
sentation, no teacher, supervisor, principal, or administrator should
remain unrepresented in the negotiations procesl.26

In Michigan the problems of principals regarding negotiations
are multiplied by the laws defining the status of teachers and boards
of education in the negotiation process, but relegating principals
to the 1limbo of middle management personnel where negotiation status
is undetermined. Michigan has many high school principals engaged
in frustrating attempts to administer negotiated contracts in which
they have been minimally involved.

The subjective character of role definition provides the
background and rationale of this study. The applicable theoretical
base consists of roles that are particularly defined in terms of
expectations held by relevant others concerning the role of a focal
Pergon. In this study, the focal person is the high school principal,

and relevant others, high school teachers, superintendents, and board

zsxpatein, Ration's Schools, pp. 66-7.
26853001 Administrators View Professional Megotiations, p. 38.
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of education members. Practical directions are needed for working

toward greater involvement of high school principals in teacher -

board negotiations, but first the role-expectations of the respective

groups must be clarified, particularly the areas of convergent and

divergent expectations. These differing expectations may point to

patterns for high school principal involvement that will best meet

the observed expectations of all concerned and therefore offer the

least possibility of role conflict. Cave stresses the utility of

this approach:
A crucial problem confronting school administrators involved in
the throes of the new era of collective negotiations is how they
may establish appropriate behavior patterns which will satisfy
the expectations of both school board and teachers' organizationms.
Failure of the administrator to accomplish this task brings about
conflict with one or the other of these reference groups. To the
degree that a school administrator is able to establish a behavior
pattern which is acceptable to both the school board and the

teachers' Q’ganization, the presence of conflict will be
minimized.

RELATED ROLE RESEARCH

These studies illustrate how role theory has been utilized as
an analytical tool in investigating the role expectations surrounding
various educational positions.

McKee's?8 recent study of the continuing education of

engineering managers employed an analysis of the engineering manager's

27pevid R. Cave, "A Critical Study of the Leader Behavior of
School Administrators in Conflict with Teachers' Unions" (unpublished
Ed. D. dissertation, College of Education, Michigan State University,
1967), p. 14.

28Charles A. McKee, "A Study of the Role of the’Engineering
Manager and his Continuing Education Requirements," (unpublished Ed. D.
dissertation, College of Education, Michigan State University, 1967).
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role, thus showing how role theory has been accepted as an approach
to educational problems in the business field. Comparing the role
perceptions of 199 engineering managers with the expectations held
for that role by 122 immediate superiors, 168 direct subordinates,
and 50 engineering faculty members, this project revealed many
significant convergent and divergent expectations, with engineering
managers showing the greatest agreement as a group. The closest
consensus among groups was between the engineering managers and
their immediate superiors.

A pioneering project by Getzels and Guba,29 focusing on
role conflict among public school teachers, employed an instrument
which measured role conflict feelings in three areas: the citizen's
role, the professional role, and the socio-economic role. The study
population consisted of 344 teachers drawn from the 18 schools in 6
school districts. Returns from approximately half of the teachers
sampled suggested that a teacher's role is defined both by a
common core of expectations and by a mixture of expectations that
relate to local school and community conditions. Getzels and Guba
noted that some expectations were attached to other roles the teacher
may occupy, and concluded that such role conflict points to professional
expectations impossible to reconcile with other roles. Bidwell
studied teacher role expectations and administrator role perceptions
held by teachers, reasoning that convergence or divergence in
teacher's role expectations toward an administrator and in the

administrator's perception of the teacher's behavior would increase

29Jacob W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "The Structure of Roles and
Role Conflict in a Teaching Situation,' Journal of Educational Sociology,
XXIX (September, 1955), p. 40.
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or decrease, respectively, the teacher's satisfaction with his job.
Returns from just over half of the 368 teachers in the five partici-
pating school districts indicated that:

Convergence of teachers' role-expectations toward the adminis-

trator and their perceptions of his behavior will be accompanied

by an expression by these teachers of satisfaction with the

teaching situation.

Divergence of teachers' role-expectations toward the adminis-

trator and their perceptions of his behavior will be accompanied

by an expression by _these teachers of dissatisfaction with the

teaching situation.30

Doyle'u31 study is particularly pertinent since the groups

he studied closely parallel those involved in this research. He
studied the expectations held by elementary teachers, administrators,
board members, and parents for the role of the elementary teacher,
viewing the 96 teachers from three communities, his sample, through
a check-1list instrument completed by the elementary teachers and the
relevant groups. Doyle found significant discrepancies between the
expectations for elementary teachers held by the teachers themselves
and by administrators, parents, and school board members.

Horgan32 investigated the public school principalship using

the expectations of teachers, principals, superintendents, and school

30p1dwell, Journal of Educational Psychology, XXIX, p. 47.

310uis A. Doyle, "A Study of the Expectations Which Elementary
Teachers, Administrators, School Board Members, and Parents Have of the
Elementary Teacher's Roles,” (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, College
of Education, Michigan State University, 1956), pp. 158-62.

328tan1ey R. Morgan, Jr., "The Public School Principalship:
Role Expectations by Relevant Groups," (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
Department of Education, University of Utah, 1965).
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board members from nine metropolitan school districts. He concluded
that the role of the principal is quite distin;t from that of the
teacher: specifically that different patterns of responsibility and
authority exist for principal and teacher, and that these patterns

of responsibility are commonly acknowledged by the relevant groups
even wvhen they disagree on how the principal's tasks should be
executed. This research confirms the uniqueness of the responsibili-
ties the principal bears, implying further that there is a unique
range of insights that result from this jurisdiction. It is probable
that these insights of principals may not be accurately represented
in teacher - board negotiations.

The study by Gross et al of most of the school superintendents
in Massachusetts, a classic in the field of role theory, investigated
three areas: resolution of conflict, conformity to expectations, and
problems of consensus. Using depth interviews of superintendents
and board of education members, this team tested many theoretical
hypotheses involving expectations and the behavior of educators as
incumbents of administrative positions, particularly the major role
conflicts that most superintendents faced. In the course of their
research, they explained that, '"for certain analysis problems, the
more meaningful unit of analysis may be the position [principalj

as defined by multiple relationships [iclovant others] ."33

336roso, et al., p. 43.
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Boss3% studied the position of the Intermediate School
District superintendent in Michigan, determining how the expectatioms
held by the superintendents, selected members of their boards of
educations, and experts in the field converged and diverged. Boss
confirmed his hypotheses that the Intermediate School superintendents,
their board of education members, and recognized authorities often
hold conflicting expectations regarding various aspects of the
Intermediate School superintendent's role: the study identified
potential role conflict in at least one-third of the role catagories
analyzed.

In this study role concepts are used as the theoretical
framework within which the problem of principal involvement in
teacher - board negotiations is investigated. No attempt is made
in this research to add to existing social science knowledge of

role theory.
RELATED NEGOTIATION RESEARCH

Since 1965 when teacher negotiations first affected the
educational scene on a national scale, its influence has mushroomed
until today it stands as a real force for change in education. The
brief history of teacher - board negotiations necessarily limits
any review of related research to the relatively few projects

presently completed.

34LaVerne H. Boss, "Role Expectations Held for the Inter-
mediate School District Superintendent in Michigan," (unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, College of Education, Michigan State University,
1963), p. 121.
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Birdae1135 in 1965 surveyed the state of professional negotia-
tions in 12 midwestern states using a study population of 71 larger
school districts of which 49 participated in the research project.

He found considerable disagreement between teachers and superintendents
over what educational positions should be classified as "teacher"
positions: superintendents were much more inclined to include middle
administrators as teachers than were the teachers themselves. The
study also disclosed that significantly more superintendents that
teachers thought that an effective teacher organization could afford
to enroll administrators. At the very inception of teacher - board
negotiations, then, the principal appears to be emerging as the
man-in-the-middle.

Radebaugh36 selected and validated a list of democratic
values drawn from authoritative educational sources, and checked
negotiated agreements against these values. One of the four values
he emphasized, the importance of using the experts on a professional
staff wisely, indicates that principals, as staff experts, should be
involved in negotiations in order to produce the most workable

agreements.

35ponald F. Birdsell, "A Study of the Status of Professional
Negotiations in Selected Schools in Twelve Midwestern States,” (unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University of
Iowa, 1965).

368yron F. Radebaugh, '"Democratic Values and Collective
Negotiations' Agreements,"” (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Depart-
ment of Education, University of Toledo, 1966).
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scott37 surveyed the training school administrators receive
in negotiations, utilizing personal interviews with key professors
at each of ten midwestern universities, and taped telephone inter-
views with 98 school superintendents from randomly selected mid-
western school districts which had employed teacher negotiations.
Scott's main thrust was in determining whether administrators are
adequately prepared to deal with collecgive negotiations and whether
universities are ready to offer programs that ptepire administrators
to meet the challenge of negotiations. He found no appropriate
graduate level programs, and scarcely any evidence of university
planning or even agreement on what plan to pursue in teaching
administrators about teacher negotiations. This study highlights the
considerable need for increased dialogue regarding the administrator's
role in negotiations.

Cunn1n3h¢m38 interviewed principals and other administrators
from schools in Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan that had teacher
negotiations in order to evaluate what impact the negotiations had
made on the role of the principal. He asked these administrators
to judge the behavior of teachers, superintendents, boards of edu-
cation, and others inQolved in collective activity. From this
research, Cunningham concluded that principals must participate in

the negotiations process in some meaningful way, predicting meanwhile

37Wa1ter W. Scott, "A Study of Preparation Programs in School
Administration as Affected by Collective Negotiations,"” (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, College of Education, Michigan State University,
1966) .

380unningham, PP 8-9.
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that intensified collectivity may see principals and other specialists
forming their own power groups for negotiation purposes. His study
pointed out the need for further research to determine what impact
negotiations have on the school organization and productivity, and
on relationships among teachers, principals, and other staff members.
olson3? found that most principals believe they should be
involved in the negotiations process as members of an all-inclusive
teachers' organization; they felt that their involvement was necessary
to insure consideration of their concerns and to guard against teachers
usurping the principal's authority. This survey concludes that, since
the future of the child is at stake, teacher - principal conflicts
should always be avoided.

Summerer#0 found that all of the negotiated agreements in
selected school districts in Michigan contained specific and de-
tailed grievance procedures involving both the board of education and
bargaining unit representatives. About one-half of the districts
favored binding arbitration for grievance problems, with nearly
all of the others prescribing either advisory or mediation procedures.
Three-fourths of the districts stated that resolution of any problem

could be attempted by discussions with the principal without involving

39A11en Dale Olson, "The Principal and Professional Nego-
tiations,”" Ihe National Elementary Principal, XLVI (April, 1967),
pP. 31-2 (A Summary of an unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, School of
Education, George Washington University, Washington D.C., 1966).

4°Kenneth Summerer, "Agreements Negotiated between Boards of
Education and Teachers under Michigan Public Law Act 379 of 1965,"
Metropolitan Educational Research Association (Michigan State Univer-
sity, East Lansing: March, 1965), p. 20.
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the bargaining unit, if the adjustment did not violate the teacher -
board agreement.

Cave’l investigated how the leadership behavior of school
administrators in conflict with teachers' unions contributes to the
strife by visiting 10 school districts that were involved in such
conflicts. After asking school board members, teachers' union
representatives, and the school administrators themselves to describe
ideal administrator behavior by means of the Leadership Behavior
Description Questionnaire, and then to describe the actual behavior
of their administrator, Cave concluded that the behavior of adminis-
trators often contributes to conflict with teachers. These adminis-
trators appeared to lack basic group skills and the ability to
arbitrate conflicts, underscoring the urgency of developing training
programs for administrators in negotiations.

Garver'o“z study of the relationships between selected
variables and the attitudes of 291 principals in Oakland County,
Michigan toward teacher negotiations revealed that principals who
had participated on the board of education bargaining team had
better attitudes towards the negotiations process than those with
no such experience. This research implies that involving the
principals may help dissipate their negative attitudes toward teacher -

board negotiations.

4lcgve, pp. 14-15.

42George G. Garver, "A Study of the Relationship between
Selected Variables and the Attitudes of Public School Principals
in Oakland County, Michigan, Concerning Collective Bargaining for
Public School Teachers (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, College of
Education, Michigan State University, 1967).
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Tabulating the composition of various board of education
negotiating teams, Block®3 contacted 154 school districts in Michigan.
Of the 126 responding districts, 33 indicated elementary principal
membership and 44 indicated high school principal membership on the
board of education negotiating team, but since many of the teams
utilizing principals included both an elementary and secondary prin-
cipal, principals actually participated in less than 30% of the
surveyed districts. Block suggests the dilemma of a typical building
principal in Michigan, finding himself at the beginning of the 1966-67
school year with a lengthy master contract to administer which he
had not been allowed to help formulate.

Other related negotiations' research shows that principals
should participate in teacher - board collective activity for a
variety of reasons: more workable contracts, reduced chances of a
divided profession, concern for principal interests, and less negative
principal attitudes toward the negotiation process. Cunningh-mﬁa
specifically concludes that much more research needs to focus on
the principal in negotiations. But no research to date has 1ﬁva:ti-
gated specific ways in which principals coﬁld be involved in teacher -
board negotiations. Undoubtedly the principal's role will continue
to be unclear in the absence of directive evidence. This study is

planned to research various possibilities for principal participation

43R11ph Block, "Research on the Make-up of the Board of
EBducation Negotiating Team," A Study Currently Underway for Dr.
Herbert Rudman, College of Education, Michigan State University.

AACunningham, P- 9.
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in negotiations, primarily by determining the expectati§ns of groups
that are vitally involved in negotiationms.

Much rofingment of the negotiation process in education is
needed. Doherty And Oberer outline the framework within which

this negotiations synthesis will cccur:

It i{s true that school boards, administrators, and teachers
constitute an educational team with a wide range of common inter-
ests. But it is also true that when it comes to working con-
ditions they divide into employers and employees with signifi-

cant areas of conflicting interests. Collective bargaining is
not designed to remove these differences but to establish
rules of the game wherebyaghe means of resolution of conflict
may be institutionalized.
Bopefully this study will facilitate the participation of high
school principals in establishing the collective negotiation rules

that will materially affect future educational trends.

SUMMARY

This review of role theory supports the validity of using
expcctationﬁ‘in social science analyses. The summary of :ulated
role-theory r;learch in education outlines the role-research base
upon which this study builds. Finally a survey of recent research
into the principal and the negotiations process places this study

in current perspective.

45pobert E. Doherty and Walter E. Oberer, Teachers, School
Boards, and Collective Bargaining (Ithaca, Mew York: Cormell
University, 1967), p. 124.




CHAPTER II1I

PROCEDURE DO

INTRODUCTION

This research had for its major objective the analysis of
vhat expectations high school teachers, high school principals, super-
intendents, and board members hold for the role of high school prin-
cipals in teacher - board negotiations. Since convergent and divergent
expectations were expected over the administrative, curricular,
evaluative, and teacher-salary issues that occur in negotiations,
the research plan placed particular emphasis on these differences
as indications of potential conflicts, and proposed to test all

such differences statistically.

GENERAL METHODS OF THE STUDY

As this study began, high school principals in Michigan had
already worked for two years with contracts negotiated between teachers
and boards of education. Most of these high school principals had not
participated in the negotiation process, but were still left to admin-
ister the contracts which were negotiated without their contributions
and insights. Many high school principals resented this non-involvement
and contended that the contracts would be more workable if the high

school principals' point of view was considered during the negotiations.

34
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Research on negotiations, available only from 1965, the
year negotiations came to education, was surveyed on the problem
of middle management involvement in teacher - board negotiations;
and selected educators familiar with negotiations in Michigan were
interviewed on the need for a negotiation study focusing on the high
school principal. Both of these sources indicated a considerable
need for a determination of the role that high school principals
should play in these negotiations. Many expressed the fear that
serious subordinate and superordinate conflicts lay in wait for
principals if the present trend of non-participation continues.

An analysis of the problem, based on views from the literature,
educators active in negotiations, and practicing high school prin-
cipals, suggested the initial step of ascertaining the expectations
held by high school principals themselves and all relevant others
for the role of principals in these negotiations, information most

readily secured with a questionnaire.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT

Developing a questionnaire specifically to determine what
the study participants thought the role of high school principals
should be in teacher - board negotiations presented several problems.
Since negotiation in education covers many topics, it was necessary
to select a limited number of issues that each respondent could
readily understand and relate to principal involvement. Since high
school principals could be affiliated in teacher - board negotiations

with one or both of the negotiating groups, or with neither, any
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questionnaire needed to provide for each of the various ways that
principal involvement could occur. And finally, since certain
fundamental principles govern the reliability of a questionnaire,
some theoretical justification, here the requirements of Goode and
Hattl concerning content, construction, procedures, length, and
pre-testing, should be used as a procedural guide in the development
of study questionnaires.

The initial draft of the questionnaires consisted of
definitive responses organized in three sections: demographic and
other data, issues that have occurred in teacher - board negotiations,
and ways high school principals could be involved in negotiations.
At this stage all-inclusiveness was emphasized in an attempt to
comprehend all pertinent suggestions from the literature and other
relou;cea. This initially cumbersome draft of questionnaire items
was screened for appropriateness, completeness, and clarity with
the assistance of the Michigan Association of Secondary School
Principals, the Michigan Association of School Administrators,
the Michigan Education Association, the Michigan Association of
School Boards, the State of Michigan Department of Education, and
staff members from the Michigan State University College of Edu-

cation. Many suggestions for additions and deletions yielded a

lyil1iam J. Goode and Paul K. Hatt, Methods of Social
Research (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1952),
PP. 134-169.
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second draft; and repeating this screening process produced
revised questionnaires that were ready for pre-testing.

The revised questionnaires for high school teachers,
superintendents, and board members each included thirty-four items:
eighteen requesting demographic data and sixteen involving responses
to four principal- involvement factors each in relation to four
representative negotiation iasuesz. Completion time was estimated
to average less than thirty minutes. The revised questionnaire
for high school principals had a total of eighty-two items:
thirty-four paralleling the questionnaires of the other groups, plus
forty-eight relating principal perceptions to the responses of the
other groupl3. These perception responses were designed to deter-
mine how aware high school principals are of the negotiation atti-
gudel held by relevant groups. Completion time for the principal
questionnaire was estimated to average less than forty minutes.

Prior to their use in this study, the questionnaires were
pre-tested in a neighboring school district not included in the
study population. The four participating groups, high school
teachers, high school principals, superintendents, and board mem-
bers, each completed their respective questionnaires. Mo major
difficulties in format, administration, clarity, or timing ver;

noticed. After making some necessary adjustments in procedure and

form, the questionnaires were judged ready for research use.

25ee Appendix A, pp. 121-133.

3see Appendix A, pp. 134-145.
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Administration time estimates were revised downward to less than
twenty minutes for revevant groups and less than thirty minutes for

high school principals.
THE SAMPLE

The thirteen school districts within a ten mile radius of
Grand Rapids comprised the population of this study, including 13
superintendents, 18 high school principals, 93 board members , and
850 high school teachers. The project director attempted to admin-
ister the questionnaires personally to each of these prospective
respondents, preferably in the normal school setting: the superin-
tendent and board members at any board of education session, and
the high school principal and his instructors at any building staff
meeting. Twelve of the thirteen school districts agreed to partici-
pate in the study after receiving and reviewing the research design
of the project. Over 750 educators from these districts produced
usable responses, specifically 12 superintendents, 17 high school

principals, 76 board members, and 649 high school teachers.
STATISTICAL HYPOTHESES

This study assumes that high school teachers, high school
principals, superintendents, and board members hold expectations
for the role of high school principals in teacher - board negotiatioms,
and the statistical hypotheses developed for the study are based on
this assumption. The following terms appear in these hypotheses:
Groups: high school teachers, high school principals, superin-
tendents, and board members from participating school

districts.

Relevant groups: high school teachers, superintendents, and board
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members from participating school districts.

Administrative i.ssuea:4 for example, class size, length of school
day, and scheduling of staff meetings.

Curricular issues: for example, courses of study, textbook selection,
and teaching procedures.

Evaluative issues: for example, evaluation of teachers and teacher
transfers between buildings.

Teacher-salary issues: all aspects of teacher salaries.

Statistical hypotheses provide a framework for analysis in
social science research. In this study, the following hypotheses
inwvolving expectations will be examined for statistically sig-
nificant differences.

H3i Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high
school principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations
when policies are determined regarding administrative, curricular,

or evaluative issues.

H] - Hp: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals should
be involved in teacher - board negotiations when policies
are determined regarding administrative, curricular, or

evaluative issues.

H2 Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

s chool principals should not be involved when policies are

ne@gotiated regarding teacher salaries.

4Cclass size and length of the school day are examples of
Degot £ ation issues that present educational practice recognizes as
Admin g gtrative prerogatives. They are regarded as administrative
:;'“QO in this study solely on this basis which in no way negates
eix  fyndamental place in the curricular structure of education.
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There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who do not think high school principals
should be involved when policies are negotiated regarding
teacher salaries.

