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ABSTRACT

EXPECTAIIOflS OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS AND RELEVAIT

OTHERS FOR THE ROLE 0! HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

II TEACHER - BOARD IEGOTIAIIONS

by John.n. 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 802 of the educators in these districts submitted

usable study responses.
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14.21%

I All groups (with 801 agreement) responded that high school

principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations

when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies are

determined.

11 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.

111 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

udll 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 considerable

potential for successful utilization of principals in teacher-

board negotiations.
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‘V All groups with at least 681 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.

VII High school principals as a group are consistent in their

expectations for the role of high school principals in teacher-

board negotiations, manifesting a 781 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-

cular3 or evaluative issues are negotiated; attempts to involve

principals when teacher salaries are negotiated will create disharmony.
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CHAPTER I

W

mmnucnou 1o rm: 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

252 of the teachers staffing schools throughout the United States,

a fifth of this total being added during the 1965-66 legislative

year.2 In addition, many boards of education are negotiating volun-

tarily with teachers in the absence of legislation. Since the Ameri-

cah.Association of School Administrator} and various school board

associations now recognize negotiation as an appropriate means of

H

1Archie R. Dykes, "The Emergent Role of Administrators and

the Implications for Teacher-Administrator Relationships,"

Collective Neggtiatiqgg and Bducational'Administration, eds. Roy B.

Allen and John Schmid (Columbus, Ohio: University Council for Educa-

tional Administration, 1966), p. 23.

2"Professional Negotiations: Growth and Prospects, "Education

Digest (April, 1967), p. 14.



settling teacher-board differences, this trend should continue.

In‘lichigan, collective negotiations were approved for

teachers in 1965 by Public Law 379, an amendment to the state labor

law, the Rutchinson.Act of 1947. more than 400 local teacher groups

organized for negotiations during that first year, establishing pre-

cedents for other states. Since Hichigan 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,

Hflchigan 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 relation to these nego-

tiations is by no means clear; ... ithere is] 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.

‘Uesley A. Wildman, "Teachers' Expectations for School Boards,"

A Paper Presented at the Cubberly Conference (Stanford University:

July, 1966), p. 11.



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?5

Non-participation ... [of principals] 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. Nor 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

considerably 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

 

5Bernard C. Watson, "The Principal: Forgotten.Man in Negotia-

tion," Administrators Notebook, XV:2 (October, 1966), p. 18.

6William C. 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 Rational

.Asaociation 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

ahms, 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.

. O . O . I O O . . O O O . O . . O . . O . . O O O O . . . 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,

A » k4 i'J...‘ 4.44 A.“ A 4

8Education Digest, p. 15.

9Benjamin Epstein, The Principal's Role in Collective Reg_-

tiationg_between Teachers and;§choql Boards (Washington, D.C.: RASSP,

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.“

Jenkins and Blackman12 concur with the American Association of

School Administrators13 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 groups14 will fre-

quently have conflicting expectations concerning the high school

 

10Joseph R. Cronin, "School Boards and Principals - Before

and After Negotiations," Phi Delta Kappan, XLIX:3 (November, 1967),

p. 125.

11Epstein, pp. 9-10.

12David B. Jenkins and Charles A. Blackman, Antecedents and

Effects of Administrative Behavior (Columbus, Ohio: University Press,

Ohio State University, 1956), p. 7.

13AmericanAssociation of School Administrators, School

Agginistrators View Professional Negotiations (Washington, D.C.:

AASA, 1966), p. 38.

141a 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 policies that result from teacher

- board of education negotiations.1

0n 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.

DEPINITION’OP TERMS

The definitions whidh follow are provided so that the results

of this project can be explicitly understood and accurately interpreted.

 

15Benjamin Epstein, "Why Principals Want to Negotiate for Them-

selves," The Nations Schools, LXXVIII:4 (October, 1966), pp. 66-7.
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Cgllective 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.

so 00 rinci al. A public school administrator whose full time

supervisory assignment includes grades 10-12 plus any other grades

the school district may elect to include.

33g; school teacher. A fully certificated public school instructor

who is teaching at least half-time in grades 9-12.

Board 3f education membeg. 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.

Superintegdent. A public school administrator whose full time assignment

includes personal responsibility for the total Operation of all of the

schools in his school district.

galevggt osger . High school teachers, superintendents, and board of

education members from the school districts involved in this study.

ggpgcsatiog. "An evaluative standard applied to an incumbent of a

position [principal]. This refers to what should happen, not to what

will happen in the sense of anticipation."16

A A.__AA_AA._____‘ A_A_i AA! A‘ AA AAAkA AA 4.‘ A A A .a j“;

16Neal Gross, Hard 8. Mason, and Alexander V. MeEachern,

ggplorgtions i9 gale Agglysis (New York: John wiley and Sons, Inc.,

1958), p. 60. ‘



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

incumbent of a particular position [principal]."17

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

tion [principai] 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.

Awareness 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.

 

17Ibid., p. 58.

181bid., p. 248



1- IDo high school principals and relevant others believe that high

school principals should be involved in teacher-board negotiations?

2a '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.

Hi 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.

R; 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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H3 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.

H4 All groups agree that high school principals should not be

involved in teacher-board negotiations when policies are

determined regarding teacher salaries.

H5 High school principals accurately perceive the expectations

of relevant groups regarding the involvement of high school

principals in teacher-board negotiations.

H5 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 districts comprised the study population. Every effort

was 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

lumy instrument to the high school principal and high school teachers

‘t l :tegular staff meeting in each of the participating IchOOII.
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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 nego-

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-Innagement 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.rederation

of Teachers could hold differing expectations for the role of high

school principals in teacher-board negotiations.

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. Recognition 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 literamure in three areas is

reviewed: role theory, role-related 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

sir-arises the data and states conclusions of the study. Implications

for future research are noted.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW or 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 systems 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.1

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 Bidwell 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 rolélis 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 ts

these ... into effect, he is said to be performing his role.

A___L A A A A A“ A A _. 44L ._._" AA

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

gggigistgative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew“w. Halpin (Chicago:

Midwest Administrative Center, University of Chicago, 1958), p. 153.

2Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Towgrd a Genergl Theory

of Agtion (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), p. 62.

3Charles E. Bidwell, "The Administrative Role and Satisfaction

in Teaching," Journal of Educational Sociology, XXIX:l (Sept., 1955), p. 41.

l.“TheodoreiM. Mewcomb, Social Psychology (New York: Dryden

Press, 1950), p. 280.

5Getzels, Administrative Theory in Education, p. 153.
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Sarbin defines role as:

A patterned 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 such 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.7

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 position.

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 expectations.

Hahn et a1 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

_‘__ ‘4‘. *___.“. __ ——_

6Theordore R. Sarbin, "Role Theory," gaggboog 9; Social Psycho-

lggyé ed. Gardner Linzey (Cambridge: Addisonrwesley Publ. Co., 1954),

p. 2 5

7Wilbur B. Brookover and David Gottlieb, A Sociology of

Educatiog (Mew‘York: American Book Co., 1964), p. 61.

8Cross, 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 ghgglg or should not do.10

Gross'g£_gl concur, considering that an expectation deals with what

ghgglg happen, not with what will necessarily happen.11 Thus expecta-

tions imply that role occupants 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 ... {ivorable attitudes, and non-fulfillment leading

to the reverse.

AAA—AA 4 A__'__A A; A A A AA ‘4 444 A A A4 A

9Robert L. Kahn, Donald M. Wolfe, Robert P. Quinn, J. D.

Snoek, and Robert A. Rosenthal, Organiggtiogal Stress:g Studles lg

gale nggllct 35d égblgglty (Mew York: John‘fliley and Sons, Inc.,

1964), p. 22.

1”Getzels, p. 153.

11Gross, et al., p. 67.

12Parsons and Shils, p. 19.



18

And Getzels observes that:

Roles are complementary. Roles are interdependent in that each

derives its meaning from other related roles in the institution.

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 same 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.1

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.

Emma'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.14

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 iatisfaction 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

1“Eugene L. Hartley and Ruth E. Hartley, Pundggegtgls of

§gglglgggyg§glggz_(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 social 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 t2 achieve its goals, and satisfy the needs of its

members. 5

Hahn gt 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 person.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 Seaman agrees that some role conflict stems

from.disagreement among criterion groups over the nature of the given

role.18 Gross et a1 refer to role conflict as any situation in which

the incumbent of a social position perceives that he is confronted with

incompatible expectations.19 In fact the literature on role conflict

typically points to situations of this sort.