H3 Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

school principals should not be negotiators when policies are

determined regarding curricular or teacher salary issues. -

H3 - Hge

There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who do not think high school principals
should be negotiators when policies are determined
regarding curricular or teacher-salary issues.

H, Equal proportions of high school teacher and high school principal

respondents indicate that high school principals should not be

negotiators when policies are determined regarding administrative

or evaluative issues.

H, - Hg:

There is no difference between high school teacher and
high school principal groups in the proportion of
respondents who do not think high school principals
should be negotiators when policies are determined
regarding administrative or evaluative issues.

Bs Equal proportions of superintendent and board member respondents

I ndicate that high school principals should be negotiators for the

beoard wvhen policies are determined regarding administrative or

ewvaluative issues.

Hg

- Hp:

There is no difference between superintendent and board
member groups in the proportion of respondents who think
high school principals should be negotiators for the
board when policies are detéermined regarding adminis-
trative or evaluative issues.

Hs EQua g1 proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

School principals should not be advisers in teacher - board

Regotiations when policies are determined regarding teacher

Sal aries.
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H6 - Hp: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals sheuld not
be advisers in teacher - board negotiations when policies
are determined regarding teacher salaries.

Hy Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high
school principals should be advisers to both the teachers and board
when policies are negotiated regarding curricular issues.

Hy - Hy: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals should
be advisers to both the teachers and board when policies
are negotiated regarding curricular issues.

Hg Equal proportions of high school teacher and high school principal
respondents indicate that high school principals should be advisers
to both the teachers and board when policies are determined regard-
ing administrative or evaluative issues.

Hg - Hp: There is no difference between high school teacher and
high school principal groups in the proportion of
respondents who think high school principals should be
advisers to both the teachers and board when policies
are negotiated regarding administrative and evaluative
issues.

39 Equal proportions of superintendent and board member respondents
A ndicate that high school principals should be advisers only to

T he board when policies are negotiated regarding administrative

© x evaluative issues.

Hg - Hp: There is no difference between superintendent and board
member groups in the proportion of respondents who think
high school principals should be advisers only to the
board when policies are negotiated regarding adminis-
trative or evaluative issues.

Bio Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

S chool principals should not choose an educational expert to be

their representative at teacher - board negotiations when
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policlies are determined regarding teacher salaries.

Hjg - Hp: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals should
not choose an educational expert to be their representa-
tive at teacher - board negotiations when policies are
determined regarding teacher salaries.

Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that

high school principals should choose an educational expert to be

their representative at teacher - board negotiations when policies

are determined regarding administrative, curricular, or evaluative
issues.

Hy; - BO: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals should
choose an educational expert to be their representative
at teacher - board negotiations when policies are deter-
mined regarding administrative, curricular, or evalua-
tive issues.

High school principal respondents accurately perceive the expecta-

tions held by the majority of relevant group respondents for the

xole of high school principals in teacher - board negotiations
when policies are determined regarding administrative, curricular,
evaluative, or teacher-salary issues.

Hj, - Hy: There is no difference between the perceptions of high
school principal respondents of the expectations held
by relevant group respondents for the role of high
school principals in teacher - board negotiationms,
and the actual expectations held by the majority of
relevant group respondents for that role, when policies

are determined regarding administrative, curricular,
evaluative, or teacher-salary issues.

B3 Rish school principal respondents agree regarding the role of high

8 chool principals in teacher - board negotiations when policies

A x e determined regarding administrative, curricular evaluative,

O x teacher-salary issues.
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There is no significant correlation between demographic
and other factors and high school principal responses to
involvement of high school principals in teacher - board
negotiations when policies are determined regarding
administrative, curricular, evaluative, or teacher-

salary issues.

313 - Ho:

ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

Thorough study of the convergent or divergent expectations the
four respondent groups hold regarding the involvement of high scheol
Principals in teacher - board negotiations required statistical methods
that were appropriate for both inter- and intra-group analysis. The
chi-square statistic was selected because it can compare independent
groups with discrete cat:egc:r:tes:5 the four respondent groups in this
Study are definitely independent, and the involvement responses are
items in discrete categories. Processing of the questionnaire re-
Sponses coniequently employed computer techniques which produced chi-
S8qguare analyses of both inter- and intra-group similarities and differ-
ences. A .05 significance level was adopted as the criterion for
m@aningful results.

In the inter-group analysis, responses of the four major groups
and high school principal perceptions were compared on each of the four
negotiation issues, and convergent and divergent expectations noted.
Thea dntra-group analysis did not include superintendents because there
vexre g0 few participants. Intra-group analysis of the three remaining
8Xowaps compared their responses on each of the four involvement issues
Witk selected variables, and again convergent and divergent expectations
Vere poted.

\

s SSi.dney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral
%ﬂ_ﬂ (Mew York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), p. 104.




SUMMARY

This chapter has described the general methods of the study,
particularly the derivation of the questionnaires and the techniques
of statistical analysis; it also states the hypotheses in research

foxrm.



CHAPTER 1V

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

This study focuses on how the involvement of high school
principals in teacher - board negotiations is seen by four groups
©of 1role defipers: high school teachers, superintendents, board
members, and high school principals: it analyses the agreements
and disagreements among and within these four related groups of
@ducators in an attempt to clarify the high school principals’

Trole in negotiations.

Similarities and differences in expectations presumably existed
among the four sets of role definers regarding this negotiation role
Of high school principals. In the form of statistical hypotheses,
thais supposition was analyzed according to how the various groups
responded to four kinds of negotiation issues, in the light of four
involvement factors. Further hypotheses examining the agreement
within the focal group and the principals' perceptions of expecta-
tioma held by relevant others were similarly treated. Each research
hypothesis was analyzed with the chi-square statistic; any alpha
level of .05 was considered significant.

With the exception of high school principal agreement, the

mtl‘a-group analyses were unrelated to the research hypotheses. But

45
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several important relationshipe, found when certain demographic
and other variables were analyzed within groups, are presented as

by-products of the basic research project.
THE INSTRUMENT

The research 1nstrument1 covered the following four types of

neagotiation issues:
Administrative issues -- such things as class size, length of the
school day, and scheduling of staff meetings.

Curxrrxicular issues -- such things as courses of study, textbook

s®@ lection, and teaching procedures.

Evalustive issues -- such things as evaluation of teachers and

teacher transfers between buildings.

Xeacher-salary issues -- items pertaining to teacher salaries.
Bach of these issues was researched in terms of high school

Principal involvement:

_ms xald high school principals be somehow involved in teacher -

boaxd negotiations on this issue?

Shou 1d high school principals serve as negotiators on this issue for

the teachers, for the board, or not at all?

Show1d high school principals serve as advisers on this issue only to

“lchqn, only to the board, to both sides, or not at all?

§ = | school principals, chosen by other high school principals,
28rves a8 educational experts on this issue?
e — L A " . _ "

1see appendix A, pp. 130-133.
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The research instrument identified the following data for
each respondent: size of school district, educational preparation,
sex, age, years as an educator, involvement in the negotiation
process, and union compositez° Further identifications applied
only to a specific group: high school teachers and organizational-
ilm3, principals and years as a high school principal, and board

members and employment status.
PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

The study was planned around research quesztionnaires adminis-
tered within the school setting. More than 90% of all respondents
completed their questionnaires at high schcol staff meetings or board
of education sessions where the author supervized the data-gathering

process. Table I shows the resulting participation pattern:

TABLE I

PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

Respondents
Possible Actual Per Cent

Board Members 86 76 88.4
H. S. Teachers 804 649 80.7
H. S. Principals 17 17 100
Superintendents 12 12 100
Total 919 754 82

e _ " .

235ee definition in footnote 5, p. 78.

3Sec definition in footnote 7, p. 88.
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INTER-GROUP ANALYSIS

The first eleven research hypotheses describe inter-group
comparisons. The raw data and statistical results are presented here

as a matter of record; summaries of all inter-group differences can

be found on pages 93 - 100.

Hy - Ho: There is no difference between groups in the proportion of
respondents who think high school principals should be involved
in teacher - board negotiations when policies are determined
regarding administrative, curricular, or evaluative issues.

The responses compiled in Table 2 support Hj - Hg: at least

80% of the respondents think high school principals should be involwved

in negotiations when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies

are determined.

TABLE 2

INVOLVEMENT OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS IN NEGOTIATIONS WHEN POLICIES ARE
DETERMINED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, CURRICULAR, OR EVALUATIVE ISSUES

— e -

ok re 5 -

21 2:2. | 2.3
Ldminiltrative Curricular Evaluative
Issues Issues L JIssues e e
Yes No Yes No | Yes No ., ..

Board Members . 6 | 61 14 70 6 70 6,
Superintendents 11 1 12 0 12 0

H. S. Principals | 16 1 17 0 17 _0
. S. Teachers 540, 103 554 92 599 48
X2 df=3 NS  2.222 NS 6.941 NS 1.448

Hy - Hy: There is no difference between groups in the proportion of
respondents who do not think high school principals should
be involved in teacher - board negotiations when policies
are determined regarding teacher salaries.
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The responses in Table 3:1 indicate rejection of H, - Hp:
significant differences do exist between respondent groups. Responses
in Tables 3:3, 3:5, and 3:6 show that these differences are between
high school principals and the teacher, board member groups; superin-
tendents tend to agree with the principals' position.

Hy - Hy: There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who do not think high school principals
should be negotiators in teacher - board negotiations
when policies are determined regarding curricular or
teacher-salary issues. )

The responses in Table 4:1 indicate rejection of H3 - Hp
for curricular issues: significant differences do exist between
respondent groups. Table 4:4 shows differences between the teacher
and board member groups, with the teachers definitely opposed to
the principal as a negotiator for curricular issues. Table 5
distinguishes the responses favoring negotiator-for-teachers or
negotiator-for-board roles. Responses in Table 5:2 point to differences
between teacher and board member groups while Table 5:4 indicates
teacher, principal group differences. Despite 65% teacher agreement
opposing a negotiator role for principals when curricular policies
are determined, minority opinion within the teacher group for
principals to be teacher-negotiators is sufficiently strong to
suggest significant inter-group differences.

The responses in Table 6 support H3 - Hg for teacher-salary
issues. There is no difference in the proportions of respondents
who feel, with at least a two-thirds majority, that principals should
not be negotiators when teacher salaries are the issue. In Table 7

the responses are presented with negotiator-for-teachers and

negotiator-for-board selections. Significant differences occur
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between respondent groups when these negotiator variables are intro-

duced. These differences again reflect a minority opinion among
teachers, favoring high school principals as teacher-negotiators.

Responses in Table 7:4 indicate significant differences between

high school teachers and board members, and Table 7:5 points

to differences between high school teachers and superintendents.

In each case, however, significant minorities of teachers and board

members hold that principals should be negotiators for their
respective sides, when teacher salaries are the issue.

H4 - Hp: There is no difference between high school teachers and
high school principals in the proportion of respondents
who think high school principals should not be negotiators
when policies are determined regarding administrative or
evaluative issues.

Responses in table 8.6 result in acceptance of Hy4 - Hg for
administrative issues: high school principals and teachers agree
that principals should not be negotiators when administrative
policies are determined. Responses in Table 9:6 result in acceptance
cf Hy4 - Ho for evaluative issues: principals and teachers agree that
high school principals should not be negotiators when evaluative
policies are determined.

HS - HO: There 1is no difference between superintendents and
board members in the proportion of respondents who think
high school principals should be negotiators for the
board when policies are determined regarding administrative
or evaluative issues.

Responses in Table 10:3 result in acceptance of Hg - Ho for
administrative issues. Superintendents and board members agree, at a
67% majority level, that priuncipals should not be negotiators when

administrative policies are determined. Table 11:3 indicates accep-

tance of HS - Hp for evaluative issues: superintendents and board
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members disagree regarding the principals' negotiator role, but
the disagreement is not statistically significant.

Table 8 indicates at least 68% agreement among all res-
pondent groups that hkigh school principals should not be nego-
tiators when administrative issues are determined. Responses in
Table 10 confirm this agreement, but reveal (in Tables 10:4,

5, 6) significant differences in minority opinion between the
teachers and each of the other groups, differences due to the belief
of some teachers that principals should be teacher-negotiators.

Table 9:5 indicates significant differences between teachers
and board members regarding high school principals as negotiators

when evaluative policies are negotiated. Responses in Table 1l:4
confirm this disagreement between teacher and board member groups,
while Table 11:6 indicates a significant difference of agreement
between teacher and principal groups. Board members believe that
high school principals should be board-negotiators for evaluative
issues: teachers contend that principals should not be negotiators
for evaluative issues, with a strong minority believing that prin-
cipals should be teacher-negotiators for this issue.
H5 = Hp: There is no difference between groups in the proportion of
respondents who think high school principals should not be

advisers in teacher - board negotiations when policies are
determined regarding teacher salaries.

Responses in Table 12:1 result in rejection of Hg - Hp:
significant differences do exist between groups on the teacher-
salary issue. Table 12:2 reveals disagreement between high school

principal and board member groups, while responses in Table 12:5
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indicate disagreement between principal and teacher groups on this
issue: high school principals stand alone by contending that they
should be advisers to both sides when teacher salaries are negotiated.
Responses in Table 12:4 reveal a significant difference in minority
opinion between the teacher and board member groups, despite their
62% agreement favoring thke no-adviser role for high school principals
when teacher salaries are negotiated. These minority opinions
indicate a tendency within both of these groups to involve prin-
cipals in some type of advisory role wken teacher salaries are

negotiated.

87 - Hy: There is no difference between groups in the proportion of
respondents who think high scheool principals should be advisers
to both the teachers and beoard when policies are negotiated
regarding curricular issues.

Responses in Table 13:1 require rejection of Hy - Hy for
curricular issues: respondent groups do not agree that principals
should advise both teachers and board when curricular issues are
negotiated. Tables 13:2,3,6, and 7 indicate that superintendents
and board members differ significantly with teachers and principals.
Superintendent and board member groups take a no-majority position
regarding principals as advisers to both sides for curricular issues,
while teacher and principal groups strongly believe that high

8chool principals should be advisers to both sides when curricular

1ssues are negotiated.



TABLE 13

53

INVOLVEMENT OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS AS ADVISERS
FOR TEACHER SALARY ISSUES

— 1 13:1 — 13:2 13:3______
Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd
Only Only Both No [Only Only Botk No | Only Only Both No
Board 0 29 39 8 0 29 39 8 029 39 8
Supts 0 6 6 0 - - - - - - - -
Prins 0 2 15 0 0 2 15 0 - - - -
Tchrs | 45 31 486 84 - - - -] 45 31 486 84
9 .001  df=9 .02 df=2 .001 df=3
x 124.487 7.954 102.030
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TABLE 13 (continued)

========T§?z=====i 13:5 T 13:6 13:7

Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd

Only Only Both No |Only Only Both No [Only Only Both No | Only Only Both No
- - - - 029 39 8 - - - - - - - -
- - - - 0 6 6 0 0 6 6 0 0 6 6 0
0 2_ 15 0 -__- - - - - - - 0 2 15 0

45 31 486 84 - - - - | 45 31 486 8% - - - -

NS df=3 NS df=2 .05 df=3 .05 df=1
5.380 0.017 3.976 3.933

Hg - Hy: There is no difference between high school teachers and
high school principals in the proportion of respondents
who think high school principals should be advisers to both
the teachers and board when policies are determined

regarding administrative or evaluative issues.

Responses in Tables 14:6 and 15:4 indicate acceptance of

Hg - Hg: At least 72% of the teachers and principals agreed that

high school principals should be advisers to both the teachers and

board when administrative or evaluative issues are negotiated.

Hg - H,: There is no difference between superintendents and board

0:

members in the proportion of respondents who think high

school principals should be advisers only to the board when
policies are determined regarding administrative or
evaluative issues.

Responses in Tables 14:3 and 15:5 indicate acceptance of

Hg - Hp: superintendent and board member groups both assume no-

majority positions for the role of principals as advisers only to

the board when administrative or evaluative issues are negotiated.
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TABLE 14

SHOULD THE HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
BE AN ADVISER IN TEACHER-BOARD
NEGOTIATIONS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES?

14:1

14:2

14:3

Tchr Bd
Only Only Both No

Tchr " Bd

Tchr Bd
Only Only Both Ne

Only Only Both No

Board 1 38 28 9 1 38 28 9 1 38 28 9
 Supts 0 6 6 0 - - - - 0 6 6 0
Prins 0 1 16 0 0 1 16 0 - - -
Tchrs | 48 34 469 95 - - - - - - - -
’ .001 df=9 .001 df=3 NS df=3
X
72.917 12 282 0.757
TABLE 15
SHOULD THE HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
BE AN ADVISER IN TEACHER-BOARD
NEGOTIATIONS FOR EVALUATIVE ISSUES?
15:1 15:2 15:3
Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd :

| Only Only Both No |Only Only Both No |Only Only Both Ne
Board 0 35 35 5 0 35 35 5 0 35 35 5
Supts 0 7 .5.0 - e e e - - - -
Prins 0 2 15 0 0 2 15 0 - e e =
Tchrs | 49 62 467 64 - -« <« la 62 467 64

o001 .01 .001

x2
df=9 df=2 df=3
51.712 9.652 21.748
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TABLE 14 (continued)

14:4 14:5 14:6 14:7
Tchr Bd "~ | Techr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd
Only Only Both No |Oprly Only Both No |Only Only Both No |Only Only Beth Neo
1L 38 28 9 I R T R R
- - - - 0 6 6 0 - - - - 0 6 6 0
- - - - - - - - 0 1__16 0 0 1 16 0
48 34 469 95 48 34 469 95 | 48 34 469 95 - - - -
.001 df=3 NS df=3 NS df=3 NS df=3
40.532 2.997 4.824 5.933
TABLE 15 (centinued)
15:4 15:5 15:6 15:7
Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd
Only Only Beth No |Only Only Both No |Only Only Both Ne | Only Only Beth Ne
- - - - 0 35 35 5 - - - - - - - -
- - - - 0 7 5 0 0 7 S5 0 0 7 5 0
0 2 15 0 - - - - - - - - 0 2 15 0
49 62 467 64 - - - -] 49 62 467 64 - - - -
NS NS .02 .02
df=3 df=2 df=3 df=1
2.024 0.104 5.664

5.817
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Hijg - Hjye There is no difference between groups in the proportion
of respondents who think high school principals should
not choose an educational expert to be their representa-
tive at teacker - board negotiations when policies are
determined regarding teacher salaries.

Responses in Table 16:4 require acceptance of Hjg - Hgs
all respondent groups agree that high school principals should
not choose a representative who would act as an educational

expert at negotiations when teacher-salary policies are deter-

mined.

“11 - Ho: There is no difference between groups in the proportion

of respondentes who think high school principals should

choose an educational expert to be their representative

at teacher - board negotiations when policies are

determined regarding administrative, curricular, or

evaluative issues.

Rasponses in Tables 16:1, 2, 3 regquire acceptance of Hyp -

Ho: at least 68% of all respondent groups agree that high school
principals should choose a representative who would act as an

educational expert at negotiations when administrative, curricular,

or evaluative policies are determined.
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PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF RELEVANT GRCUPS

Each of the relevant groups invclved in this study holds
an opinion regarding the role of high school principals in teacher -
board negotiarions, a group opinion based upon the expectations of
the respective grcup members. These collective positions make it
possible to idenrify areas of convergen: &and divergent expectations
among groups. Once these centers of agreement and disagreement
are identified, implicaticns can be deduced relating to prinmcipal
involvement in the negotiation process.

This study asked earlier kow accurately kigh schcol prin-
cipals perceive the opinions of high schcol teachers, superinten-
dents, and board members. This is important since high school
principal awareness of their negotiaticn problems relates directly
to how accurately they perceive the conflictirg pecsitions tkeir
closest educational associates have taken regarding the principale’
xole in these negotiations. This research examined high school
principal perceptions of the negotiation-related positions held
by relevant groups using the following statistical hkypothesis:

H12 - Hp: There is no difference in the proportion between the
perceptions of high school principals of the expecta-
tions held by relevant group respondents for the role
of high school principals in teacher - board negotia-
tions, and the actual expectations held by the major-
ity of relevant group respondents for that role, when
administrative, curricular, evaluative, or teacher-
salary issues are negotiated.

High schocl principal perceptions of relevant group responses

werae secured by asking the principals to consider the four negotia-

tion areas from the point of view of superintendents, board
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members, and teachers respectively,4 The resulting perceptions and

the corresponding relevant group resporses are shown in Tables 17 to

20.

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS

Tables 17 to 20 show no significant differences on the
four negotiation issues between high school principal perceptions
and superintendent responses, despite the relatively limited
number of respondents in each of these sample groups. On the basis
of these results, Hjy - Hy was accepted: principals do accurately
Perceive the expectations of superintendents for the role of high

s=chool principals in teacher - board negotiations.
PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF BOARD MEMBERS

Tables 17 to 20 show no significant differences on the four
xmegotiation issues between board member responses and principal
Perceptions. In fact, high school principél perceptions of board
On the basis of these results,

™ember responses are quite accurate.

H,;, - Hy was accepted.
PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS

Tables 17 to 20 sktow tha% significant differences exist
between high school principal perceptions and high school teacher

Tesponses on the four negotiation issues in 3 of the 16 cells.

bsee appendix A, pages 134-145.
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Table 17 indicates a significant difference between teacher responses
and principal perceptions regarding principal involvement in teacher -
board negotiations on evaluative issues: teacher approval for prin-
cipal involvement was s{grnificantly greater than principals per-
ceived it to be. Table 20 shows significant differences over admin-
istrative and evaluative issues, with near-significant differ-

ences in curricular matters. It is apparent that a significantly
greater proportion of teachers think high school principals should

be involved in negotiations as educstiounal experts than tke prin-
cipals perceived. In fact, high school principals seem relatively
unaware of the "high school principal as educational expert'" attitude
of high school teachers on three of the four negctiation issues.

On the basis of these results it was concluded that high
school principals do perceive at an 80% level the expectations of
high school teachers for the role of principals in negotiations.
Consequently H;» - Ho was accepted for all issues. Lack of high
school principal perception was noted regarding the teachers'
belief that high school principals should function as educational

experts when administrative, curricular, or evaluative issues are

negotiated.
INIRA-GROUP ANALYSIS: HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

High school principals are the focal group in this study;
and certainly théir expectations for their own role in teacher -
board negotiations constitute one of the four primary group
Positions involved in this research. The position high school

Principals adopt must be identified for use in the inter-group
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anralysis. The study asesumed trat the responses of the 17 high

achool principals participating in this research could be generalized
to provide valid data or the role of high school principals in

teacher - board negotiatione, deepite the variety of individuals

and schools represenzed.

70% agreement amcng respondents constitutes majority-

agreement in this study. Table 21 shows the responses of high scheol

principal respondernts to tre four negotiation issues. Since total

agreement for the 1€ celils was .78, with only 3 cells falling below

thae .70 majority-agreement level, it was concluded that high school

principals do hold an agreement position for their role in negotia-

tions. Mirority areas were noted: no-agreement for his negotiater reole

on the evaluative issue {.57) or for his role as an educational

expeart on the teacher-salary issue (.53); near agreement for his

advisaer role on tke teacher-salary issuae (.65), for his total role

as an educational exper:t ( €8), and for his total position on the

teacher-szlary issuve (.68).

Tke consistency of the high school principals' majority-

agreement pesition was tested with the chi-square statistic using

thae following hypothaesis:

There is no difference between high school
Frincipals in the association between selected
variables: school district size, age, years as
an aeducator, educational preparation, and years
as a high achool principal; and their raesponses
for the involvement of high schoel principals in
teacker - board negotiations when policies are
determined regarding administrative, curricular,
evaluative, or teacher-salary issuas.

313 - HO:
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Tables 28«33 (see appendix B pages 147-58) summarize the
data pertaining to the internal consistence of the agreement among
kigh school principals. H;3 - Hy was accepted: no significant
differences werae found within the focal group for any of the selected
variables, including; school district size, educational preparation,

age, years as an educator, years as a high schoosl principal, and

negotiations i{nvolvement.

INTRA-GROUP ANALYSIS: BOARD MEMBERS

Board member intra-group analysis involved the variables:

school district size, vears as an educator, educational background,

age , negotiator experience, unicn composite,s and employment status.

Board member responses are arranged by school district size
in Table 34 (sea appendix B, page 159). School districts were
classified as: Small (under 2,7C0 students enrolled in grades
K - 12); Medium (2,700 - 5,500 studente); and Large (over 5,500
8tudents). No significant differances were found among board
members based upon tha size of their school district.

Board membar responsaes according to the number of years they
have served as board members are grouped in Table 35 (see appendix

B, Pagel6l); no significant differences were found among board

Sunion composite was derived from items 8 - 10 of the
Ye@Spective quastionnaires (see appendix A, page122). Union relation-
Ships of each respondent were determinad in three areas: years as a
Union member in other than education occupations; daegree of family
MAmbership in unions; and degree of unionism ameng neighbors.
Re'Ponses in each area were scored from low (1) to high (5) unienism.
Totaled responses of 10 or more identified the high union compesite

Tespondents.
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members based upon their years of service. Board member responses
according to their educational preparation are presented in Table 22.
Educational preparation of board members was classified as Low (less
than a high school diploma), Medium (a kigh #chosl graduate but less
than 4 years of college), ard High (at least a coilege graduatae).
Significant differences in becard memter responses eccurred in relatien
to the negotia‘tor role of high school principals. Board members with
high educational preparation streongly gupport a no-negotiater pesitien
for principals on all {ssues, diffaring signitficartly in the curricular
and evaluative areas with other board members who believa high scheel
principals stould act as board negotiators on thase issues.

Board member responses are grouped according to age in
Table 36 (see appendix B, pagelf3 ); no significant differences
were found. Board member reesponses related to tteir self-employment
status are presented in Table 23. Self-employed board members differ
with other board members in two areas; they strongly believe high
school principals should be advisers to both teachers and beoard
for curricular issues and definitely tend toward this positien for
administrative and evaluative issues; and they strengly eppese high
schcol principals as negotiators whan teacher salaries are baeing
determined.

Board member responsaes based upon their union compesite
as presented in Table 37 (saee appendix B, page 165 ) show agreement
in all areas. The difference £fa Tabla 37:1 is a simple matter ef
degree, where board membaers of low unfov composite baelieve signifi-

Cantly more strongly that high s<hec¢l principals stould be invelved
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in rnegotiations when curricular policies are determined. Beoard member
responsaes related te their experience as a board negotiater, presented
in Table 24, reveal significant differences. Table 24:1 shows that
board members with negotiator experience believe more strongly that
high school principals stould be invelved in negotiations when
administrative issues are determined and tend toward this pesitien

fer curricular and evaluative issues. Tabla 24:2 paints eut that the
negotiater board members are m:ch more likely to believe that principals
#hould negetiate for the board, differing significantly in this respect
with non-negotiator board members en curricular issues. And respensas
in Table 24:3 indicate that thesze negotiater board members are much
more inclined te believe that principals sheuld te advisers enly te
the beard of education.

Board regotiator responsaes were compared with ether variablaes
in Table 25. No significant diffarences were found relative te years
as a board member, educational preparation, union cempesite, and
se@lf-employment sta*us. One obvieue difference occurrad with respact
te scheel district size: the larger the school district the lass

likely that a boeard member had served as a negotiator.
INTRA-GROUP RELATIONSHIPS: HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS

High Schoel teacher intra-group analysis invelved the

wvariables: school district eize, educatienal preparation, years
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6 organizationalism,7

as an educator, age, sex, union composite,
and teacher-negotiator experience.

High school teacher responses by echool district size as
presented in Table 38:1 (see appendix B, page l€7 ) indicate
agreement among teachers that principals should be involved when
administrative, curricular, er evaluative issues are negotiated
and should not be involved when teacher salaries are the issue.
Whatever differences ex!st are differences of degree; tke smaller
the school district, for example, the move strongly teachers
believe high school principals should be involved in teacker -
beard negotiations.

Table 38:2 stiows that teachers, regardless of school dis-
trict size, agree *that principals should neot be invelved in nego-
tiations as negotiators. The significant difference over the admin-
istrative issue is purely one of degree; the smaller the schoel
districg, the more strongly teacters believe that high school prin-
cipals sheuld not be negotiators.

Responses in Table 38:3 indicate that teachers agree re-

garding a high school principal role as advisers to beth sides

6See definition in footnote 5, page 78.

7Organizationalism was derived from items 7, 8, 10, and 11
of the teacher questionnaire (see appendix A, page 122 ). High
organizational teachers met three criteria: they voted to ratify
the negotiated contract fer teachers, voted to select their local
teachers' negotiation team, and were active in MEA activity
(responded te 7d, 7e, or 8-yes). Any teacher that met all three
of these conditions was designated "high-erganizational".
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in the negotiation process. Significact differences of degree
again appear in the admin:istrative, curricular, and evaluative
areas; the smallier the school district, tbe more strongly high
ackool teachers believe that principals zraald advise beth sides.
Respounses in Table 35:4 show that teachers, regardless of schoel
district size., agree thi< a high schzel principals' representa-
tive should be involved ipr negotia’ions as ar educatiomnal expert
when all but teachcr-:slery policies are dezermined.

High scrool teacher rzespocnses are related to their years

"~

as an educator in Table 39 {sce avpeedix B, pages 162-7(0), Teachers
generally agree on 311 issues in all inv~lvemenu categories,

with a few differcacece reflact-vrg culy the degree of agreement.
Responses ir Talle 39,3 indicate that low preparation teachers
believe more s+trengly 2hat kigh scho2l principals should be advisers
to both sidcs when administrative policies are negotiated, and
Table 39 4 <hows thar nigh preparstiion tceachers kelieve principals
should cheose a ropresantative to act as 4ar educational expert

when curricular pelicies are ncegatiated.

High school reacher resporsces arc velated to their educa-
tional preparation in Table 40 (sce arpcadix B, pages171-72),
General agrecement appearcd on &ll issues in all involvement cate-
gories. The significant difference in Table 40:4 is one of degree:
high scheol tzachers with high educat:ioral preparation believe more
strongly that principals should choose an educational expert represen-

tative when curricular policies are n=geziated.
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High school teacher responses by age ere presented in
Table 41 (see apperdix B, pages!?3-74% General agreement among
all teacher age groups is indicated fcr high scheol principal
invelvement in negotiations wken administrative, curricular, or
evaluative policies are determined and ncn-involvement when teacher
salaries are negcotiated. Significant differences that occur are
differences of degree: the younger teachers generally believe
principals should be involved in negotiatiors for administrative
issues mcre than clder teachers. The older the teacher, however,
the more strongly he believes that principals should be involved
in curricular negctiatiors.

Responses in Table 41;2 show all teacher age groups
agreeing on a no-regctiator role for high school prinmcipals.

Again the significant difference is one of degree: for admin-
istrative, curricular, or evaluative icscues, the older teacher
believes less gtrongly that principals should not be negotiators.
Table 41:3 supports high schocl principals as advisers to both

sides on administrative, curricular, or evaluative issues, and

as no-advisers on the teacher-salary issue. Again significant
differences are matters of degree: the younger teachers believe more
strongly that principals should advise both sides in teacher -

board negotiations.

Responses in Table 41:4 support the use of high school
principals as educational experts when administrative, curricular,
or evaluative issues are negotiated. The significant difference
over curricular issues indicates that clder teachers believe more

strongly that high school principals should select a representative
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to be an educational expert when curricular policies are negotiated.
High school teacher responces preserted by sex in Table 42
(see appendix B, pages 175-7£: reveal general agreement between
men and women teacters on all issues and in all iovolvement cate-
gories. The follow:ng differences in degree do appear: in Table
42:1, wcmen are stown to believe more strengly than men that high
school priacipals should be involved in the negstiation process;
responses in Tatle 4Z:2 show that women believe more strongly inm
their mincrity opinion that prencipals sho:ld be negotiators
for teachers when curricular ot evaluative policies are determined;
regponses in Table 42:3 point cu% rthat wonen bzlisve more strongly
than nen fhat priccirsis should adwise Leth sides when administrative
issues are negotiatad, in lable 42;4, men are shown to believe sig-
aificantly more strengly that principals should choose aa educational
expert representalivé tc participate wvhen curricular pclicies are
negotiated

High scliwocl ~zacher respcrses by unicn com osite8
6 P

are pre-
sented in Table 43 (see appendix B, pages 177-78). seneral agreement
exists betweer low and high urion composite teachers on all issues
and in all involvement categories. 3Jignificant differences of
degree faclude these: respcnses in Tatle 43:2 indicate that low

union composite teachers believe more strengly that high school

83ce defirition in footnote 5, page 78.
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principals should no* be neg:otiazors for the board; responses in
Table 43:3 suggest that lcw union compceite teachers believe more
strongly that principals should not be advisers only to the board.

High gchcol teacher respcnges presented In Table 44
(see appendix B, pages 179-80) show general agreement between high
and low organ{zationalg teackters cn all issues and in all involve-
ment categories. Any differences that are significant are differences
of degree: responses in Table 44:2 indicae that highly organizational
teachers believe more strongly that high schocl principals should
not. be regotiators when adninisirarive policies are determined;
Table 44:4 shsows ttat highly orgarizational teachers believe more
strongly that principals should not be represented at negotiations
by av educational expert representative when teacher salary policies
are determined.

High scheol tcachar ecrganizaticnalism respounses compared
with other related variables in Tahle 26 revecal a number of sig-
nificant cerrelaticns. Table 76:1 shows that the smaller the
district the greater the proportion of high organizational teachers;
and respounses in Table 2€:2 indicate that instructors with high
educational preparaticn are mcre likely to be high organizational
teachers. Responses in Iable 26:3 show that many more men than
women are high corganicational teachers, while responses in Table

26:4 point out that Figh union composite teachers tend to be high

9See definition in footnote 7, page §&8.
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organizaticnal people. Responses in Table 2€:5 show that a sig-
nificantly greater proporticn of teachers with long service as
educztors are high corganizatioral teachers, while responses in
Table 26:6 rewveal thz+t a sig-ificantly greater proportiorn of

teachers with neg-tiator experience are also high organfzational

Higk sctz2l teacker respinses by experience as teacher-
negotiators {cee Tsakle 45 in appendix B, pages 181-82) show general
agreement regza-dleas of %khe teacker’s experience as a negotiator.

Any significanrt differences are differences in degree: teacher-
regotia~ors believe more strongly that high schcsl principals should

be involved in negotiaticne whten curriculzr pzlicies are determined,
and that prircipals sheuld choose an educaticnal expert to act as their
representativs when currizular p-licies are negotilated.

High schozl teacher respocnses bv experience as teacher-
regotietors are cimpared with cther variatles in Iable 27. These
correlations suggest that tke typical tezcher-negsotiator has been
an educatcr for 6 - 15 years (27:1%, kae high educational preparation
(27:2), 13 a man (24;%) 3C - 45 years of age (27:3), and is a high

organizaticnal perscn (2€:€).

SUMMARY. INIER-GROUP ANALYSIS

Chapter 1V begins witk a statistical analysis of the study data
t> determine areas of ccnvergence and divergerce of expectations held
by the four respondent groups. Agreemerts and differences between groups
regarding the role cf high school principaig in teacher - board negotia-

tions vere identiflied in each of the invelvement categories.
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TABLE 26

HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER CQRGANIZATIONALISM BY SELECTED VARIABLES

26:1 26.2 26:3 26:4
District Size | Educational Preparation Sex Union Composite
S M L |less Than MA MA or M:re |Women Men Lo Hi
High 35 79 42 76 29 38 118 112 44
Low 47 204 242 327 158 218 270 422 71
) .001 df=2 .001 df=1 .001 df=1 .001 df=l
g 31.248 17.691 20.366 15.487
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TABLE 26 (Continued)

26:5 266 27:7
Years An Educator Teacher Negetiateor Age
Under 6 6-15 Over 15 Yes No Under 30 30-45 Over 45
34 75 47 52 103 45 67 43
238 183 71 34 454 239 189 70
.001  df=2 .01  df=1 .001 df=2
39.484% €7.628 23.926

Hypothesis I (Table 2) artempted o determine whether high school

principals should be involved ia teacher - board negotiationmns
when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies were
determined. H; was accepted: all four respondent groups agreed

that principals shzuld bte involved for “hese issues.

Hypothesis I1 (Table 3) examined the premise that high school

principals should not be involved in teacher - becard negotiations
when teacher-salary pclicies are determined. H, was rejected:
significant differences were found between the principal group
and the teacher, bcard groups. Teachers and bcard members agreed
that principals should not be involved when teacher salaries are
negotiated, while principals believed they should be involved in
these negotiations; superintendents tended to agree with the

principal group.



0o%'z 798°S% 18941 §90°22 L€ 6E
*

9
o~

SN 1=3P 100" =3P 100 1=3P 100" z=3P 100"
%6 €9%| SOE L¥T |96 %61 192 S8T L9¢ 96 661 192 °N
0z %9 6L S €1 (37 (24 6% (43 81 9s [ RS

TH 01 | UoH USWoM |G X9A0 GH-0f OF X9pun | 910 30 VA VW UPGL 8857 | G1 X9A0 GI1-0 O I9pull | 303873088

aoyoeaL
Tdwo) Xag 38V
uotun
Silg iz (1714 TiLT 1:L2

SATIVIVYA QILDITAS X€ SYOLVIICOAN SV SYTHOVAL TOOHDS HOIH

LT TTEVL



97

Hypothesis III (Tables 4 and 6) attempted to determine whether

high school principals should be negotiatcrs when curricular or
teacker-salary policies are determined. Hj was rejected for
curricular issues; significaat differences were found between
board member and teacher groups. Board members reached mo agree-
ment over principals as negotiatcrs, while teachers conteamded that
principals should not be negotiators when curricular policies are
determined. Superirtendent and primcipal groups agreed with the
no-negotiator stand of the teacher group. H3 was accepted for
teacher-salary issues: all groups agreed with at least two-thirds
consensus that principals should not be negotiators when teacher-
salary policies are determined.

Sigpificant differences in minority opinion (Tables 5 amd 7)
occurred between high school teacher and board member groups wheam
the additicnal principal role variables of negotiator-for-teachers
and negetiator-for-board were fintroduced. A considerable proportiom
(45%) of bcard members believe that principals should be board-
negotiators fcr curricular issues, while one-fourth of the teachers
contend that principals should be teacher-negotiators when curri-
cular policies are determined. Similar significant differences
that occurred for teacher-salary issues are relatively unimportamt
due to the 827 teacher and board member agreement for a no-negotiator

role.

Hypothesis IV (Tables 8 and 9) attempted to establish that high

school principals and teachers believe that principals should

not be negstiators when administrative or evaluative policies are



98

determined. H, was accepted with 74% agreement for administrative

issues and 557 agreement for evaluative issues.

Hypothesis V (Tables 1C and 11) postulated that equal proportions of
superintendents and board members believed that high school principals
should be board-negotiators when administrative or evaluative policies
are determined. Hg was accepted for administrative issues, but the
67% agreement betwzen superintendent and bcard member groups was that
principals should not be bcard-negotiators when administrative
policies are determined. HS was also aczepted for evaluative

issues, but board member and superintendsnt groups tended to disagree:
the board members believed that principals should be board-
negotiators for evaluative isauves, while sup:rintendents agreesd

with the teacher and principal groups that principals should not

be negotiators when evaluative pclicies are determined. Inci-
dentally, about one-fifth of the teacher respondents indicated

that principals should be teacher-negotiatcrs when administrative

or evaluative policies are d=termined.

Hypothesis VI (Table 12) attempted to establish that all respon-

dent groups believe high school principals should not be advisers
when teacher-salary policies are negotiated. H6 was rejected:
the high school principal group believed thkey ghculd be advisers
to both sides whila teacher and board member groupe strongly
contended that principals shcuid net be advisers when teacher
salaries are negotiated. It was ncted that, despite the 627
agreement between teacher and bcard member grcups for this no-

adviser role, significant minority opinicns exizted: 277 of the
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board members believed principals should adviee only the board
while 31% of the teachers held thar principals should be advisers

to both sides when teacher salaries are negotiated

Hypcthesis VII (Tatle 13) suggested that all respcndent groups

believed high schzol principals should be advisers to both sides
when curricular issues are neg-tiated Hy was rejected: the
lack of agreement amcng the superintendent and board member
groups differed clearly from the strong stand of the teachers amd
principals, who held thar principals should advise both sides

when curricular issues are mnegotiated.

Hypothesis VIII (Tables 14 amd 13) attempted tc estabtlish that

high school principal and high school teacher groups believed
high school principals shculd t2 advisers to both sides when
administrative or evaluative issues are negotiated. Hg waa

accepted with 72% agreement .

Hypothesis IX (Iables 14 and 15) attempted to establish that

superintendent and becard member groups believed high school prin-
cipals should be advisers only to the board whem administrative
cr evaluative issues are negotiated. Hg was accepted, but the
agreement between superinrendent and tcard member groups imn-
volved little clear-cut agreement on this issue:; board member

and superintendent groups do nct strongly favcr a board-adviser
role for principals when administrative or evaluative issues are

negotiated.
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Hypothesis X (Iable 16) postulated that all respcndent groups

believed high schcol principals should not chcese an educational
expert to be thelir representaive whea teacher salaries are nego-
tiated. HIO was accepted; all grs.ps agveed that no suchk educa-

cational expern should be selected for teacher-salary issues.