__LA y A AgAimi A W L L A _A L‘x 4 ; ...—x

lsBidwell, Journal of Edugtigggl Psychglogy, p. 41.

16Hahn, et al., p. 21.

17Toby Jackson, "Some Variables in Role Conflict Analysis,"

Social gorces, xxx:3 (March, 1952), p. 326.

18Melvin Seeman, "Role Conflict and Ambivalence in Leadership,"

Aggrican Sociologlcgl gellew, 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-

aot 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 ...

[of which] are the superintendent and the school principals.20

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 solutigp 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'

#. A _4 A ;

20Wilbur Brookover and David Gottlieb, A Sociology of Education

(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:

Each 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 specifically 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 for 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 . . . .

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 increaszd frustration,

if not panic, for the building administrator.

zzHartley and Hartley, p. 486.

‘ 23T. M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann, and Martha L. ware,

W1 Negotiation in Public Edgggtion (Mew York: The Macmillan

Cmnpany, 1966), p. 105.

24Cunningham, p. 6.
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Epstein describes the typical situation:

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

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

negotiations.25

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 process.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 limbo 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

Person. In this study, the focal person is the high school principal,

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

\ i x __. _‘

25Epstein, gation's Schools, pp. 66-7.

268 ooledministrators Viethrofessional e ot tio , p. 38.
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offleducation 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' organizations.

Eailure 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' giganization, 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.

Mc‘Kee's28 recent study of the continuing education of

engineering managers employed an analysis of the engineering manager's

‘4‘ a J- _-_A _4 4.. x. AA

27David 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. Cuba, "The Structure of Roles and

Role Conflict in a Teaching Situation," igurnal 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's31 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 commmities, his sample, through

a check-list 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.

Morgan32 investigated the public school principalship using

the expectations of teachers, principals, superintendents, and school
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3°Bidwell, Journal of Edgcatloggl Psyghglogy, XXIX, p. 47.

31Louis 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.

32Stanley 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 distinct from.that of the

teacher: specifically that different patterns of responsibility and

authority exist for principal and teacher, and that thesepatterns

of responsibility are commonly acknowledged by the relevant groups

even when 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 g£_gl 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 [principal]

as defined by multiple relationships [relevant otheri]."33

33Gross, et al., p. 43.
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Boss34 studied the position of the Intermediate School

District superintendent in Michigan, determining how the expectations

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 categories

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.

M44 * 4i 4AA4_A ‘ ERA 7.4 #AHAAL A. A A A;

3l'La‘Verne 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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Birdsell35 in 1965 surveyed the state of professional negotiae

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.
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35Donald P. Birdsell, "A Study of the Status of Professional

legotiations in Selected Schools in Twelve Midwestern States," (unpub-

lished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Education, University of

Iowa, 1965).

36ByronP. 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.mddwestern 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 collective negotiations and whether

universities are ready to offer programs that prepare 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.

Cunningham;8 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 involved in collective activity. Prom this

research, Cunningham.concluded that principals must participate in

the negotiations process in some meaningful way, predicting meanwhile
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37Walterw. 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).

38Cunningham, pp. 8-9.
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that intensified collectivity may see principals and other specialists

forming their own power groups for negotiation purposes. Bis 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.

Olson39 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.

Summerer40 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
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39Allen Dale Olson, "The Principal and Professional Nego-

tiations," Ihe flgtigngl Elementary zrigcipal, XLVI (April, 1967),

pp. 31-2 (A Summary of an unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, School of

Education, George Washington University, Washington D.c., 1966).

l‘Oxenneth Summerer, "Agreements Negotiated between Boards of

EducatiOn and Teachers under Hichigan.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“1 investigated how the leadership behavior of school

adndnistrators 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's42 study of the relationships between selected

variables and the attitudes of 291 principals in.0akland 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 atEitudes toward teacher -

board negotiations.

4leave, pp. 14-15.

“accorge G. Carver, "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

Bducation,‘Michigan State University, 1967).
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Tabulating the composition of various board of education

‘negotiating teams, Block43 contacted 154 school districts in.Michigan.

Of the 126 responding districts, 33 indicated elementary principal

*nembership 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 301 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. Cunningham“

specifically concludes that much more research needs to focus on

the principal in negotiations. But no research to date has investi-

gated specific ways in which principals could 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
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43m1ph Block, "Research on the Make-up of the Board of

Education Iegotiating Teamw" A Study Currently Underway for Dr.