Hyp-thesis X1 (Table 1€) at‘empted 5 es*ablish thar all respon-

dent groups believed kigh sck20l principals sheculd choose an
educational expert ‘o0 be their representative whean administrative,
curricular, cor evaluvative issues ave negctiated. Hjj was accepted:
all gyoups agreed tha* prirncipals shculd be represented by their

educational expert wnen trese policies are negotiated.

Hypothesis XII (Tables 17 - 20) suggested that high schocl prin-

cipals were aware of tte negotiation-related attitudes cf the
relevant groups. H12 was accepted: priccipals were totally
aware of superinterdent and board member negctiaticn attitudes
and were aware, with 8(C7 azcuracy, of the teachers' negotiation
position. Sigrificant differences were found, however, between
principal perceptizns and teacher respcnses in 3 of the 16
comparison tests. Ore cf these differences was in degree of
agreement where teachers believed more strongly than principals
perceived that principals should be involved when evaluative
policies are necgotiated: the remaining differences indicate
that principels are uraware cf how strongly teachers believe
principals should be represented by an educaticnal expert when

administrative or evaluative issues are negotiated.
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SUMMARY: INTFA-GROUF ANALYSIS

The concluding section in this chapter concerned intra-
group analysis of high sctcol teacher, board member, and high
school principal groups: superintendents were not included because

there were so few participants.

High school principals were analyzed arithmetically for consistency
of responses using .70 as a minimum-agreement level. Total agree-
ment was found to be .78, with crly 3 of the 16 cells failing to
meet the minimum-agreement level In addition Hypothesis XIIX
(Table 21, page 77) attempted to establish statistically that
principals hold an agreement position for the rcle of kigh school
principals in teacher - board negctiations. Hj3 was accepted: no
significant differences were found cn any cf the selected variables
whick included; district size, educational prepaiation, age, years
as an educator, years as a high schtoosl principal, arnd negotiation

involvement .

Board members were analyzed statistically on the basis of

selected variables whick included: district size, years as an
educator (board member), educational preparation, age, negotiator
experience, unicn composite,lC and employment status. No signifi-
cant differences appeared which were not differences in degree

of agreement.

1OSee definition in foctncte 5, page 78.



102

High school teachers were analyzed statistically on the basis of

selected variables which included: district size, educational

preparation, years as an educator, age, sex, union composite,11

12 and teacher-negotiator experience. General

organizationalism,
agreement exists among teachers when correlated with each of
these variables. Any significant differeunces are only in degree

of agreement.

High school teacher organizationalism and teacher-
negotiator experience responses were correlated with each of
the demographic and other variables. Significant results that

occurred suggest that:

(1) the typiceal high organizational teacher is a highly pre-

purad male instcuctor in a smaller school dastrict who has had
many years of teaching experience; ke vziy likely has bean exposed
to some union influernces outside of education and he quite probably

has served as a teacher-ncgo:lator.

(2) the typical teacher-nzzotiator has been an educator for
6 - 15 years, has higin cducational preparation, and is a man

30 - 45 years of age who is highly orgarnizational minded.

Usee defiartion in footnote 5, page 78.

12See definition in footnote 7, page 88.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION

This study is an attempt to clarify the role of high school
principals in teacher - board negotiations by determining what high
school teachers, superintendents, high school principals, and board
members believe that role should be. Expectations which the four
respondent groups held for four kinds of negotiation issues:
administrative, curricular, evaluative, and teacher-salary, were
correlated with fou; principal-participation categories: involve-
ment, negotiator-role, adviser-role, and educational-expert-role.

Inter-group differences were particularly sought as potential

areas of role ccenflict.

SUMMARY

Clarifying the negotiation role of high school principals
required, first, determining whether principals should be involved
in teacher - board negotiations at all. At least 80% of each
respondent group agreed that principals should be involved when
administrative, curricular, or evaluative issues were negotiated.
The respondent groups disagreed, however, regarding principal

involvement when teacher-salary policies are determined: high

103
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school teacher and board member groups believed with 67% agreement that
high school principals should not be involved, while the principal
respondents, with some superintendent support, thought that they should
be involved as advisers to both sides when teacher-salary policies

are determined. Consequently it was concluded that, while high

school principals should participate in teacher - board negotiations
when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies are deter-
mined, they should not when teacher salaries are the issue.

Once the question of involvement is affirmatively answered,
it 18 necessary to inquire how high school principals are best
involved in teacher - board negotiations. Possibilities drawn from
research sources included: negotiator-role, adviser-role, and
educational-expert-role.

High school principals could be involved as teacher-
negotiators or board-negotiators. At least two thirds of each
group agreed that principals should not be negotiators when admin-
istrative and teacher-salary policies are determined. All groups
also agreed that principals should not be negotiators for curricular
issues, with a large minority of board members disagreeing. On
evaluative issues as well, board members were the only group that
believed principals should have a board-negotiator role, in contrast
to all other groups who again believed principals should not be
negotiators. The teacher-board group difference, statistically
significant, definitely represents potential role conflict for
principals. It is apparent that board members tend to consider
principals as members of the administrative team, particularly when

evaluative issues are negotiated.
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Involving high school principals as advisers included these
possibilities: advisers-only-to-teachers, advisers-only-to-board, and
advisers-to-both. The four respondent groups show no agreement for
the role of high school principals as advisers in teacher - board
negotiations. For example, on administrative, curricular;'or eval-
uative issues, high school teacher and principal groups contend
that principals should be advisers to both the teachers and board;
superintendents and board members reach no agreement. And on the
teacher-salary issue, board member and teacher groups agree that
high school principals should not be advisers, while the principals
themselves believe they should act as advisers to both sides. This
lack of agreement complicates any proposing of an appropriate advi-
sory role, except with the teacher-salary issue where principals
clearly must defer to the board member-teacher no-adviser position.
In the administrative, curricular, and evaluative areas, however,
an advisory role to both sides might hold some prospect for success:
teacher and principal groups already strongly accept this possibility,
while board member and superintendent groups are undecided. To the
third suggestion, that principals select a high school principal to
act as an educational expert in teacher - board negotiatiomns, at
least two thirds of all respondenﬁ groups agreed. Such a represent-
ative should participate as an educational expert when administrative,
curricular, and evaluative (but not teacher-salary) policies are
negotiated, an approach offering many possibilities for appropriate

high school principal involvement in negotiationms.
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Awareness within the focal group of the attitudes held by
relevant others is an important factor in role research. For example,
if high school principals are reasonably aware of the expectations
held by relevant groups regarding the principals' role in teacher -
board negotiations, the prospects for success in attacking the problem
are considerably increased. With this in mind, high school pr;ncipal
group perceptions of the responses of relevant groups were analyzed.
Although no significant differences were found between high school
principal perceptions and the responses of the superintendent and
board member groups, principals' perceptions did differ from high
school teacher responses in 3 of the 16 comparison tests: principals
failed to perceive just how strongly teachers believe that high school
principals should be involved in negotiation of evaluative issues,
nor were they aware that teachers believe high school principals should
be represented by an educational expert when administrative or
evaluative issues are negotiated. Apparently, then, high school
principals perceive quite fully the expectations of board member
and superintendent groups for the role of high school principals
in teacher - board negotiations, and they perceive teacher expectations
with at least 80% accuracy.

Demographic and other data was secured from each respondent
and intra-group analyses made to determine what significant differences
might relate to the negotiation role of high school principals.

Intra-group summaries are as follows:
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High school principals were analyzed arithmetically for consistency
of responses using .70 as a minimum agreement level, revealing

a total agreement of .78, with 3 of the 16 cells falling below

.70. It was concluded that high school principals do hold an
agreement position for their role in teacher - board negotiatioms.
Areas that failed to meet the prescribed agreement level included:
no-agreement for the high school principals' role as an educational
expert on the teacher - salary issue (.53) and his negotiatot-rolo-
on the evaluative issue (.59); and weak-agreement for his adviser-
role on the teacher-salary issue (.65), his total role as an educa-
tional expert (.68), and his total position on the teacher-salary
issue (.68). Selected demographic and other variables were also
tested, and no significant differences found for any of the factors:
school district size, educational preparation, age, years as an
educator, years as a high school principal, and negotiation-

involvement.

Board members were analyzed on the basis of school district size,

years as an educator (board member), educational preparation, age,
negotintor-experience, union composite,1 and employment status.

Only the following factors revealed significant differences in
relation to the remaining variables: educational preparation --
highly educated board members believe more strongly that high school
principals should not be negotiators on curricular or evaluative

issues, and tend toward this position for administrative issues;

1see definition in footnote 5, page 78.
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employment status -- self-employed board members believe more

strongly that high school principals should advise both sides
for curricular issues, and tend toward this position for admin-

istrative and evaluative issues; board negotiator -- board

members who have served as negotiators believe more strongly that
high school principals should be involved in negotiations, that they
should be involved as board-negotiators on curricular or evaluative
issues, and that they should advise only the board for administrative,
evaluative, or teacher-salary issues; board member negotiators

also tend to regard the high school principal as part of the board's

administrative team.

High school teachers were analyzed according to the variables

of school district size, educational preparation, years as an

2 organizationalism,3 and

educator, age, sex, union composite,
teacher-negotiator experiences; generally they agree when grouped
according to each of these variables. Significant differences in

degree of agreement include: district size -- the smaller the

teacher's school district, the more strongly he advocates prin-
cipal involvement on all issues as an adviser to both sides and

opposes principal involvement as a negotiator; educational prepar-

ation -- teachers with high preparation believe more strongly

25¢e definition in footnote 5, page 78.

3see definition in footnote 7, page 88.
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that high school principals should choose a representative to
act as an educational expert when curricular issues are negotiated;

years as an educator -- less experienced teachers believe more

strongly that high school principals should be advisers to both

8ides for administrative issues while more experienced teachers
believe that high school principals should select a representative

to act as an educational expert when curricular issues are negotiated;
age -- younger teachers feel more strongly that principals should be
involved in negotiations, and that the involvement should be as
advisers to both sides as opposed to any kind of negotiator role; and
older teachers feel more strongly that principals should be involved
for curricular issues and that this involvement should be as an educa-
tional expert; sex =-- women teachers believe more strongly that
principals should be involved in the negotiation process and, for
administrative issues, that this involvement should be as an adviser
to both sides; men feel more strongly that principals should select

a representative to act as an educational expert when curricular

issues are negotiated; union composite -- high union composite

teachers believe more strongly that principals should be board

negotiators or advisers only to the board; organizationalism --

high organizationalism teachers believe more strongly that principals
should not be negotiators for administrative issues; low organizational
teachers believe more strongly that principals should not choose a
representative to act as an educational expert when teacher salaries

are negotiated; teacher-negotiator -- teacher negotiators believe

more strongly that principals should be involved when curricular
issues are negotiated and should select a representative to act

as an educational expert when curricular policies are determined.



110

Since the teacher-organizationalism and teacher-negotiator
variables might be expected to be closely related to the negotiation
process, each of these factors was correlated with each of the other
variables to see if negotiation-related differences could be found,

with these significant conclusions: orgarnizationalism -- smaller

school districts have a higher proportion of high-organizational
teachers, high-organizational teachers have high educational

preparation, many more men than women are high-organizational

teachers, high-organizational teachers have high union composites,
high-organizational teachers rank high in years of teaching

experience, and a significantly greater proportion of high-organizational

teachers have had teacher-negotiator experience; teacher-negotiator --

most teacher-negotiators have had 6 - 15 years of teaching experience
and are 30 - 45 years of age, teacher-negotiators are men with high
educational preparation, and cne out of three teacher-negotiators

are high-organizational teachers.

Caution must be exercised in generalizing beyond the
research population involved in this study since any conclusions
that are drawn must be governed by the following limitations:
negotiation-related data drawn from educators in a restricted
geographic area necessarily reflects local experiences; responses
were restricted to high school teachers and high school principals;
the teachers in this study's 12 school districts are all affiliated
with the Michigan Education Association; and the small number of
available superintendent and principal respondents complicated and

limited the statistical analysis.
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CONCLUSIONS

I All groups (with 80% agreement) responded that high school
principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations
when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies are

determined.

II Two thirds of the teacher and board member respondents believe
that high school principals should not be involved when teacher
salaries are negotiated. The expectations which high school
principals presently hoid for involvement in this area, therefore,

cannot be realized unless teacher and bcard attitudes change.

III1 Teachers, principals, and superintendents consistently contend
that high school principals should not be negotiators in teacher -
board negotiations on any issue. Board support for using prin-
cipals as board-negotiators on evaluative or curricular issues

will probably produce role conflict for principals.

IV Teacher and principal groups believe high school principals
should be advisers to both the teachers and board when adminis-
trative, curricular, or evaluative issues are negotiated; the
failure of superintendent and board member groups to agree on
the question reflects a reluctance to share the principal-
adviser. An adviser-both role, however, probably offers con-
siderable potential for successful utilization of principals

in teacher - board negotiations.
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V All groups with at least 68% agreement support the position
that a high school principal representative, chosen by principals,
should participate in teacher - board negotiations as an educational
expert when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policiles

are determined, and that ro such educational expert should be

involved when teacher salaries are negotiated.

VI High school principals perceive fully the expectations held by
board member and superintendent groups for the role of high school
principals in teacher - board negotiations; and they perceive

teacher expectaticns with 80% accuracy.

VII High schocl principals as a group are consistent in their
expectations for the role of high school principals in teacher -

board negotiations, manifesting a 78% agreement level.

RECOMMENDATICNS

The conclusions reached in this explcratory study might
be verified by replication in a number of ways:
I With a larger sample of principals;
II With elementary teachers and principals or junior high teachers
and principals, board membters and superintendents;
II1 On a statewide basis;
IV Or in other parts of Michigan, specifically in areas where the
Michigan Federation of Teachers predominates.
This particular study was designed to determine whether
high school principals should be involved in negotiations and,

assuming involvement, whether they should serve as negotiators,
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advisers, or educational experts. This research has suggested some

direction for principal involvement, but much remains to be known:

I How should the principals' representative function as an adviser to
both sides? 1Is his advice available at all times, or only at
negotiation sessions when both sides are present? Will an
advisory role alone adequately reflect the principals' viewpoint?
Will the principals feel that their concerns have been properly
respected?

IX What accounts for the joint teacher-board reluctance to admit
principals to teacher-salary negotiations?

III Howstrongly do board members view the principal as a member
of their administrative team?

IV What are the implications of role-conflict theory for the role
of principals in the negotiation process?

There is little doubt that principals in Michigan are
presently disturbed with their non-involvement in teacher - board
negotiations. Hopefully this study and others will suggest definite
steps leading to principal involvement in negotiations. For
certainly, negotiated contracts must represent the contributions
of all educators if they are to ensure the best possible working

conditions for teachers and maximize learning in students.
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LETTERS AND INSTRUMENT USED

IN THIS STUDY

irectory:

Endorsement Letter of the MASSP ......... cececvecsscsaccns coce
Confirmation Letter to Superintendents .......... tecececcccncs
Cenfirmation Letter to High School Principals ............. e
Introductory Letter to All Groups ....cccccceeccoes cececcssnce
General Infermation Data: High School Teachers .......... cose
General Information Data: Superintendents ......cccceocceccee

General Information Data: Board of Education Members ........
General Information Data: High School Principals ............
Basic Questionnaire Data: All Groups ......... ceeeccsssccncse

Supplementary Questionnaire Data:
High Schoel Principals Only ..... coccsne cecsecse
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(Sample letter from the Michigan Association of Secondary Scheel
Principals, supporting this research project, that was sent teo

each of the thirteen school districts)

September 27, 1967

Mr. Russell W. Formsma
Superintendent

Kelloggsville Public Schools
23 Jean Street S.W.

Wyoming, Michigan 49508

Dear Mr. Formsma:

The Executive Committee of the Michigan Association of Secendary
Scheol Principals has endorsed John Pylman's research preoject which
focuses on the problems of non-significant involvement of the high
scheol principal in teacher-board of educatien collective negotiatiens.
Since there are many areas of agreement and disagreement, the
Executive Cemmittee felt this study could point the way toward

a clearer identification of the role the high school principal

should perform in the negotiations process.

Your school district is one of the thirteen involved in this study
and the Executive Committee of MASSP would like to encourage your

cooperation and the cooperation of your high school principal and

staff members.

Sincerely yours,

Theodore B. Seutherland
Executive Secretary

TBS/af
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(Sample letter of confirmation that was sent to each participating

scheol district)

October 11, 1967

James F. Bale, Superintendent
Rockford Public Schools
Rockferd, Michigan

Dear Mr. Bale:

I wish te thank you for your willingness to include your scheeol
district in the research project we recently discussed. I am very
avare of the trust that this involves. Every possible effert will
be extended te conduct this study on a high educational plane se
that the results contribute to the worth of our professien.

Confirmation of our telephone arrangements is a second purpese eof
this letter. Busy superintendents have many things to remember
so here are the basic details of this behavieral research study:

a. This research involves the 13 school districts (K-12) in and
around Grand Rapids. Its focus is the high school principal's
invelvement in teacher-beard of education negotiations as it
is seen by high school teachers, superintendents, board of
education members, and the high school principals themselves.

b. The basic survey instrument is a 20 minute questionnaire
that is administered entirely by the project directer. It
is planned to schedule the instrument administration at times
that are acceptable to the participants.

c. The principal's questionnaire is longer since he is the fecal
persen of this study. Completion time of his questionnaire
should invelve less than 30 minutes.

d. Should identification of individuals or individual schoel
districts result, this data will be treated confidentially
and professionally.

e. The project has been explained to your teachers' association
president and his suppert has been secured.

f. Results of the study will be forwarded te you as seon as they
are available.
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James F. Bale, Superintendent
Page 2
October 11, 1967

Kindly plan to refer any questions to me at your earliest cenvenience.
Leaving a message with my wife Betty at our home (949-4138) will
result in a prompt reply.

Thank-you again for your assistance.

John H. Pylman, Director
Behavioral Research Study
Michigan State University
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(Sample letter of confirmation that was sent to each participating

high school)

October 13, 1967

Jack De Waard, Principal
Kentweed Public Schools
Grand Rapids, Michigan

Dear Mr. De Waard:

I wish te thank you for your willingness to invelve yeur staff
and yourself in the research project we recently discussed. I

am very avare of the trust that this involves. Every effort will
be extended te conduct this study en a high educational plane se
that the greatest possible benefit may accrue to our prefession.

Cenfirmation of our telephone arrangements is a second purpose eof
this letter. I am planning te survey yeur schoel en Menday,
November 6 at 3:00 P.M. I will repert te your office not later
than 2:30 P.M. to allow time for us to check precedures. As
agreed, I will conduct the survey session.

This project has been discussed with Superintendent Hill and

Ray Null, the KEA president. Their support for this research was
solicited and has been received. A copy of this letter is being
sent te yeur building representative of your teachers' asseciatien.

The purpose of this study is to inveatigate pessible avenues that
coeuld lead to apprepriate invelvement of principals in the collective
negotiations that eccur between teachers and beards of educatien.

It is not presumed that this preject will solve the problems that
pPresently exist. It is intended that this research would lead te
middle-management invelvement in negotiations, that would further the
already apparent success of the negotiations process.

The questionnaires have been pre-tested. High school teachers will
find that their questionnaire will require less than 20 minutes

te cemplete. High schoel principals are somewhat less fortunate since
their cempletion time involves up to 30 minutes of effert.

Should identification of individuals er individual scheel districts
result, this data will be treated confidentially and prefessienally.

Results of this study will be sent to you as soen as they are
available.
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Jack De Waard, Principal
Page 2
October 13, 1967

Kindly refer any questions te me at your earliest eppertunity. Any
message left with my wife Betty at eur home (949-4138) will result in
a prempt respense.

Thank-yeu again fer your assistance.

Jehn H. Pylman, Director
Behavieral Research Project
Michigan State University
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(Sample intreductery letter that was used in all questionnaires)

Dear High Schoel Staff Member

In mest educatienal research, mere infermation is needed from
the people whe make things happen. Yeu are invelved in this
research because you are ene of these peeple.

The material that follews begins with a general infermatien page,
follewed by a check-list type of questionnaire. We have timed
this, and it prebably will take you less than 20 minutes te
cemplete. Please de net identify yeurself er yeur scheel.

Kindly accept eur sincere thanks fer yeur prefessional assistance.
Results of this study will be ferwarded to yeu as soon as they
are available.

Appreciatively

John H. Pylman, Directer
Behavieral Research Project
Michigan State University
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GENERAL INFORMATION: High Scheel Teachers

1. How many years have yoy been:

(Please respond numerically te each item)

a. an educater?....... P [::::] years
b. an educater in your present schoel district?..............[ | years
c. a teacher in grades K-127.......ccccc0ceveeen tecececscccse [::::1 years

d. a teacher in grades 9-127......ccc0ccevtcccvcccoccccccnnes [::::] years

e. a principal of any kind?.......cc00vcceccccccess ececcccsas years

f. a high school principal?....cccecevecccccssoccsscscssnncnns [:::] years
g. a high schoel teacher in your present scheol district?....[ | years

2. What is the highest degree you held? (check ene cheice)

a. Less than a Bachelors...ccceceececcecccncns cececcrene cessee [::::]
b. Bachelors......cccceeceeeee ceccsscsecccsssssescsnss ceccee .
c. H‘.ter’. ® ® © 0 0 0 0 O ° 00 00O OO OO T SO OO0 00O OO0 N0 ® O 0 00 00 ¢ 000 0000 00

1
1
d. Masters plus 30 semester hours........c.ccveencenccncnccns [::::]
1]

e. Specialist.....ccceevcececccncnce tecscssccasssssncscsssnsse

f. Doctors....cccveccennccns Gt ecsscsscesssccscccsseccssesocae E::::
3. What is your age?........... Ceecteecesreacccensacanns .........E:Iyearn
4. What 18 yOUT BeXZ....cccecececccnccnncaccsnncsonns eeseqecsanse [:::] Female

| [ e
5. What is your present teaching assignment?
Check One Number of Sectiens

a. Art’ Hll'ic oooooo e 0 0000000000000 0s0eoe CRCIC I A

bo Bu.ine.s EducationaQ...l.'..‘.......coooic.o

c. English, Speech, Fereign Language, Librarian

d. Industrial Arts, Home Economic8.....ccc0c00.

e. Mathematics or Science....cccocececcccvcccce

f. SOCial studie.....-...........-...........-.
80 Phy.ical Educationl.ooo.‘..oooooo..oa.oooo'o
ho cwn’e]..r.onoononlaoc0000000000.000000000000

i. Other (please specify)......

IR
I
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6. mere t half of your teachi day spent tructi
in ‘r‘de' 9’12?..0."....0...l.....Q.Ql...0..0....‘..'.0..0..... y‘.:

ne 7

7. Which of the follewing best describes your MEA Activity?
(check one)

a. I am net a member of MEA.....ccccovaceass ceccccns ceccesccscsscne
b. I simply joein each year to get the journal.......... eesccccssesee

c. I attend a few meetings, but den't say much....ccccvevecaceccnns

(-9

I attend seme meetings and participate in discussiens...........

I attend all meetings and try to get others te think my
v‘y ‘bout policyo0......l.l'....OOC.I..OOOOOOO0.0...0.....0.....

8. Have you ever been a district MEA chairman er MEA officer?..... yes

9. Have yeu ever served as a member of a teachers' cellective
nesetiation' team?. ..... e o o0 000 o o o o 00 e ® 0 0 00 ® ® o 00 0 80 ® ® 09000 000 00 ye.

10. Did you vote in any election to select a local teachers'
collective ne&otiat&ons team?.l...‘...Q..O.....‘.'...'......... ye.

11. Did you vote in any election that ratified a yearly contract
for teachers?......cicvevveccenccccccnnnnes ceececcsscas cecccses yEB

00 00 00 008 AREA

12. In jobs that you may have held other than teaching, hew
many years were you a8 member of a labor union?....cccccceee.... (Check One)

None....cecee

More than three.........

—1

-

Tvo...... :
S

]
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13. xrs of ve rents e, b e
or sisters, children) have been members of a laber union?..... (Check One)

Threeooolnoo..oo

U0

Mere than three....

3
g

14. Hov many eof your neighbers belemg te laber uniens?............ (Che

i
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RMATION: Superintendents

(Please respond numerically to each item)

1.

How many years have you been:

@, an educaBtOT?...cevececescssscscsccsscssssssscssocsscsonss
b. an educator in your present school district?......cccce.
c. a teacher in public or private 8chools?....ccccveceecsee
d. a teacher in grades 9-127...cicecescccccccrocssscscccscns
e. & public or private school principal?.....cccceeecceccne
f. a high school principal?..c.ccccvrcssesesasecccsccscacanas
g. a superintendent of 8choOl8?...cccccecscecceccencscnccsnne
h. a superintendent of schools in your present district?...

What is the highest degree you hold? (check one)

8. Bachelor8S.ccciceceecseecerececccoccaccesccscescsssscsnne
D, MaStersS.....cccoeeececcccccccscnccssscseoccsscsnsssconsns
c. Masters plus 30 semester hOUr8...cccevcesecccccccconcnne
d. Specialist......cccoeeveceseaccecsosscocsascanssssscnnns

e. Doctor‘olconno-oooo‘ocooooscooco.o-oocoooo.coocooco.co‘o

dUuutd ootoouo

wh‘t i. !Out age?....OOI-Q......c..'000.....!‘0...0..D"Ol..

What is the total student enrollment in grades 9-12
of !our .chool diatrict?.....“...................Q..IQ.

How many teachers (number) are employed at least
half-time in grades 9-12 in your school district?....... [::::::::]

What organization represents your teachers? (check one).....
. i
e ]
Other E

B

years
years
years
years
years
years
years

years

years
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7. What is your involvement in the teachers-Board of
Education negotiations process? (check one)

a. as chief negotiator for the Board of Education....ccc.ce.

b. as a member of the Board of Education
bargaining team.-'..‘.C...I......'.l.......‘l.'...‘......

c. as an educational expert who is not a member
of either bargaining team...ccceecccecococcecessvcvsoccocss

d. other (please specify)

8. ]In jobs that you have held other than as an educator, how
many years were you a member of a labor union? (check one)

8. MONC:cessssscsssccsssssosssassssssssssosccscsssssssssscsss years
- JP O <+ V- P years
€. CWO coiveonesscscssssssossnsessasssesssssccscssosssasnsnces years
d. three ...iieeeecenccane Ceececscscsssscscsasesssscassoenens years

e. more than three.....ccoveceecceesccccccccccsscccscacscas years

abod oo i o

9. How many members of your famil arents, spouse, brothers
or sisters, children) are or have been members of a
labor union? (check one)

B. MNOMB.ccveccoosssoccasosssssascsssssssosssssscsasssssscccs
D: ONBetcieceeetosesrnssoacsosesasssssssossscsscssossvssssosssse
Co CWO covicececscacsocccnncas seesccsscsssescansssressssonae
d. three ....ccevecescicecosncsasesasssssscsccssscccscacscsoss

e. more than three.....cccceeeceoesescscocsossssssscssasosse

10. How many of your neighbors belong to a labor union?

(check one)

i

B:e MOMCeeccersooorsecsosossosscscosssssscssossssssssasencsssssss
D, 8 feW....eieeeeeeceorocsccassoscosscsssanssasssossssnccocs
Co BOME...ccesocscocsossosssscsassscassosssosscasssssscsssssssss
D MOBL.ocevoeeooeceeoasossccascesssonsssccoscasssossssasoss

e, 311........o-.u.-..........-..o.-o-o..............-..o..
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GENERAL INFORMATION: Board of Education Members
1. How many years have you served education as:

3.

4.

5.

(Please respond numerically to each item)

h.

i'

an educator (School Board Member, Teacher, Principal, etc.)?.. [ years

an educator (School Board Member, Teacher, Principal. etc.)
in your present school district?..c.ieeeeeeeeecssanssonsssccas [: years

a teacher in public or private 8chool8?...c.ccceveececccoccccnns ]:] years
a teacher in grades 9-12? ............. : years
a principal of any Kind?...c.eeeeereeereeceoccocerosocoacnanne E:j years
a high 8chool Principall.c.cveeeeeeeeeeecoceaceesencecncnncnns [:] years

a superintendent of 8ChOOl87...ccuveeveecenccncsocnconcaneanns I: years

a school board member in other school districts?............cs. ye ars

a school board member in your present district?........ccee... Ej years

What is your formal educational background? (check one)

a. I did not complete high 8chool...cccciveerienreerieccencccans [:]
b. I am a high school graduate..ccccceecesvccoccscccaccscsoccancass :
c. I graduated from high school and attended post-graduate
school (business, trade, @tC.).ceecerceeocencocrcaccaccnnasns :
d. I completed one to three years of college....coeveeeeececnans :
e. I am a college graduate and hold a Bachelors degree.......... [ |
f. I am a college graduate and hold a Masters degree............ E:l
g. I am a college graduate and hold a Doctors degree............. E
What is your age?........... cereeens e :years
What is your sex?.......0... tetsscsscessseasssssssssss .Female

Male

—1

. —1

Are you self employed?....cceceeeescacoocanns teeseeee. Yes E:
1
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11.
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What kind of work do you do?

Are most of the employees where you work members of labor
unions? (check one)........ cececctscessecosccsacessscssnsses yEB

no

How many years of membership do you have in a labor
union? (number)..Q.l.l...0‘..l...C.0‘....0'Cl..'....‘."l'..

How many members of your family (parents, spouse, brothers or
sisters, children) are or have been members of a labor
union? (check one)

8. NOne .....cceecvecveconncnccancnas cesscoecaccanas ceessee
b One ..ceceececeanes cecececuscaas ceesosoessecsesascsscncas
C. TWO.eetceeateoosoecacossssssccecsssosossssascsosssccssocccsscs
d. Three...ccceecveoeecnnes cecens cecsesscsecsscsactcsscsnne

e. More than three....-.a.-.........-....‘...-.-...........

How many of your neighbors belong to labor unions? (check one)

8. NOME....ccieerecrovcccacccccoosoncansnns cecscssccsesccns
b. A few......... cerecccence cessvecnscessanss cecrescececcas
C. SOMe....iceeieranonncnnnnne tececccsacescas ceccne eecses oo
d. Most....... Gessssssesasssssescscscssssnsencsessosssessa
e. All.. . .iiiiiiteiesesesccncncnanns cesecectssssssscsenannn

Have you ever served on a board of education contract
negotiations team? (check ONE)...ecceveercesccscccacacsseyes

no

inil

oot

10 Ouapt

years
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GENERAL INFORMATION: High School Principals

1.

3.

How many years have you been:
(Please respond numerically to each item)

a. an educator?ODQ.‘.......Q...G..‘.o..'oo.ol.0000000000.00.0

b. an educator in your present district?....ccccccccccccsccas

C. a teaCher 1n 8tade‘ K-lz?0000-0.'.000000000000000000‘.0...

d. a tGQCher 10 8rade' 9-12?.0‘-ooto.ooooooo..cocoooooo‘..o..

e. a princ1p81 Of any kind?o-ooocoaoo.aooo.o.oooooocooo.ooo..

i

f. a high ‘ChOOl principal?c00-‘ooooo.ou'ooo.oo.‘oocoo'uo.ooo

g. a high schcsl principal in your present school district?..

What is the highest degree you hold? (check one choice)

a. BacheIOISCon.0.tooc.o..oooooolonlo.000000'0..0.000.0..0.0.

bo MasterSOOCQOOooooloo..ococo.oocolo.o.oc‘coolo..ooo.loo...o

c. Masters plus 30 semester hOUXS8e.c.cceceecccssccccocccssccsne

d. Specialist..-uoooocoooo.oo.ooo...c.o..ooona.-.oooocoto.o..

LU

e. DoctorSOOQOQooooo0.t000000‘00oooo.coo‘c‘on.oo..ooo.l..'oo.

What is;your age?-oooooooo.o.0-00000000o-ooo.oc-ocooct.o.o.“.

What grades do you supervise? (circle)

7-8-9-10-11 - 12

years
years
years
years
years
years

years

years

What is the total student enrcllment in your building?...ccce.

How many (what number) of your teachers are assigned
at IEast half-time in grades 9-12?o-o---oo-oooooo-ooo-o.ooo.o.

How have you been involved in teachers' Board of Education
negotiations?

a. as a negotiator for the Board of Education.....cccceevveee

b. as an advisor (formal or informal)to the Board of
Education bargaining team..c.eececceccccccsccccccsasscccsnse

c. as an advisor (formal or informal)to the teachers'
bargaining teanl..‘.................l.................l.’..

Inininnl
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9.

10.
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d. as an advisor to both bargaining team8......ccccc00ceeecee

e. I haven't been involved in collective negotiations

Of teaCher'do...ao.OQ0000.o.oo-.l.0.00‘00..000..0.!....0..

ini

f. Other (please specify)...
In jobs that you have held other than as an educator,

how many years were you a member of a labor union?

B@: MNONCeccccscsccscosssscsscssscccssssssssssssssssscssssssssscss
De ONE cecceccesccccasoscerscncsossocssosscosssscssncscaccssscscscss
Co LWOeeeeosesccceccssscsscsoscscscscsssssosssccscsssscscsscsssocscsns
de thre@ceccecscccccecoccesoncssessoscsssscsocscssssssosssscsssccne

e. more than threeln-oo.to...-o..-.o.co‘o.Q.o..oo.il...cll...

How many members of your famil arents, spouse, brothers
or sisters, children) have been members of a labor union?

a. none'ooct-.coa.ll.toc..oo...noQQQo00.....-....0......00..0
b. oneococoooooooo-o..o.lc..ac-n.ooooo.ooc...lonolooc.lo.....
C. tVO © 000000000 00000060000000000000000000000000600006000000000

d. three-...‘oo.oaooco.o.cco.no.o.o.o.n.cloaoonooccol.toooloo

e. more than three.l0o.o..ao..o.ooocooc.-o.aoaooco..-..-oo.n.

How many of your neighbors belong to a labor union?

bo a fev.............u....a.ooc..oo.olo....lo...n..ott.oo.o..

c. ‘omec.-olaooo..ooooot....oct..0.Qu0000000000000.0..00000.0
d‘ mostocl.o-.o.coooocolo.otoo....ooo.oo..ooocooo.....olt.o..
eo 81100000.0.!0.o0-000......00.000..00.0.00.0'0000...0..0.00

Jugod oobon oo
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On the next four pages are some possible behaviors for high school
principals in certain teachers' -Board of Education collective
negotiation situations. Some of these behaviors are contrary to
existing legal patterns but have been included to avoid limiting your
range of choice. For each number (1-4) check the one response

which comes closest to how you feel.

SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
COVERING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. The Size of Classes.
2. The Length of the School Day
3. Scheduling of Staff Meetings.

SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT....ccccccecee cececence

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations? (check one)....... E:::] yes

1%

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teacher?......0c0cveeeeeces

b. for the Board of Education, chosen by the
administration..c.ccceeieeeeeececececccnccecetcoccnoccnsnnne

2

c. for neither side?....ccccceveeee ceeecrcesee s erereresssscne

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?:cecceceo ceeccessees ceececesccesscesne
b. to the Board of Education ONLY?.ccceccseccacccasvscccccccane

c. to BOTH the teachers and Board of Education....ccceceececeee

JUun oo

d. to neither side?l...'.'...C..OC.II..'...’I.C.‘.........l..'

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the principals
(check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

188ue?.l0l.'looll.Q‘.C.lll..o.....l'.0'0'00."0...0...0.!.0

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
high school Principals...c.cvveeiccroecccccccccnncccaccncss

il

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE SURE YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM (1 thru 4)
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
COVERING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Courses of Study.
2. Selection of Textbooks.
3. Teaching procedures.
SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT....ccccccccecsccosanss

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?....cccceccevceccse E::::] yes

[:no

2. serye as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?......cccvecececes

b. for the Board of Education, chosen by the
administration?.....cccc00eeee. eseecanssascse cececscessnnne

Cc. for mneither 8ide?.....cceecoeeeecesosoccsocscsccrscsossnsncscse

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a‘ to tm teachers ONLY?DCQOOOOOOOI......I"O.I....CQ..'......
b. to the Board of Education ONLY?..cc.cocccccescecscsscccscss
c. to BOTH the teachers and Board of Education?...ccccececceee

d. to nmefther 8idel.c..ceeeeececcoccococaseccssosssoscccsccsscs

Joon o

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the high
school principals. (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals
on this ia‘uel...l.l...itli.QOQ.Ol.......I.....I....C......

b. no such educational expert should be chosen
by the principalsB...cccccecceccecccassscccscacssscccasssssase

Il

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEPORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN RACH ITEM (1 thru 4)
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
COVERING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Evaluation of teachers
2, Teacher transfers between buildings

SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT:

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations? (check one).....[::::] yes

no

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.......cc0000:.0.
b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.
c. for meither side?....... ...ttt enennn ceeene cecececns .

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers CNLY?......: ............ ceescesscscccscans
b. to the bocard of education ONLY?...ccceeecccccoccoccccccnce
c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....cccecceeee

d. to neither 8ide?..cccecceveveoecoscoecsscocoscsosscsasccsnsse

Hanipmiinil

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the high school
principals (check ome)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

i‘.ueoocoonoooooococuoo.oooou-00.toc-.o-.looooooo.o..co.-'

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principal’...........0....‘O‘......'l‘..."..'...ll‘......

|

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers Salaries

SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT:

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations? (check ome)...... E:::] yes

[ Jwe

2., serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.....ccccececeeee

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?. [:::]

c. for neither side? ...... ® © @ 0 00 0 000 9000009000 OSSO0 ee NN OON OSSN

3. serve as_an advieor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.cceceocceoncsccacscscoscsoscscescsaccscsscs

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....ccccoccees
d. to neither ‘ide?....‘l.....’oﬂ'...........I...Q.....'...'.

—
b. to the board of education ONLY?...cceeccceccccccecccns cees
L]
]

4., serve as an educational expert chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

i'.ue...-.......................................o.---.....

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principals'...QI..."...‘ ..... @ © 0 0 0.0 0 0 000 00O PO O SO SN0 L ]

I

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
FOR EACH ITEM.
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Previously you were asked to respond to four different teachers' - board of
education collective negotiations situations, from your point of view.

Mow these same situations are presented again, and you are asked to indicate
HOW YOU THINK HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS will respond to these situations.

SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

4-

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. The Size of Classes
2. The Length of the School Day
3. Scheduling of Staff Meetings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK HIGH SCHOOL TEAC W RE
TO THE QUESTION: '"SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT....."

be involved, somehow, in these nngggations?..................{::::] yes
(check one)

no

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?....c.cccceeecnee [::::]
b. for the board of education, chosen by the administrati on?. :
c. for neither side?.....ccve0cceveeee cesecsessscssensesnssone

gserve as an advisor {check cne)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.ccceeecccoosccoscesccssscccsonasecse
b. to the board of education ONLY? .cccceeccececcsocss cecscsces
c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?......ccceccee

d. to neither side?....cccceeeeerceccocssocsccocsccsocacsasccces

Rl

serve as an educational expert chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

i'.ue?..o-l.cllcconoo‘c--oooln‘ooncacn...ooc.-...oocooo-.c

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
princj-palstiﬂ..l.....0..l'...l‘.......l...l.l.'....l...0..

|

serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.




]
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

1.

2.

3.

4.

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
COVERING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Courses of Study
2, Selection of Textbooks
3. Teaching Procedures

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK HIGH SCHOOL TE W
TO THE QUESTION..''SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be inwvolved,somehow, in these negotiations8? cccccececccccccccce D yes

=

(check one)

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.....cccceccceeee

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?. :
c. for neither side?.............. cecosecseecns .:

serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the tQBCherﬂ oNLY?-.....-....ooooo.co-onon-..'oooo-oo.o
b. tO the board Of education oNLY?.-..ooo.o.aoo-oooooo‘-‘ooo.

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....cccceceeee

i

d. tO neither .ide?....l....l........Q........ll.l.‘.‘.......

serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school
principals: (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on t:hil

1..ue?o.o¢¢.ooonco.o.000onc-a.tnt.ao.o.oo-..o...co.o....oo

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principal.‘..l0....t...0...........-............Q......l..

il

sexrve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AMD BOARD OF

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Evaluation of Teachers
2. Teacher Transfers between Buildings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS WILL RESPOND
TO THE QUESTION...'"SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?........cccccveeee E:::] yes

(check one)
[ Jwe

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?...ccccceeececece

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?. [:
c. for neither side?t'.....'..l..o.'.l‘l!...0...............0 D

serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teaCherS ONLY?Q..l.‘..'..l.............0.0.00......

b. to the board of education omY?.'..............I'.........

L

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....cceccccecee

d. to neithet .ide?coocooo.0000--....o..u-ocaoococo..c.-ooooo

serve gs an educational expert chosen by the high school
principals: (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

1..ue?¢c-4.-..‘..oc.'ooo.olooloo'.o'o000.00'000..00..0‘00'

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principals..'..‘...l.ll.........Q‘..Q...0.0"'.0..‘...'...

|

serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

1.

2.

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers' Salaries

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS WILL RESPOND
TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?..... cecscrescnana D s
(check omne)
no

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers chosen by the teachers?.....ccccececcccee

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.
c. forneither aide?....IOC.l.‘...‘..0..0........'.......‘....

serve as an advisor? (check one)

a. to the teaChel'S ONIQYYOQQ....l...‘...0...........“..0.....
b- to the board Of education omnY?.oo.oooooool.o.qoo.oo.o.‘..