Herbert Eudman, College of Education, Michigan State University.

AACunningham, p. 9.
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in negotiations, primarily by determining the expectations of groups

that are vitally involved in negotiations.

Mheh refinement of the negotiation process in education is

needed. Doherty and Oberer outline the framework within which

this negotiations synthesis will occur:

It is 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'wherebybghe means of resolution of conflict

may be institutionalized.

Hopefully 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

expectations‘insocial science analyses. The summary of related

role-theory research 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.

 

‘5Bobert E. Doherty and‘Walter E. Oberer, Teachers, School

Boaggsl and Collective Bargaining (Ithaca, low York: Cornell

University, 1967), p. 124.



CHAPTER III

P EDURE DO

INTRODUCTION

This research had for its major objective the analysis of

what 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.Muchigan 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. IMany 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

DeveIOping 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

Batt1 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

resources. 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. 4Many suggestions for additions and deletions yielded a

A A_4

1WilliamJ. Goode and Paul K. Hatt, Methods of Social

Research (New York: MoGraw~Hill Book Company, Inc., 1952),

pp. 134-169.



37

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 issuesz. 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 groups3. These perception responses were designed to deter-

mine how aware high school principals are of the negotiation atti-

tudes 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. Io major

difficulties in format, administration, clarity, or timing were

noticed. After making some necessary adjustments in procedure and

form, the questionnaires were judged ready for research use.

2See Appendix A, pp. Ill-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 educationsession, and

the high school principal and his instructors at any buildingstaff_

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 negotiations,

and the statistical hypotheses developed for the study are based on

this assumption. The following terms appear in these hypotheses:

Q5222_: high school teachers, high school principals, superin-

tendents, and board members from participating school

districts.

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

Administrative issues: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.

Egacher-salaq issues: all aspects of teacher salaries.

Statistical hypotheses provide a framework for analysis in

social science research. In this study, the following hypotheses

involving expectations will be examined for statistically sig-

nificant differences.

31 Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

school principalsM be involved in teacher - board negotiations

when policies are determined regarding administrative, curricular,

or evaluative issues .

111 - 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 .

H2 Equal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

Behool principals should not be involved when policies are

rlegetiated regarding teacher salaries.

 

ACIass size and length of the school day are examples of

n°3°t:l.ation issues that present educational practice recognizes as

admit'lilcstrative prerogatives. They are regarded as administrative

t;’u98 in this study solely on this basis which in no way negates

e11» fundamental 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.

83 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. ‘

113 - Ho: 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.

34 Equal proportions of high school teacher and high school principal

respondents indicate that high school principals should not be

teegotiators when policies are determined regarding administrative

(er evaluative issues.

H4 " Ho: 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.

35 Equal preportions of superintendent and board member respondents

indicate that high school principals should be negotiators for the

board when policies are determined regarding administrative or

evaluative issues .

95 - Ho: 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 determined regarding adminis-

trative or evaluative issues.

ll6 Equal preportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

”chool principals should not be advisers in teacher - board

negotiations when policies are determined regarding teacher

3‘1aries .
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H6 - 50: 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.

H7 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.

H7 - Ho: 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.

38 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.

“8 - H0: 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.

E9 Equal proportions of superintendent and board member respondents

indicate that high school principals should be advisers only to

the board when policies are negotiated regarding administrative

or evaluative issues.

39 - so: 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.

810 R<lmal proportions of respondents in all groups indicate that high

school principals should not choose an educational expert to be

tlileir representative at teacher - board negotiations when
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policies are determined regarding teacher salaries.

310 - 80: 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.

JBqual 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.

1311 - 80: 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.

liigh school principal respondents accurately perceive the expecta-

‘tions held by the majority of relevant group respondents for the

'role of high school principals in teacher - board negotiations

‘when policies are determined regarding administrative, curricular,

revaluative, or teacher-salary issues.

1112 - HO: 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 negotiations,

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.