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....ccccccceeee

Joon oot o

d. to neither .1de?.t.oncOnoooo-'o..oo'.oo..I.'o.lco.o..oo...

serve 3s an educational expert, chosen by the high school
principals? (check one)

8. to present the views of the high school principals on this

1..ue?I..Q...Q...........‘.l......Q.........'O............

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
prinC1pa180cooo10.00.0..0-.-... ..... ® ® 8 00 000000 00000000 e

I

serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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Now consider these situations, indicatirg How You Think Superintendents will
respond.

SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

4.

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Courses of Study
2. Selection of Textbooks
3. Teaching Procedures

INDICATE: _HOW YOU THINK SUPERINTENDENTS WILL RESPOND
TO THE QUESTION...'"SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?..........ccocce.. [__] Y8
(check one)

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?......... cescscne

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.

C. for neither Side?..n...‘l..... ..... € © 0 00 09 00 00 O P OO OO0 0000

serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY? c.icceceoccocccoses cescsccenseccnn cvoes

b. to the board of education ONLY? .cceccevceccccccccs cecsscns

¢c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?..............I

d. to neither 8ide?.....cececeecccccoaccrcscsccscsosscoscsscscascas

serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

issuez.-.......-on.........-....--......---....-..o-o.....

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principals ....... Ql'l..‘l....00......'0........Ct..'.....‘D

serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?.....c.cceccecceces [::::] yes

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. The Size of Classes
2. The Length of the School Day
3. Scheduling of Staff Meetings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK SUPERINTENDENTS WILL RESPOMD TO
THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT..."

(check one)

[:::] no

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

b.

Ce.

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?......ccceccceeee

for the board of education, chosen by the adminintration?.'[::::]

for neither lide?oa...--.......-.........................o

to the teachers ONLY? .cccecoeccecccocscoscoosscconcscsoscoccss

to the board of education ONLY? cccecceccoccoccsccocconncns

to BOTH the teachers and board of education?.....cccecceee

i

to neither 8idel ...ccceicececccocecscecnscccsosnoncssncnosocs

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the high school

principals? (check one)

a.

b.

to present the views of high school principals on this

issue2oancocolQooocnuuoocll‘ooooloaoonnoto.no-ot..ooooooo.

no such educational expert should be chosen by the
pdncipalsl............l.ll....l...............C........I.

|

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Evaluation of Teachers
2. Teacher Transfers between Buildings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK SUPERINTENDENTS WILL RESPOND
TO THE QUESTION...''SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?...................[::::1 yes

(check one)
‘ [I—

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?......cccceveceee

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.
c. for neither side?‘lﬂ‘..Q......O.Q‘Q....0.0..'..0.‘....'.‘.

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.IQIQOOOOCOOOCC..'0..0‘..0..0'.'..'...
b. to the board of education ONLY? ..ccceccecccccncocncscanscs

¢c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?....ccceccecee

i

d- tO neither Side?......o-..............o...-...............

4. serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

issue?-oo.ot.o..‘onlo-‘o-'onoo-Qo4..0.....00‘oo.oo.nooo...

b. no such expert should be chosen by the principals.........

L]

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN
EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers' Salaries
INDICATE: HROW YOCU THINK SUPERINTENDENTS WILL RESPOND

TO THE QUESTION...""SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL
PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?.......... ........[::::] yes

(check one)
[w

2. serve as an adviscr (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?..... crcesccccons

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?. [:::]

a. to the teachers ONLY?.......ccecococccncvcass ccessccaccsce [::::]
b. to the board of education ONLY?..... cosvecscsserssesssssss [::::]
c. to BOTH the teachers and bcard of education?.....coe0ec.e . [:::]
d. to neither side?...... ceescieseacnoas ceceetesssesecsceans . [:::]

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present tke views of high schocl principals on this

T N I |
1

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
principals......... ccesessansenna ceccscsesessessanca ceecens

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN
EACH ITEM.
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Now consider these situations, indicating How You Think Board of Education
Members Will Respond.

SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Courses of Study
2, Selection of Textbooks
3. Teaching Procedures

INDICATE: BOARD OF E
RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be 1n§o1ved,,somehow‘,in these negotiations?....cccccceccceeccee
(check one)

yes

no

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?........cecceceee
b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.
c. for neither si{de?....ccvveveeccenscssesssssssocsccocncnnsas

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY? .cecccecoccccecccccacocsocccsscascnse

b. to the board of education ONLY? c.cceccecrccccoccocccosccce

c. Eo BOTH the teachers and board of education?.....cccceccee

oo oog Ui

do tO neither '1de?0.'.c‘l...“..".il.'.“ol‘.O..‘..0.00....

4. sexve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school
principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

i..ue?oo-lacooooQotooon-.‘00.0-0-0ano.o...ouo.cc‘cucc.c..o

I

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the high
.chool principal.‘lCO...‘.QI.IC..Cl......'l.tl...‘.l....l.

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. The Size of Classes
2. The Length of the School Day
3. Scheduling of Staff Meetings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS WILL
RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SGHOOL
PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?......... ceesccess [ yes
(check one)

2, sgerve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?................. [::::]
b. for the board of education, chosen by the administrationmn?. E:::]
c. for nmeither side?......cccvceccveeconcrnscsccocecssccnnncns

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. tO the te&chel's ONLY?ooo.ooooo-oocoooo..ocoooo.occQtoaco-o

L1
b. to the board of education ONLY? ..........................! l
]
]

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?........ ceccee
d. to neithet .ide?'......‘..c........9....C..‘..‘....l;...‘.

4. serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school

principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

1‘.ue?no-ocooooco..-0.00-oooo‘c..co-cocn.c-oo.n.oc.oocoo'c

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the high
school principals....ccceceecaccccccccs ceceans ccsecccnccces

I

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN
EACH ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TE AMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Evaluation of Teachers
2. Teacher Transfers between Buildings

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS WILL
RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."'SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL
PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be involved, somehow, in rthese negotiaticns?...ccceecen ceccens [::::] yes

(check one)

2. serve as a negctiator (check ore)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.......... cecsces [:::]
b. for the board cf education, chosen by the administration?. [::::]
c. for neither side?........ccieeciccccceccnccoccnccns ceceone E:

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?..... seecesecc e ceveccescoceccecsses
b. to the board of education ONLY?....... ccsecocscesns coeccene

d. to neither side?......cccceeecceccocncons cceecccocoscecsoese

c. to BOTH the teachers and board cf education?....cceeeveees [:::]

4, serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school

principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this

is’ue?cocooooa ooooo e ecescoee 9208 eeeco0000s0c0000000OL00c0 00

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the
PrinC1pals.I‘l‘..l.‘.l."l.‘..........0.0.....’.‘.0.'...‘..

[

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU FAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN
EACH ITEM,
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SITUATION: 1IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF
EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGCTXATE POLICIES
GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers Salaries
INDICATE: HOW YQU THINK BCARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS WILL

RESPOND 7O TEE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL
PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

1. be involved, scmehow, in these negotiations?.....c.eeevevcnenes E:::I yes
(check one)

no

i

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?........ Ceeseene

b. for the board of education, chosen by the administration?.

c. for neither side?......ccv... cetesiiseoens ceccesscsscens .e

3. B8erve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?...cceeoeccee Cecevsscsccceccstasnanae

d. to neither side?......... eervcosseenn cescsoene cecesscecces

4. gerve as an educational expert chosen by the high school

principals (check one)

a. to present the views of high school principals on this
issue?.......... cvecccinoos iressecesseesasencane cessecsen

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the high
school principals..... teseocisesesssesssccaanas cesesesacsae

I

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)

WHEN YOU FINISH THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN
EACH ITEM.
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28-33

34-37

38-45

Principals correlated by district size, age,
educational preparation, years a high school
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involvement ........covvvecvencnan cotesssenassse

Board members correlated by district size,
years as bcard members, age, and union com-
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Pages

147-58

159-66

167-82



147

=3P X

4
9 T 0 € 2 0 7 € 0 S T 0 R
L 0 [ Y € 0 S T 0 S, z 0 wnypan
€ 0 0 € 0 0 € 0 0 € 0 0 T1TBUS
T ST ST oN X160 £{u0 ON X180 X190 | O©ON A190 X190 |
Pg  aydy pd  Iydy PE  Iydl Pg  Iydl
[SUOTIBTI08aN paeOg-19Ydea] UJ §1038F3089N of s1edyoutad 1ooyds YSYH pinoyg AN.mu
298°1 SN SN SN SN P Nx
[4 S 1 9 0 L T 9 9%1eT
€ Y 1 9 0 L 0 L unypan
0 € 0 € 0 € 0 € T1®US
ON (23 ON 83X ON 83X ON s9X
sanssT sonssl sonssT sonssT
Lae1eg-a9ydERY aAT3ENTRAY IeINOTIANYD SATIBIISTUTWPY

¢SUOTIBTI0BoN pIeOg-I9Yoea] UI PoOA]OAU.

T o€ sTedyoUTad 1[00Y95 YSFTH PInouys (1: &)

dZIS IDTYISIA HIIM QALIVIZNNO0D SASNOJISTY TVAIONTHd

87 FTAVL

4 XIAONZddV



148

9¢8°Z SN SSE°S SN SSE°S SN SSE°S SN =3P X
z < 0 7 0 L 0 3 B
S z z H T S z < WATPOR
z T b & T 1 3 T TTews
ON s9X ON SoX
1SUOT1BT3080N pairOg-Iayoeo] U] s3jiadxg [BUOTIEBOND
988°¢ =3P SN SN SN SN

0 S 4 0

wnypan

0 € 0 0

oN 43og £1up £Tu0

OoN y3og &1uQ LTuo

oN vyaog L1ug L1uo

oN y3jog A1uo ATu0

PE  ayd1 PE  IWdL PE  IydlL PE IUd1
sonssT sonssT sonssl sonss1
A1eeg-19ydEa] eATIENTEAY IBINOTIIND 2ATIBIISTUTWPY

T18US

1SUOTIE]3080N pirog-1oyoee] U] SiIosJAPY of s|edfoutad [004os USTH pInogs (g* 8Z)

(penuyjuod) gz FIAVI ‘€ XIANIIAV



149

SN 86Z°0 SN 9zL 0 SN S6%°0 SN NN

S T 0 € € 0 4 1 0 k) [4 0 0§ 240

1 0 0 L Y 0 L 5 0 6 z 0 a9puf 10 0
oN £tuo LU0 | oN Xu0 4ATU0 | ON X190 A{u0 | ON X1u0 4190
pe gL e ayar pe ELCAA Pe ayor

(SUOTIBTI03oN pIeOg-I9Udea] UL S5103vT3080N og S1ed¥outad 100Yos YBTH PINous (2! 62)

9zL°0 SN SN SN SN =3P N%

1 < T < 0 9 0 9 05 1940

Y L 1 01 1] 11 1 01 aspuf) 10 QS
oN 3 ON So% ON SO ON 3

sonssl sonssT sonssT sonssT

Kaeyeg-aayoeay oATIENTRAT Ie[noTIIND 3AT3IRIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIET3080N paecg-19Ydea], UL PoAloAu

1 °¢ syedyoutig 10045S Y3TH pInous (1:62)

IOV HIIM QIIVIZTNN0D SASNOISTH TVAIONTNd

67 ITEVL

€ XIONFddV



150

e 1 SN S6%°0 SN S6%°0 SN S6%°0 SN 1=3P ~x
T K 3 ¥ 3 Y z Y 0§ 1240
L Y 3 6 T 6 z 6 A9pun 10 S
ON CEJY ON 89X ON sax ON EEJY
18U0T1871090N pivog-1oyoea] Ul §310dxg [TUGTIeonpd od S1edToutid To0Y>s UBTH PInoys (% 62)

7=3P 8S0°S SN SN SN SN 1=3p
0 S 1 0 [ 1 0 0 9. 0 0 [] 0 0 0§ 1240
S 9 0 0 0 01 1 0 0 6 (4 0 [ IR} RS ¢ 0o 1spuf 10 QS

ON y3jog LTu0 ATu0| ON y3og A1UQ ATu0| ON 43od ATu0 A1U0 | ON Y3od A1u0 A1u0
PE_ IydL pg_ayog pE_1yoL pg _audg
sanssy sonssy sanssY sonss]
Lieeg-1ayowal aATIENTEAY aenofIan) SATIBRAISTUTWPY

1SUOTIBTIOCON pArLOg-1oYyoeal UL SIoSTAP

V 29 s[ediouyad [ooY

95 USTH PInous (¢ 62)

(ponutuod) 6z FIEVI ‘€ XIANIAV



SN 891°0 SN SN SN 1=3pP
ki 0 0 (4 [ 0 € 1 0 [ 1 0 EEEEE R EE
V 3seoT IV
1 ¥ 0 8 S 0 6 k4 0 01 € 0 99185q 31871870948
Y ueyyl ssaT
ON X1u0 A1u0 | ON XAiu0 X790 | ON A{u0 XTu0 | oN X190 4190
pE IydL pd Yol pg ELcHA pe ELERA
}SUOTIBT3089N paArOg-1oyoea]l Ul Si03E]3080N og S[edfoutad [ooyos YSTH pInoygs ~(z'0g)
-
v
- SN SN SN SN 1=3p z
T € 0 k) 0 Y 0 ) 22182Qq 3sT1BF02dS
V_3seoT 3V
¥ 6 (4 11 0 €1 3 1 99185q 38F1EF0ads
V uey]l ssa]
ON soX ON 80X ON 89X ON sox |
sonssT sonss] sonssT sonssl
LieTeg-13yoea] aATIENTRAY ABTNOTIIND 2AT3BI3STUTWPY
15UGTIE13080N paeog-10Uoea] U PoA{OAUL o s1edyoutid [0049S USTH PInoys (1:0€)

NOIIVYVATdd TVNOILVONAE HIIM QAIVITIIO0D SASNOISTY TVAIONTEA

0¢ FTEVL

€ XINEddV



SN 609°T SN /moo.a SN 609°1 SN 1=3P X
[3 [ 0 Y 0 Y 0 Y 50180Q 3871¥70d5
V _3se9T IV
L 9 % 6 Y 6 Y 6 991800 3871870948
V ueqyl ssa]
ON oK ON D3 ON So% ON (D3
1SUOT3ET308eN parog-19yora] U] s3iedxy [euOTIEoNpy of S[PATOUTAd [00YDS GBTH PInogs (#:0€)

9€Z°1 =3P SN SN SN SN 1=3p Nx
z [ 0 0 0 $ 1 0 0 € i 0 0 € 1 0 9918oq 3871eT09dS
V 38®97 IV
€ 6 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 [Ad 1 0 1] €T 0 0 ER ST G L
Vv ueyy sso]

ON yasog ATup K100

ON vyaog AT40 A190 | ON y3od ATu0 A1u0 | ON y3og X180 ATU0

pg_ IydL pg  Iyol pE  IYdL Pg  1ydL
sonssT sonssI sonssl sonss]
LaeTeg-19yoea], 9ATIENTBAY aBINOFIIND 9ATIBAIS FUTUPY

1SUOTIPTI0B0N pAvOd-19Yova] UL S198JAPY of SedFoutad 100Yyos YSTH pInoys (g:0¢)

(penutjuod) 0Of FIAVL ‘€ XIANIIAV



153

SN SN 6e€°y SN SN =3P X
S 0 0 € T 0 S 0 0 Y T 0 ST 1040
9 1 0 ¥ € 0 S T 0 S T 0 S1-9
S 0 0 € 4 0 14 € 0 L4 1 0 9 19pufn
oN Xtuo X7uo0 oN  Atuo  Auo oN 4fuo  £yuo oN £Ltuo &quo
pd agoy Pe ayor pe aydr Pe agar
({SUOTIBTI039N PIBOY-I13Yd¥a] U] SI03E]I08aN o STRAFOUTIJ T00YdS YZTH PInoYs 23]
o7y’ s SN SN SN SN =3P Nx
T € 1 Y 0 S 0 S ST 1240
0 L 0 L 0 L 0 L S1-9
€ T 1 Y 0 [ T Y 9 2epun
ON 89X ON 83X ON 89X ON s3%
sonssl sonssl sonss1 sonssl
KieTeg-19yoea] aajenTRAg aeINOTIIND SATIRIISTUTWPY

7SUOT3ET1080N pAeOg-19yoea] U] PIA[OAG

TVdIONI¥d TOOHOS HOIH V SV SYVEX HLIIM QIIVITEH0D SASNOISTY TVdIONI¥d

1€ TTEVL

€ XINZddV



154

8€Z°€ SN 1Z1°T SN 1Z1°T SN T121°T SN =3P Nn
€ (4 [4 € (4 € [4 € S1 140
4 S 1 9 1 9 1 9 S1-9
Y 1 1 7 1 L/ 1 Y 9 Iapun
ON 83X ON 83X ON FE R OoN 83X
7800739 73085N pivog-1oyowa] Ul s33odxg [PUOTILINPI 9§ S1edyouTid 100455 USTH PIROUS

e59°S €=3p SN SN SN SN =3P Nx
T € 1 0 0 Y 1 0 0 S 0 0 0758 0 0 ST 1240
9 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 9 1 0 0 9 & 0 S1-9
€ 0 0 0 S 0 0 0 Y 1 0 0 < 0 0 9 spufn

ON 9308 A1U0 ATU0

ON u3od X140 A160 | ON Y3og X140 X160 | ON Y308 X1u0 X100

pg  ayol pdg_ Yol pg  ayol pg 191
sanss1 sonssT EERT sonssI
Kae1eg-19ydEa] aAfIENTEAT 1eINoTIINY SATIRIISTUTWDPY

JSUOTILTI080N pivOg-1aYoea] U] S1o8TAPY o8 S[BdTOUTId [00YoS YSFH PInoys (g 1¢)

(penuyauod) 1€ FIAVI ‘€ XIANIAV



155

L0 SN FATANS SN 80% % SN 891°0 SN 1=3p
6 1 0 L € 0 6 1 ] 8 [4 0 SI0W 10 91
L 0 0 £ A 0 € V4 0 S k4 0 91 x°pun
oN £fu0  £juo oN £fuo £7u0 ON 4A1u0 4A1u0 |oN X1u0 X1uo
pe ayar 24 gL pe gL pe gL
15UOTIET3080N pieog-13yoea] U] S103873089N 9§ S1edyoutad 100405 YSTH PInogs
SN SN SN SN 1=3p
€ L T 6 0 01 0 01 2IO0W 10 9T
[4 S 1 9 0 L 1 9 91 Iepun
ON EEY ON 83X ON sa2X ON sax
sanss] sonss] sanssy sanssT
Lieyeg-I9YydEa] aAjjenyeAl Ie(noTIAND SATIBIJISTUTWPY

1SUOJIE[1089N paeog-1ayoeal UI PIA[OAUL og S]edJoutid 100YoS YITH PImOUS (1°zZE)

YOLYONAI NV SYVAX HIIM QIIVIZYY0D SASNOISTE TVAIONI¥d
€ FTAVL

€ XIaNZddy



156

¥80°0 SN §95°0 SN §95°0 SN $95°0 SN 1=3p
S S € L € L € L BI0K 10 91
2 € T 9 T 9 1 9 91 Tepun
ON 89X ON 89X ON 89X ON 89X |
15U0T3913080N pirog-1oYora] UL s3i0dxd [PUOTITONPY of STEAFoUTId 100YdS YBTH PINOUS (%' zg)
LeS°T  z=3p SN SN 8€7°c SN 8IS°T SN 1=3p
Z & T 0 [0 6 1 _ 0 |0 ©Of 0. © 0T 0 0 SI0R 36 91
0" 9. ST4 30 % |0, = s g D 9 1T © 91 Iopun

€ Y 0 0

ON Y3og A1up £uo

ON y3od A1u0 L1u0

ON y3og £7u0 ATuo

ON y3od A1uQ A1u0

PE_ Y21 PE_ 1921 PE_ Iyd1 PE IYd1
sonssT sonssl §onssT EELTE)R
£avTRg-13ydEa]L sAfIENTEAT IBINOFIIND SATIBIISTUTUPY

18UOTIETI080N pi€Og-19Uoea] Ul SIOSTAp

V o€ siedjourad 100Yyos YSFH pInous (g: Ze)

(penuy3uod)

7€ TIEVL ‘€ XIANEdAV



157

WLo SN 18L°0 SN $00°0 SN §95°0 SN 1=3p X
L 0 0 < z 0 S z 0 9 T 0 oN
3 T 0 3 < 0 7 € 0 z € 0 D3
ON X1u0 AT00 | ON 4190 X80 | oN X180 A190 oN X190 4190
Pe ELEN Pe agar Pe agor Pe ayoxr
SUOTIETI0B0N pavog-19yoea] Ul SI03I¢]3089N og S[edTouTid [00YoS USTH PInous (Z:ec)
960°T SN SN SN SN 1=3p =
3 2 T 9 0 2 1 9 oN
z 8 1 6 0 o1 ] o1 D3
ON EE) S ON EES ON saX ON CE) S
sanssT sanss] sanssT sonss]
Lieyeg-19ydea] °ATIRNTRAY aBINOTIINYD SATIBIISTUTWPY
{8UOT3813089N pivod-1ayoea] UL PaA[OAUL od S1edTouTAd 100UoS USTH PINOUS (1:€¢)

INZWAATOANT SNOIIVIIOOAN HIIM QALVIZYY0D SASNOISTH TVIIONI¥d
€€ TTAVL

4 XIANZddV



#80°0 SN §95°0 SN §9S°0 SN §95°0 SN 1=3pP NN
Y € 1 9 1 9 1 % ON
S S € L € L € L 89X

LES'T  T=3P SN L8S°T SN SN SN 1=3P =
€ % 0 0 |0 L 0 ©o0 [0 9 1 o0 |0 £ o o oN
bl [3 L T 0 [0 28 ~T - 0 |05 6 “Ta 0 |05 6 =1 0 (D3
ON 430§ A1u0 ATu0| ON 43od ATuQ ATU0 | ON y3og A1u0 A190 | ON 43od X[u0 ATu0
P IYyoL pg_ Iyl | EELCH pg__IydoL
sanss] sonss] sangs] sanss]
Liereg-19yoea] 2AFIENTEAY IeINd¥IINY SATIBIISTUTWPY

18UOT3IBTI080N pavog-Ieqoea] U] SI9STAPY od s[edjoutid 100q

55 Y8TH pInogs (¢ )

(panuyjuod)

€€ ITEVL ‘9 XIANFdAV



159

S18°€ z=3P SN

SZI'0 SN 196°1 SN 295°1 SN =3P X
Y1 0 0 9 g 0 8 9 0 o1 ¥ 0 s81%1
9% 6 0 61 92 0 sz 61 1 1€ €1 T WATPOR
3 0 9 [ 0 A 3 1 o1 ¢ 0 TTewg
TOoN X140 4190 | ON 4100 X190 | ON A190 £190 | ON Z190 Xiu0
pE Iyl pE Iyl Pd Iyl pd Iyl
SUOTIET3089N paeog-iIayoea] ul -uo»muumﬂ%zlwm sTedjoutad [00YoS YSTH pInoys
0%8°0 SN %.6°0 SN LL0°S SN 785°7 SN z=3P &
11 € 3 41 € 11 K2 01 e8xeT
(3 ST € [ € ™ 3 9€ WATPOR
11 9 1 91 0 A 1 <1 Tiews
ON 89X ON 89X ON s3X ON §3X
sonss] 8anssT SonssT sonss]
Lxeyeg-19yoEa] aAfIENTRAR IeINOFIINY 2ATIBRAIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIETI080N pieog-Ioyoea] Ul PoA]OAUT

T og s{ed1outad 100Ys

4ZIS IOTVISIC HIIM QIIVITTEO0D SASNOISTE WIATHIN QEVOE

€ TIAVL

€ XIGNZddV



160

v62'¢ SN 165z SN T0S°T SN %1€°1T SN =

11 € € 11 € 11 S 6

ST 61 91 8T 14 (3 11 [13 WNEPIR

8 6 € 1 € k2 € 1 Tiveg

ON 3 ON §9X ON §3X ON 83X

JSUOTIETI08eN pivog-19Uobo] Ul s3ledxg [PUOf3eoNpy og s[edJoutid 100YdS UITH PINOUS (% 4€)

v12°6 SN v8h'e SN 229’ SN PS9°% 9=3P SN =3P X
2 1 0 1 8 S 0 [4 L S 0 € € 8 0 E:EL
[ ) o1 0 Y 61 1z 0 9 T L1 0 2 0z 0z 1 wn¥pan
L 1 6 0 0 8 6 0 0 (9 L 0 (4 S 01 0 )

ON vysod K1u0 A1u0

ON Y3og £1ug £1uo

ON 9Y3og L1uQ &1ug

ON uaog ATu0 A1u0

PE__IUdL PE__IYdL PE__Iydl Pg__2YdL
§onssL sonssI sonssl sonss1
K1xe1eg-19yoea] aATIENTRAT aeINoTIIND BAF3RIISTUTEPY

JSUOT3IET3080N pABOg-1oUoEo] U] SIOSTAp

V od s1edyourid 1004os USFH PINOYS (€ €)

(ponut3uod) € FTAVI ‘9 XIANAAAV



l€1

961°0 SN €1 SN SL1°E SN 728°0 SN 1°1°2°2=3p =
8T [ 0 91 Al 0 1z €1 0 €T 184 0 I0W 10 9
3 8 0 5 iz 0 61 1z T 8z €1 1 9 Ispufl
ON X140 X190 ON ATu0 X190| ON X190 41890 |ON X190  £190
pe agpL pe gL pe aysy pe ayor
n:O«umﬂuOMmz pieog-1ayoea]l ul mMOuM«quNZ °d Dﬁﬂnuud«hh 10042S Y3TH pInoys
%€1°0 SN €L0°0 SN L92°T SN 600°0 SN 1=3p X
k23 [ € 1€ [ 0€ 9 [x3 910K 10 9
8z 71 € 6€ z 0% 8 E3 9 Iapun
ON 83k ON EE)S ON §3% ON 89X
sanssy sonss] sonssl SonssT
Kxereg-1ayoea] 2AY3ENTRAY IBINOEIIND PATIBIISTUTWPY

—

2SUOTIPT3089N parog-ioyoea] Ul PIA[OAUI og s[edfoutad [00Yo§

'TH PInoYs

(YITHIN QYVOE) MOIYONAT NV SYVEX HIIM QAIVIZWNOD SASNOASTY WITWIW qEVOd

SE FTEVL

€ XIQN3ddV



12

S€6°0 SN 9z'0 SN L1t SN L19°1 SN 1=3p X
7T 7t 3 ST 8 ST 9 9 SI0W 30 9
(43 61 €1 8T 71 (3 €1 62 9 x9pun
ON 83X ON 89X ON §9X ON 83X f
75U07I873080N pIvog-194oea] Ul §310dXy [PuUOTIeonpy od 81edFoutad 1004os YITH pInoys (7 S€)
998°¢ SN 9i8°2 SN w8Z°1 SN €86°Z €=3P SN =3P Nx
7z 1. Ol 0 ¢ oL 61 0 |% St St O S 0T 61 O 3I0W 10 9
92 9 Ol 0 |¢ ¢€z 91 0 |% % %1 0 ¥ 81 61 1 9 x9pun

ON y3og L7uo ATuo

ON y3og £Tu0 £1u0

ON y3og ATug £Tu0

oN y3og £1uo £1u0

PE_ IYdL PE_ IYdL Pg_ 4oL PE_ Y2l
sonssI sonseL sonssL sanssl
£Lieyeg-19ydBa]L JIEnieAy IRNOTIIND 9AT7B13 STUTWPY

7SUOTIE13080N paeog-1oYyoeal UL SI9STAP

V o¢ s{edyoutad 10oyos YSTH PInous (¢ gg)

(ponujjuod) SE FTEVLI ‘€ XIANIAAY



1€3

7’1 SN 922°0 SN 7€S°0 SN €2€°0 SN 1°1°2°2=3P
A 0 9z <t 0 € 8¢ 3 V07 T ToA0 30 0%
€T 1 0 < 6 0 ] 9 0 0T ¥ 0 0% *epun
ON X190 A190| ©ON X760 X100 | OoN X160 A190 | ©N X190 K160 |

pg  IydL pe 9oL P audL pe Il

SUOT3ITT3080N parog-1

9yoes] U] $103eT1039N od s[edyourad [00Yd§ YSTH pInoys

TL0°0 SN €10°0 SN €10°0 SN 81Z°C SN 1=3p
W 0z S LS S Ls 1 6% 18A0 10 Q%
01 k4 1 €1 1 €1 4 zl 0% 1apun
ON §3X ON EE)S ON 88X OoN 89X
sonssl §anssL §onssT Sonssl
KxeTeg-19ydEa] oATIENTEAY IeINO¥IINY 9ATIBRIISTUTWPY

1 SUOTIBT3I08N paeog-iayovo] U] PoA]OAUL og S[edJouTid J0OYSS

IOV HIIM QALVIZYE0D SHASNOISTY SYITWAR qEVOd

9¢ FTEVL

€ XIONEddV



164

oyL'e SN 088°T SN w0 SN 90°0 SN 1=3P X

6€ (43 0z T A k] <1 3 I3A0 10 0%

S 3 [3 i € 11 v 01 0% xepun

ON (23 ON (23

}8UOTIBJ303oN parog-Iaqoea] U

065°1 SN 6s€°7 SN LSL°0 SN LZS°T €=3P SN z=3p =
8€ < 81 0 |% 9 1€ 0 |9 1€ S 0 |8 1z z€ 1 1340 10 0%
A SR AR R A e . . ) A R ) 0% x2pufl

ON y3og £Tu0 £190

ON y3og A1u0 A1u0

ON yaog &A1uQ L1uQ

ON u3og &1uQ ATu0

PE_ Y21 PE_IYdL | S G Pg_ IyoL
sonssl sonssL sonssT sonssI
KLieTeg-19yowal eATIENTRAY IBNOTIIND 9ATIRIISTUTWPY

.

1 SUOTIET3080N pieOog-19yoea] U] SIoSTAP

V o8 siedjourid 100Yos YSTH PInous

[GER]

(penuyjuod) 9¢ FIAVLI ‘€ XIANAIAV



165

808°0 SN 18L°¢€ SN 0L6°T SN 0sL°1 SN 112 z=3p
11 T 0 8 K 0 6 € [ o1 z 0 93TH
19 kAl 0 [%3 %) [ 1€ 1€ C k32 T 1 M0
ON ESTT) L$TN) ON ST LSTH) ON XJuo fIug C©N ES TR S Ch)
Pe IgdL pe ELER re 1421 P aydl
;SUGTIBT1089N pIeCg-13Yydea] U] §103iF1108aN o4 s]2dJoutid 100458 GSTH PLROYS (g i€)
L9%°1 SN 80¢° 1 SN YEL'S <o 720°¢C SN 1=3p
01 3 [3 01 € 6 K g
[z [13 2 09 € 19 | o1 €¢ HoT
T OoN EE)Y ON OoN gaX ON §3X
sanssT EELRCER §anssT
Liepeg-1ayoea] 9ATIENTRAY JBINOTIINY SAT3B1] STUTWPY

;SUOTIPT3I0J0N pipOg-19yoea] U] PaA]CAU] o8 sTedyoutid 1004

55 G3TH pInods (1 g)

YITSOdWOD NOINA HITM QELVITYNOD SISNOASTY ¥HATWIW Q¥VOd

LE 1AV

4 XIAaN3ddV



166

TS 1 SN 901" 1 SN Siy°0 SN 609°0 SN 1=3p s

6 € z o1 T 3 z o1 93TH
53 8z 0z € 81 9% A3 53 Ao
ON §aX ON soX ON saX ON S3X

75UGT1E13080N pieog-194oeal U] siiodxg [PUOTIEONpY og s[edjouiad [00Yog USTH PInoys

€98y SN 198°2 SN 08L°€ SN 80Z°1 €=3P SN =

o 1 0 [4 S » 0 € 9 S 0 z € L 0

L L 61 0 |€ o0f 1€ O S € vz 0 R~ S, Tl 80T
ON 4209 4100 ATU0 [ ON Y3og A7u0 ATu0 | ON u3og LTuQ 41u0 [ ON yaog XTuo A1u0
Pg_ Iydol pg_ Iydy Pg Iyl Pg_ IWPL
sanss] sanssy sanss] sanss]
A1e1eg-1agoeal aATIENRAT aeInNoFIIN) SATIRIISTUTWPY

75U0T3873 080N pirog-10Uova] UL SIoSTAPY og s1edyoutid [00YoS USTH PInous (¢’ LE)

(penutiuod) L€ FTEVL ‘€ XIANZAV



S61°S SN

L£9°21 20°

L6T TE (43

0%z 6 €€
€ 8 13
o ¢ €1

€1z 91 6%

9 1 €1
oN 4190 4190 |
peg IOl

SUOTIE[41089N pieO 5(oral UL $103B}3039)

~

o

g S78°L Z0
L
Taet 86 |
B i
T oN 89X

sonss]

Kxepeg-12YyoEaY

2T6'ET  100°
9 0zz
Y€ [543
L SL
ON (23
sonssl
SAT3IRIISTUTWPY

(SUOTIET1080N pirog-1oyoesl UL PoA]OAT

1 9 sTedIoutid [00YdS§

4zIS LOT¥ISIA HIIM QALVITEEO0D SASNOISTI YTHOVAL

N g s[edyoutad 100U>5 YBTH PInous (g:86)




Lz1°1 SN L0z°1 SN 6%L°0 SN LST'O0 SN =3P X
081 001 €L 802 88 061 LL 661 38I®T

081 6 SL 661 68 %81 TL 661 unypan

8% €€ L1 €9 (44 8¢S 1z 6S T18WS

ON 23 N 893 ON 23

o]
1 SUOTIET1080N parog-Ioyoeal Ul §310dXy [PUOTIEONP!

18

70 2Z1 SN 66S°%1 S0° 6° ST 100° €eE” L1 10° 9=3p X

$81 2zL 91 8 6€ 681 €€ 61 [0S €61 1Tz 61 | 6% €61 2Tz 61 Bt
69T 96 8 8 81 €1z Sz Sz |0 61z 6 e | 1% 80T ¢l 0T wnIpaN
[ 20 1 € L 9 ¢ S 2 L1 [4 S 89 0 6 11RUWS
ON yaod X140 ATU0| ON 43od ATu0 X160 | ON y30d ATU0 ATU0 | ON 9308 X190 K160

PE_ Iyd1 PE_ Iyd1 PE IYdL PE IYdl

sonssI sonssl sonssI sanssI
Lie1eg-19yoPa] aATIENTEAY IBNOTIIND SATIBIISTUTWPY

,8UOTIET3080N pAECg-19yoeo] Ul SA06TADY 2§ S]PdIoufid [00Yos YBJH PInoys

(panut3uod) 8¢ TIIVL ‘d XIANIdAY



ley

780°Y SN Ls0°s SN 00Z°1 SN 915°0 SN 9=3p &
€01 ¢ 6 33 33 6 | zL i ve [ 88 01 61 T840 10 91
€T v 6z | 81 & 9 [ o Wz 79 [ 98T 0z 9% S1-9
1€z o1 o [ 8vT 8y (272 AN A 89 | 20z 61 6% 9 Iopun
TTON  AT80 X180 | ON X190 X190 ON X140 K160 | ©N AT90  A190
Pg Iyl LS LM pg gL pE Iyl

P

$UOTIBFI089N P.

1%0g

-3

ayo®a] U] 810373099

v€9°1 SN SET°E SN $S2°S SN 9.2°2 SN =3P X
08 LE €1 201 ST 201 1z L6 1240 10 91
8L1 8L L1 1874 8T 622 sy 602 S1-9
L1 96 L1 sz 8y [X44 9€¢ ez 9 xepuf
ON 83X ON 83X ON 83X ON 834
sonss] sonss] sonssy sonssy
Lieyeg-19Yyo®R]L aAFIEN] BAY ae[nojiangy 9AFIBIISTUTWPY

(SUOTIBTIOBAN paeog

-Ioyo¥o] U] PeA[OAU

1 o s1ed}dUlad [00YdS Y3FH PInOYs

¥OLVONAd NV SYVIA HIIM QIALVIINN0D SASNOASTY YTHOVAL

6€ T1EAVL

€ XIQNEddV



170

0€8°2Z SN $%8°0 SN 01%°9 S0° v92°1 SN Nx
99 6% Lz 88 [ <8 53 08 ®I0K 10 91
91 98 €9 881 0L 6L1 19 981 S1-9
9L1 z6 YL 61 86 891 €L €61 9 1apuf
OoN (D3 ON (23 ON 894
78UOTI813080N pieog-1oqoea] UL $3190XH [PUOFILINP;
€LS°S SN L19°z SN 88S°€ SN 9y H1 S0° ol
78T S 1 1 6L 7T 11 [ ST 06 S L T 6L 8 9 3I0W 10 9T
€91 2L 0T 11 |% %81 Lz 12 |Lz 961 %1 1z |1% SL1 L1 %2 S1-9
191 €6 01 ¢ Lz %0z €z L1 |1% 00z =21 L1 |6Z SIZ 6 81 9 Ispuf
ON y3og A1uQ £1u0 | ON Y3od A1u0 A100 | oN 43od Kjuo X180 | ON y3og A1up A{uo|
PE_IYdL PE AL PE  Igdl PE_ IYdL
sanss] senss] sonssy sonss]
Kieyeg-asysea]l eATIENTRAT Je[nag1an) SATIBRIISTUTWPY

1SUOTITTI089N paeog-1oyova] U] S108TAPY od S[edFoUFId 100YdS YSTH PInoys

(panuy3uod)

6€ TIAVL ‘€ XIANddV



999°1 SN LET°0 SN 81%°0 SN 611°1 SN P X
€0z 6 9 XA B €9 [T1sT 1z %9 11 1z 0% S918a( 81938EK
V 3827 IV
€ 6 8€ 61z 0L 80T [ %9z  9¢ 66 10€ iz [ 301820 8193801
v ueyy ssoT
oN  £1ug  £yuo oN &jup  Luo | oN 4juo  £juo R STIONRSTT)
pg Iyl pd ELEN pg  Iydl Pd  aydL
wnﬂoduﬂuuommz PaBOg-I9YyOBa] U] SIOJB}JOB3N aF S[BdAJOUTIJ [00YdS§ ﬁd«: pPInOYys ANMSJn
N
= 09z°0 SN €S2°1 SN €62°2 SN 86€°Z SN 1=3P X
8S1 08 1z 91z Lz 01z S 261 901850 S193SEN
V_3seaT 3V
[4%3 971 9z 9LE €9 8EE 13 e 99185( 8191881
V ueyl ssa]
ON 83X ON sa% ON saX ON 89X
sanss] sanssT sonss] sonss]
Lieyeg-1ayoea] 2AT3IEN[BAY ae(nojIany SAFIRIISTUTWPY

,8UOT3IET3089N pavog-1oyoea] U] POALOA!