313 ailgh school principal respondents agree regarding the role of high

a‘P—hool principals in teacher - board negotiations when policies

are determined regarding administrative, curricular evaluative,

C"? 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 - H02

ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

Thorough study of the convergent or divergent expectations the

four respondent groups hold regarding the involvement of high school

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 categories: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-

8ponses consequently employed computer techniques which produced chi-

8<1trare analyses of both inter- and intra-group similarities and differ-

‘elmcees. A .05 significance level was adopted as the criterion for

meaningful results.

In the inter-group analysis, responses of the four major groups

and high school principal perceptions were compared on each of the four

n“Sotiation issues, and convergent and divergent expectations noted.

The intra-group analysis did not include superintendents because there

we'rii so few participants. Intra-group analysis of the three remaining

81:01.11); compared their responses on each of the four involvement issues

with selected variables, and again convergent and divergent expectations

were, noted .

 

\

5Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral

W (new York: McCraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), p.104.
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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

form.



CHAPTER IV

D R3813 IO AND IS

INTRODUCTION

This study focuses on how the involvement of high school

principals in teacher - board negotiations is seen by four groups

of role definers: high school teachers, superintendents, board

members, and high school principals: it analyses the agreements

and disagreements among and within these four related groups of

Cducators in an attempt to clarify the high school principals'

role in negotiations.

Similarities and differences in expectations presumably existed

Clnong the four sets of role definers regarding this negotiation role

of high school principals. In the form of statistical hypotheses,

this supposition was analyzed according to how the various groups

rnaponded to four kinds of negotiation issues, in the light of four

involvement factors. Further hypotheses examining the agreement

w11:h:l.n the focal group and the principals' perceptions of expecta-

tion. held by relevant others were similarly treated. Each research

hypothesis was analyzed with the chi-square statistic; any alpha

1‘"). of .05 was considered significant.

With the exception of high school principal agreement, the

“mtg-group analyses were unrelated to the research hypotheses. But

45
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several important relationships, 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 instrument1 covered the following four types of

nagotiation issues:

Wissues -- such things as class size, length of the

school day, and scheduling of staff meetings.

Curricular issues —- such things as courses of study, textbook

 

lclcction, and teaching procedures.

Wissues -- such things as evaluation of teachers and

tCncher transfers between buildings.

IOgcher-salhrz issues -- items pertaining to teacher salaries.

Each of these issues was researched in terms of high school

Principal involvement:

£3uld high school pr;ancipals be geomehowihvolved in teacher -

bonrd negotiations on this issue?

Wschooljrihcgpals serve g hegotihtors on this issue for

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

$3uld high school principals serve g hdyihers on this issue only to

“dc—then, only to the board, to both sides, or not at all?

3 6 school rinci a , chosen by other high school principals,

Won this issue?

\ ‘4“ ....LLiAA 4.44 EEAHA A ‘41 .... .4 #~ in; A AA___LI_

 

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-

isma, principals and years as a high school principal, and board

‘members and employment status.

PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

The study was planned around research questionnaires adminis-

tered within the school setting. More than 902 of all respondents

completed their questionnaires at high school staff meetings or board

of education sessions where the author supervised the data-gathering

process. Table I shows the resulting participation pattern:

TABLE I

PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

A ..4 A A #4

Respondents

Possible Actual Per Cent

4. AAA A“ AA #W

 

Board Members 86 76 88.4

H. 8. Teachers 804 649 80.7

H. S. Principals 17 l? 100

Superintendents 12 12 100

Total 919 754 82

"rr—naa‘_. 4 hi, AA A A LA _‘ LA +4.L_ , #‘ . . _
 

2See definition in footnote 5, p. 78.

3See definition in footnote 7, p. 88.
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INTERHGROUP 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 - 1m.

31'30: 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 H1 - no: at least

801 of the respondents think high school principals should be involved

in negotiations when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies

are determined.

TABLE 2

INVOLVEMENT OF HIGH SCHOOL PRIMIPALS IN NEGOTIATIONS WHEN POLICIES ARE

DETERMINED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, CURRICULAR, OR EVALUAIIVE ISSUES

A; m ‘- 1 M“ M) y A

 

#4 J;

A ...‘L__A_ 4 A A.._A

 

m .4“ __'__s A‘gu“

 

 
2:2

 

 

  

 

 

 

    

in -233 ,. l. 2.43.-. ... ... --

dministrative Curricular Evaluative

m___ggsues4g issuesg,gg .. uesgggg _,_LL#

1;- No. -Yes n. 112 l M... .. ....--

805d gaming“, . 61 _ 414 . 70‘ A 6 79,4 6. t 4

Supgrintengengg .ll g l #11 A A O #1; 1_0., A-

§.,,§. Principal-s . 116 ‘WL 17“ ‘ 0 17 n+9? -

. . c s 5424 #19; A 554- -492 599i. [i

x? df-3 as 2.222 us 6.941 as 1.448

Hz‘ao: 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 Hz - no:

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.