T o6 s1edjoutig 100Yyos 4STH PInous (1 :0%)

NOIIVYVATd TYNOILVONAY HIIM QALVIZYN0D SASNOASHE WIHOVAL

O% 4714Vl

€ XIGN3ddV



773

€92°1 SN 199°0 SN €18'y  S0° €0S°0 SN 1=3p X
w91 68 95 91 19 T 8S 1 951850 519388H
y 3897 3V
192 €ET 101 882 53 333 601 182 991800 519388H
V ueyyl ssa]
ON 89X ON 83X ON 83X ON 83X
{8UOFITFI0BaN pIeOg-I3yoEa] UL §3i1adxa [PUOTITONpI od S1edFoUFId 100495 UBTH PInous (%:0%
095°1 SN 628°1 SN z58°¢ SN 06€°Z SN €=3p X
WL €L 71 8 |1 L1 %% €9 [Sz %81 6 61 |1v <91 w1 L1 901850 10388
V_3se9T 3V
TS €21 €1 11 |0 61z OL 801 |6S S6z 2 Sz | €S L6 0z 1t 9918a(q 81938EH
v uey] s3]
ON Y3og X7up X180 [ ON 430g ATU0 X100 | ON 43od A1u0 L1090 | ON 43od A160 L1890
Pg_ 1YL Pg_ 1ydl Pg_ IydL PE_ IydL
sanss] sanss] sanss] Sanss]
huwﬁlmlkﬂ—ﬂUGvH dAjIEN[RAF ABINORIIND |AjIBRIISFUTWPY

{SUOTITTI0FoN pavog-Ioyowa] Ul SIoSTAPY od S[edFoulid 100YdS USTH PINOUS (£:0h)

(penuyjuod)

0% ATEVL ‘94 XIANEddV



S1E°€ SN 766°ST 10° 00" L1 10° 881°01 S0 =3P

6 T [ s €1 2] 9 8 6€ I Lz S 1980
01z 11 %z 7zl LS 79 0ST €€ 19 | 91 (T 8¢ S%-0€
9z 9 1€ 891 &% 89 0z 1 z9 | %1z 81 6% 0€ xapun
oN 4Afup  £quo oN f1uo £uo OR _ &1uo X1uo| oN &Kfuo  K1uo

pgd  audl pg 1YL pd Iyl P Ayl

173

.SUOJIEB]3CBoN piBog-1ayoea] U] 5101813089N og s]edjoutad [00YdS YSTH PINGUS (Z°1%)

88%°0 SN L1 SN 9%0°9 S0° 61€°8 20’ =3P X
7 i 6€ 6 "ot 6 €01 €7 06 Sy 19A0
891 LL 1z (Y44 € €12 9% 861 S9-0€
681 €6 91 192 6% eT 1€ 0sz 0g I2pun
ON ED)S ON EDS oN §34 ON 23

sonss] sanssT sanss] sonssi
Kieyes-1ayoea]l QATIENTBAT 1BINOTI1IND) SATIBIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIPT3085N pipog-1o4oeal Ul PoA{oAUl og e1edjoutad [ooyos USTH PINous (1:1%)

FOV HIIM QEIVIZY¥O0D SESNOJSH¥ ¥HHOVAL
% a14vlL

€ XIONZddV



174

620°S SN 815°¢ SN 009°01 10° L6%°0 SN =3P P
19 8y 12 88 9z S8 Lz €8 S¥ I9A0
ST 88 69 1 99 691 9 0LT S¥-0€
161 06 €L 10T L01 [734 8L 00Z 0¢ xepun
ON 23 ON (23 ON (3 ON (23
[SUOTIBTI0BN pIBOg-I9Yd€d] UL TH PIno4s  (7:1%)
88%°6 SN €80°81 10° €06°L SN 80L°62 100° 9=3p X
9 0oy € [ 11 08 Y €1 |21 68 Y L 7 8L z 01 Sy 1940
ST 69 91 8 ST 891 L& ST |8Z %81 81 91 [€% 291 Sz 91 SY-0¢
8L1 06 9 6 Lz S1T 0T 1z €y 80Z 6 T |8z sz L (43 0¢ x9pun

ON 9Yjof N.mﬂﬂ NHHO

ON Y3jof N.—HO N.—ﬂO

ON 4q3og X160 4190

ON g30d A190 A190

PE_ 2921 PE_ Iyd1 P IYdL P 1921
sonss] sonssl sonssl sonssL
Kaeyeg-10ydEa] SATIENTEAY aenoFIINY 9ATIBIISTUTWPY

7800738 73095N pisog-10yovel UL $1087APY o8 S1edFourid 100495 USTH PINOUS (€ 1%)

(penu

F3u02)

1% 18Vl ‘d XIANZddV



185°0 SN %49°01 10° L£0°9 S0° Lzs°T SN z=3P F23
EE €1 oy 612 73 L8 €ST (] 06 | 982 e 9 usH
612 9 82 [333 8¢ 98 91 [13 €L | 981 ST []3 usmoM
OoN &80 X190 ON AfuQ ATup ON  A180 X190| ON X190 4190
pd ELCM 128 gL pe 9oL pe agar
Syoes] U] Si0IE}3089) 7))
Q
B Z%0°0 SN %L%°0 SN %20°0 SN £68°¢€ $0° 1-3P 2
192 91 (13 86¢ sS [4%3 oL 91¢ UaW
891 8 91 8€T ({3 612 1€ j¥44 usmoM
ON (D3 ON (3 ON ON (23
Fonss] FonssL Sonest sonssT
KaeyRg-0yOER] sajIenyRAR FeINOTRIND 8AF3BIIETUTUPY

JEUGCTIETI080N PIBOg-104oBo] Ul PoA]CAG

1 o sTedJOUTId [O0YdS YSTH PInOYs

X3S HIIM QIIVITHE0D SASNOIST WIHOVAL

v TIEVL
€ XIGNZddV



176

€99°C 926°0 SN 180°% S0° 10%°0 SN =3P 2
Lee 91 6 182 801 897 66 8LT U
891 6L 0L 6L1 16 6ST oL SL1 usmoM
ON (23 ON (D3 ON 89X ON 23
(SUOFITIOZ6N pIEOg-19YdEa] U] S3I9dXy [PUOTITONPE °f STEA}OUTIJ T00YdS YSTH PIMOYS (¥:TY
819°9 SN 866°% SN 00z°9 SN 096°8T  100° €=3P P
SEZ BIT 61 ST [(9¢ 9z Sy Ot [ 6% €8T €T Z€ |6S %92 Of SE usiy
191 28 S Y Lz 881 91 61 | % 00z L €1 [S€ 20T € €1 usmoM

ON yY3od A1u0 X190 | ON 9Y3od X190 £160

ON 43od A1u0 X180 | ON 43od X160 X160

P8 IYdL PH_I9d1 PE_ IYdL PE__19dL
sonss] sonss] gonss] sonssy
£ieyeg-19ydEa] aATIENTBAT aBNOFIIND @ATIBIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIET3089N paeo

g-19yoPo] U] SIoBFAPY o4 S[edJouTid 100YoS

(permy3uoo)

T% TIEVL ‘€ XIANIdAV



177

168°% SN 186°S SN 996°11 10° 61€°Y SN =3P X
L6 L 11 9% 0¢ 6z 89 0z iz 8 1 81 G3TH
19% (39 LS Y67 98 w1 | €SE 8¢ LET | S6€ 33 96 407
ON Kiu0 X190 oN X180 K190 oN  Kiuo 4Tuo oN X180 X190
3¢ ELCM P agar Pe ELEN Pe IYoL
JBUOTIE}3089N paeogd-1ayoka], UL S1018]13089N od 81edfoutad 100Yyos USTH plnoyus @ en)
SvE'0 SN 8€6°0 SN 886°0 SN Lov°e SN 1=3p Pa
08 <€ 11 701 €1 201 [13 06 YSTH
313 9L1 LE S6% 6L sY 8L oSy Mo
ON 83X ON §34 ON S9% ON 89X
sanssl sanss] sanss] §anssL
Liereg-1oydea] anyjenyeAd IBINITIIND 9ATIBIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIETIONON pABCE-1940o€a] U PIA[OAU

T o§ s1edyourad 100Yss 4SFH PInods  (1°67)

ALISOJWOD NOINA HIIM QALVIZYY0D SASNOISTE ¥IHOVIL

€7 T19VL

€ XIaNZddV



/78

€9T°0 SN 100°0 SN LSL° 1 SN 065°z SN 1=3p =
{3 6 (3 <8 [3 w8 kz3 06 YETH
€EE 881 33 3 691 3 B 19t ROT

€26°S SN 920° %1 10° Y18°9 SN 008°0z  100° €=3P
SL 0t 8 ¢ |ST 92 Oz % |[ST 98 o1 % |[zz oL ST 9 98TH
%z€ 1.1 L1 L1 | 67 16€ <7 &% |69 00% 1z 1v | €L L6E 61 27 BT
ON 4308 ATu0 A140| ON 43iod 4100 ATuU0 | ON y3od A1uQ £1u0 | oN y3od ATug £1u0
Pg_ 1491 Pg__IydL Pg__aydL Pg_IYdL
EELTT 8aNss] sonss] sonss]
KieTeg-iayoea] SATIENTBAY IeINOEIIND 2ATIBIISTUTWPY

75UCTIBTI080N pivog-1oyoeay U] S198TAPY og 51edjoufid [00Uos YBTH pInoys

(€:¢y)

(penuy3uod)

€% TTGVL ‘9 XIANZddV



179

060°1 SN v95°2T SN 9z%°0 SN oS L s0°* =3P NN
ozy 1 [13 65T 88 6ET L1e 9% STI | 6%¢ 6¢ L6 Ao
8€T S €1 16 8T k3 %01 Tt 6€ | 821 ot L ST

ON K190 X190 ON X190 4190 ON U0 T90| ON A190 X190

pe g2 pe 2921 P Iyor 24

agor

JSUOTIET1089N pAeOg-19Yo€a) U] S1036}3080N 2g S1PdFouTid 100YdS UYBTH PINOYS (z:6%)

6%70°1 SN 1€0°0 SN 06L°T SN %90°0 SN =3P X
vee (11 LE 1134 SL 91¥ LL o1% nol
66 9¢S 11 91 L1 81 9z OET STH
ON (23 ON 895 ON 23 ON 89X
sanss] sonssL sonssL sonssl
KieTeg-194dEa] AfIENTRAT ae[nojain) SATIBIISTUTWPY

(BUOT38F3089N pieog-1oyoea] U] PIA[OAUL og s[edjousid [00YoS

WSITVNOLIVZINVOWO HIIM QILVIZYY0D SASNOJSHY YAHOVAL

% I1AVL

€ XIQN3ddV



180

z6L'y SO (AL SN $61°01  10° ¥82°S  S0° 1=3p X
Tze 191 YEl e 791 [ vl (133 ROT
18 99 1€ 233 (33 (143 [3 121 GSTH
ON 83X ON 89X ON 80X ON (D3
1SUOTITTI103eN pirog-1agoea] Ul s3iedxg [PUOFILONPH oF STBdFoUFAJ 100YdS YIFH PINOUS (¥ % 4)
28L°L SN 287°S SN o1L°¢ SN 815°0 SN €=3p X
€1 191 L1 L1 | %S +wwe 87 1%y |OL 19¢ S¢ <S¢ | €L SSe I ¢ RO
98 09 8 ¢ |0l €z1 #%1 8 |91 St 9 O1 |2z %I £ €I USTH

ON qaog ATa0 ATU0 | ON 4308 A[up A1u0| ON 43od A1u0 A1u0| oN 4y3od &7up £Tuo
P IydL PE__ 1Yol Pd_Iydl P IYdL
CELCD sonss] sanss] sonss]
Kieyeg-19yde9] 2ATIENTBAY aeINOFIIND SATIBIISTUTWPY

JSUOTIEF3089N pAeog-1oUoea] U] SI2STAP

V °¢ sTed}ouTid 100YdS YSTH PInOYs

(penug3juod)

4% TIEVL ‘4 XIANZddV



181

6ET°E SN 98e°€ SN %S0°1 SN 768°T SN =3P P
9Ly [ €9 €627 101 €ST| Ls€  0S SH1 | 0% k44 €01 ON
SL Y S €€ ST 91 6S L 81 89 S (¢ 83X
q30o@ K190 K190 | 43od K80 Au0 | 43od A[u0 A160 [4308 K180  A160 |
Pe ELEM Pe YL 24 ayar pe gL
SUCTIPTI089N pivod-194oes]l UL S103eTI08eN od S1edFouTid 1004oS YBTH PI7OUS  (2:67)
SET°0 SN 900°0 SN 80€°S  S0° 1€2°0 SN 1=3p X
0ie 81 184 71s <8 69% L8 9% ON
85 9z 9 8L S 6L ST 69 8%
ON 83X ON 89X ON 89% ON 89
sonssl sonssl sonssl sonssl
Kaeyeg-19YyoEa] aafienyeAl IeINOFIIND SATIBIISTUTWPY

1 8UCT3IBT3089N pie0og-19yoea] UL PIA]OAU

SY T19VL

€ XIANZddV

FONITYIdXT YOLVILOOAN-YFHOVAL HIIM QAIVIINIOD SASNOISHY ¥IHOVAL



€55°0 SN Lie'e SN 90s'9 20° 996°¢ SN =3P Nx

(313 161 871 L6E 81 09¢ st S8¢ ON
1$ €€ 91 L9 91 99 91 L9 89X
ON 89X ON 89X

7 SUOTI€TI0BoN parog-19yoeal U T og s1edyoutid 1004

182

298°¢7 SN 6€8°Y SN LSZ°9 SN $81°1 SN
SHE €LT 61 91 | LS zZ6€ 8S %% | 4L 11¥ 62 LE 78 0% 1€  6€ OoN
6% 9t 9 € 9 69 % S S 69 T 8 a 19 ¢ 8 894
ON y30d A1u0 ATu0 | ON Y3od ATu0 L1490 ON Y30g A7up ATu0 [ oN y3og ATup AU
pE_ 399l pE_ aydl | e G PE__IydL
sonss] §onssl sonss] sonssl
Kaeyeg-19ydEa] aajIENTBAY 1B[NOFIINYD 9ATIBRIISTUTWPY

J8UOTI®TI089N piPog-19yoea] UL SI98TAPY od s[edfoutid 100YdS UBTH PInods (g:gv)

(penuy3uod)  ¢% TIEVI ‘€4 XIANAddV



BIBLIOGRAPHY



184

BIBLIOGRAPHY

BOOKS

Allen, Roy B. and Schmid, John (eds.). Collective Negotiations and
Educational Administration. Columbus, Ohio: University
Council for Educational Administration, 1966.

American Association of School Administrators. School Administrators
View Professional Negotiations. Washington D.C.: The
American Association of School Administrators, 1966.

. The Right Principal for the Right School. Washington D.C.:
The American Association of School Administrators, 1967.

Brookover, Wilbur B. and Gottlieb, David. A Sociology of Education.
New York: American Book Company, 1964.

Doherty, Robert E. and Oberer, Walter E. Teachers, School Boards,
and Collective Bargaining. Ithaca, New York: Cornell
University, 1967.

Elam, Stanley M., Lieberman, Myron, and Moskow, Michael H. Readings
on Collective Negotiations in Public Education. Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1967.

Epstein, Benjamin. The Principal's Role in Collective Negotiatiens
between Teachers and School Boards. Washington D.C.: The

National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1965.

Goode, William J. and Hatt, Paul K. Methods of Social Research.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1952.

Gross, Neal, Mason, Ward S., and McEachern, Alexander W. Explorations
in Role Analysis. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958.

Halpin, Andrew W. (ed.). Administrative Theory in Education.. Chicago:
Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958.‘

Hartley, Eugene L. and Hartley, Ruth E. Fundamentals of Social
Psychology. New York: Alfred H. Knopf, 1961.

Jenkins, David H. and Blackman, Charles A. Antecedents and Effects
of Administrative Behavior. Columbus, Ohio: University Press,
Ohio State University, 1956.




185

Kahn, Robert L., et al. Organizatioral Stress: Studies in Role
Conflict and Ambiguity. New York: John Wiley and Company,

Inc., 1964.

Lieberman, Myron. The Future of Public Education. Chicago: Phoenix
Books, University of Chicago Press, 1960.

Lieberman, Myron and Moskow, Michael H. Collective Negotiations for
Teachers: An Approach to School Administration. Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1966.

Linzey, Gardner (ed.). Handbook of Social Psychology. Cambridge:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1954.

March, James G. (ed.). Handbcok of Organizations. Chicago: Rand
McNally and Company, 1965.

Newcomb, Theodore M. Social Psychology. New York: Dryden Press, 1950.

Parsons, Talcott, Blau, P. M., and Scott, W. R. Formal Organizations.
San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1962.

Parsons, Talcott and Shils, Edward. Toward a General Theory of Action.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962.

Siegel, Sidney. Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences.
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956.

Stinnett, T. M., Kleinmann, Jack H., and Ware, Martha L. Professional
Negotiation in Public Education. New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1966.

Summerer, Kenneth. Agreements Negotiated between Boards of Education
and Teachers under Michigan Public Law Act 379 of 1965.
East Lansing: Metropolitan Educational Research Association,
Michigan State University, 1966.

ARTICLES AND PERIODICALS

Adams, Charles S. "A Building Principal Views Collective Negotiations,"
Educators' Negotiating Service, Washington D.C., April, 1967.

Biddle, Bruce J., Rosencranz, Howard A., and Rankin, Earl F. '"Positional
Differences in Teacher Role," Studies in the Role of the Public
School Teacher, Social Psychology Laboratory, 111, University
of Missouri, June, 1961.

Bidwell, Charles E. '"The Administrative Role and Satisfaction in
Teaching,'" Journal of Educational Sociology, XXIX:1l, Sept., 1955.




186

Carr, William G. '"The Principal's Role in Professional Negotiations,"
National Association of Secondary Principals' Bulletin, April, 1966.

Cronin, Joseph H. "School Boards and Principals - Before and After
Negotiations," Phi Delta Kappan, XLIX:3, November, 1967.

DeBruin, Hendrik C. '"Professional Negotiations in School Administration,"
Education, LXXXVII, November, 1966.

Dykes, Archie R. '"The Emergent Role of Administrators and the
Implications for Teacher-Administrator Relationships,"
Collective Negotiations and Educaticnal Administration,
edited by Roy B. Allen and John Schmid. Columbus, Ohio:
University Council for Educational Administration, 1966.

Epstein, Benjamin. 'Why Principals Want to Negotiate for Themselves,"
The Nations Schocls, LXXVIII:4, October, 1966.

Getzels, Jacob W. "Administration as a Social Process,'" Administrative
Theory in Education, edited by Andrew W. Halpin. Chicago: Midwest
Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958.

Getzels, Jacob W. and Guba, E. G. 'The Structure of Roles and Role
Conflict in a Teaching Situation,”" Journal of Educational
Psychology, XXIX, September, 1955.

Jackson, Toby. '"Some Variables in Role Conflict Analysis," Social
Forces, XXX:3, March, 1952,

Jacobs, Jan W. '"Leader Behavior of the Secondary School Principal,"
National Association of Secondary School Principals Bulletin,
October, 1965.

Olson, Allen Dale. '"The Principal and Profesgsional Negotiations,"
The National Elementary School Principal, April, 1967.

"Professional Negotiations: Growth and Prospects," Education Digest,
April, 1967.

"Role of the Principal in Collective Negotiations: The Michigan
Experience,' Educators' Negotiating Service, February, 1967.

Sarbin, Theodore R. '"Role Theory," Handbook of Social Psychology,
edited by Gardner Linzey. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company, 1954.

Seeman, Melvin. "Role Conflict and Ambivalence in Leadership,"
American Scciological Review, XVIII:4, August, 1953.

"Should Administrators Have Negotiating Rights? Representation for
Management Remains an Issue,'" Educators' Negotiating Service,
July, 1967.




187

Smith, Evart E. '"The Effects of Clear and Unclear Role Expectations
on Group Productivity and Defensiveness," Journal of Abnormal

and Social Psychology, LV, May, 1957.

Solby, Bruno. '"The Role Concept in Job Adjustment," Sociometry, VII,
February, 1944,

Tompkins, Ellsworth (ed.). 'Rights and Responsibilities of Principals,”
National Association of Secondary School Principals' Newsletter,
X1IV:5, May-June, 1967.

Watson, Bernard C. '"The Principal: Forgotten Man in Negotiations,"
Administrators' Notebook, XV:2, October, 1966.

Wildman, Wesley A. and Perry, Charles R. "A Survey of Collective
Activity among Public School Teachers," Educational Adminis-
tration Quarterly, II, Spring, 1966.

"Group Conflict and School Organization,”" Phi Delta Kappan,
XLVII, January, 1966.

Wilhelms, Fred T. '"The Principalship on the Spot," National Association
of Secondary School Principals Bulletin, November, 1967.

Winstead, Philip C. and Hurlburt, Allan S. '"Agreement on Principal's
Role," Phi Delta Kappan, XLIX, September, 1967.

UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS

Birdsell, Donald F. "A Study of the Status of Professional Negotiations
in Selected Schools in Twelve Midwestern States.'" Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University of
Iowa, 1965.

Block, Ralph. '"Research on the Make-up of the Board of Education
Negotiating Team." A Study Currently Underway for Dr. Herbert
Rudman, Department of Education, Michigan State University.

Boss, LaVerne H. 'Role Expectations Held for the Intermediate School
District Superintendent in Michigan." Unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Department of Education, Michigan State Univer-
sity, 1963.

Cave, David R. "A Critical Study of the Leader Behavior of School
Administrators in Conflict with Teachers' Unions." Unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, Department of Education, Michigan State
University, 1967.

Cunningham, Luvern L. "Implications of Collective Negotiations for
the Role of the Principal.'" A Paper Presented at the Conference
on Professional Negotiations in Public Education, Chicago,
August, 1966.



188

Doyle, Louis A. "A Study of the Expectations Which Elementary Teachers,

Garver,

Kruger,

Administrators, School Board Members, and Parents Have of the
Elementary Teachers' Roles.”" Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Education, Michigan State University, 1956.

George C. "A Study of the Relationship between Selected Variables
and the Attitudes of Public School Principals in Oakland County,
Michigan, Concerning Collective Bargaining for Public School
Teachers." Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Department of Education,
Michigan State University, 1967.

Daniel H. '"The Teacher in the Decision Making Process." An
Address before the Detroit School Administrators' Workshop,
August, 1966. (Mimeographed.)

McKee, Charles A. "A Study of the Role of the Engineering Manager and

Morgan,

His Continuing Education Requirements." Unpublished Ed.D.
dissertation, Department of Education, Michigan State University, 1967.

Stanley R., Jr. '"The Public School Principalship: Role
Expectations Held by Relevant Groups.'" Unpublished Ed.D. .
dissertation, Department of Education, University of Utah, 1965.

Radebaugh, Byron F. 'Democratic Values and Collective Negotiations'

Romano,

Agreements." Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Department of
Education, University of Toledo, 1966.

Michael J. '"The Principal Views the Impact of Collective
Bargaining.'" An Address delivered at the Chicago Principals'
Club Education Conference, March, 1967.

Scott, Walter W. "A Study of Preparation Programs in School Adminis-

tration as Affected by Collective Negotiations.'" Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, Michigan State
University, 1966.

Wildman, Wesley A. "Teacher Expectations for School Boards.”" A Paper

presented at the Cubberly Cornference, Stanford University,
July, 1966.



i

031