H3 - Ho: 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. I

The responses in Table 4:1 indicate rejection of B3 - No

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 652 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 83 - Ho 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



T
A
B
L
E

3

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T

O
F

H
I
G
H

S
C
H
O
O
L

P
R
I
N
C
I
P
A
L
S

I
N
N
E
G
O
T
I
A
T
I
O
N
S

W
H
E
N

T
H
E

I
S
S
U
E

1
3

T
E
A
C
H
E
R
S

S
A
L
A
R
I
E
S

 

B
o
a
r
d
M
e
m
b
e
r
s

3
:
2

3
:
4

3
:
5

3
:
7
 

Y
e
s

N
o

—
—
-
—
—
_
—
—
e
l

2
4

5
2

Y
e
s

2
4

N
o

 

5
2

Y
e
s

2
4

N
o

 

5
2

t
1
2
£
_
_
_
!
2
4
Y
e
s

2
4

N
o

5
2
 

 

S
u

e
r
i
n
t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s

7
5
 

 

H
.

S
.

P
r
i
g
g
i
p
a
l
s

1
2

1
2

5
 

H
.

S
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

2
1
1

4
3
3

2
1
1

4
3
3

2
1
1

4
3
3

2
1
1

4
3
3

2
1
1

4
3
3
 
 
 

 
N
S

d
f
-
Z

 
 3.5

6
4

d
f
=
2

.
0
1

1
0
.
7
7
7

 N
S

d
f
=
1

0
.
0
4
3

 d
f
=
1

8
.
9
1
1

.
0
1

d
f
-
l

 
 

1
0
.
6
0
0

N
S

d
f
=
1

3
.
2
5
1

 N
S

d
f
=
1

3
.
4
7
1
 

50



I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T
O
F

H
I
G
H

S
C
H
O
O
L

P
R
I
N
C
I
P
A
L
S

A
S

N
E
G
O
T
I
A
T
O
R
S

T
A
B
L
E

4

F
O
R
C
U
R
R
I
C
U
L
A
R

I
S
S
U
E
S

 

4
:
7
 

B
o
a
r
d
M
e
m
b
e
r
s

3
6

4
0

 
 
 

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

3
6

4
O

3
6

4
0

 

S
u
p
e
r
i
n
t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s

3
9

 
 
 

 
Y
e
s

 

N
o

 

 

H
.

S
.

P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s

5
1
2

 

H
.

8
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

2
2
2

4
2
1

 

2
2
2

4
2
1

2
2
2

4
2
1

2
2
2

4
2
1
 

x
2

d
f
=
3

 
 

N
S

N
S

 
2
.
1
0
1

1
.
8
1
7

.
0
5

d
f
=
1

4
.
8
7
2

N
S

d
f
=
1

0
.
4
7
4

N
S

0
.
1
9
2

N
S

d
f
=
1

0
.
3
1
3
 

 
 

 
 

51



T
A
B
L
E

5

I
N
V
O
L
V
E
M
E
N
T

O
F

H
I
G
H

S
C
H
O
O
L

P
R
I
N
C
I
P
A
L
S

A
S

N
E
G
O
T
I
A
T
O
R
S

F
O
R
C
U
R
R
I
C
U
L
A
R

I
S
S
U
E
S

  

B
o
a
r
d

5
:
1

5
:
2

5
:
3

5
:
4

5
:
5

5
:
6

5
:
7
 

T
c
h
r

B
d

O
n
l
y
O
n
l
y

N
9

T
c
h
r

B
d

O
n
l
y
O
n
l
e
r
o

T
c
h
r

B
d

T
c
h
r

B
d

T
c
h
r

B
d

O
n
l
y

O
n
l
y

N
o
O
n
l
y
O
n
l
y

N
o
O
n
l
y

O
n
l

 

2
3
4

4
0

2
3
4

4
O

2
3
4

4
0

-
-

-
2

3
4

T
c
h
r

B
d

N
o
O
n
l
y

O
n
l
y
fi
g

T
c
h
r

B
d

O
n
l
y
O
n
l
y

N
o

 

 

 

S
u
p
t
:

0
3

9
-
-
0
3
 

P
r
i
m
e

0
5

1
2

1
2

0
5

1
2

-
-

1
2
 

 T
c
h
r
s

1
6
4

5
8

4
2
1

1
6
4

5
8

4
2
1

-
1
6
4

5
8

4
2
1

-
-

1
6
4

5
8

4
2
1
 

x
2

 
.
0
0
1

d
f
=
6

9
4
.
2
9
6

 
.
0
0
1

d
f
=
2

8
4
.
9
1
2

 
N
S

d
f
=
2

2
.
0
2
7

.
0
5

N
S

d
f
=
2

d
f
=
2

  
1
1
.
6
1
7

2
.
2
2
7

 
N
S

d
f
=
2

 5.
7
1
7

 
N
S

0
.
3
1
3

52



53

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.

114 - Ho: 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 H4 - H0 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

of H4 - HO for evaluative issues: principals and teachers agree that

high school principals should not be negotiators when evaluative

policies are determined.

H5 - H0: There is no difference between superintendents and

board members in the pr0portion 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 H5 - no for

administrative issues. Superintendents and board members agree, at a

672 majority level, that principals should not be negotiators when

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

tance of H5 - Hg 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 681 agreement among all res-

pondent groups that high 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

‘ihen.eva1uative policies are negotiated. Responses in Table 11:4

confirm this disagreement between teacher and board member groups,

vflnile 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.

35 - 110: 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 H6 - Ho:

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 1234 reveal a significant difference in minority

opinion between the teacher and board member groups, despite their

622 agreement favoring the 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 when teacher salaries are

negotiated.

H7 - Ho: 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.

Responses in Table 13:1 require rejection of Hy - no for

curricular issues: respondent groups do not agree that principals

should advise both teachers and board when curricular issues are

tiegotiated. 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,

‘flhile teacher and principal groups strongly believe that high

lochool principals should be advisers to both sides when curricular

issues are negotiated.
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TABLE 13

INVOLVEMENT OF HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS AS ADVISERS

FOR TEACHER SALARY ISSUES

 ‘ 4 a

13:1 13:2 13:3
 

Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd

Only Only Both No Only Only Both No Only Only Both No
 

Board 0 29 39 8 O 29 39 8 0 29 39 8
 

 

 

 

Supts 0 6 6 O - - - - - - - -

Prins 0 2 15 0 0 2 15 0 - - - -

Tchrs 45 31 486 84 - - - - 45 31 486 84

x2 .001 df=9 .02 df=2 .001 df=3

124.487 7.954 102.030    
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TABLE 13 (continued)

M 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13:4 13:5 ‘ 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 Onlygggth No

- - - - O 29 39 8 - - - - - - - -

- - - - 0 6 6 0 0 6 6 0 0 6 6 O

O 2 15 0 - - - - '- - - - O 2 15 O

45 31 486 84 — - - - 45 31 486 84 - - - -

NS df-3 NS df=2 .05 df=3 .05 df-l

5.380 0.017 3.976 3.933    
H8 - H0: 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 1524 indicate acceptance of

Hg - Ho: At least 721 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.

H9 - Ho: There is no difference between superintendents and board

‘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 1525 indicate acceptance of

H9 - H0: 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 TEACHERrBOARD

NEGOTIATIONS POR ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES?

 

 

14:1 14:2 14:3
 

Tchr and

Only Only Both No

Tchr,'Bd

Only Onlwaoth No

Tchr Bd

Only Only Both No
 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Board 1 38 28 9 1 38 28 9 1 38 28 '9

' 362:. 0 6 6 0 - - - - 0 6 6 0

Prins 0 1 16 O 0 l 16 0 - - - -

Tchrs 48 34 469 95 - - - :_ - - - -

2 .001 df=9 .001 df-3 NS df-3

x

72.917 18 282 0.757

.TABLE 15

SHOULD THE HIGH scuooL PRINCIPAL

BE AN ADVISER IN TEACHER-BOARD

NEGOTIATIONS FOR HVALHATIVS ISSUES?

15:1 15:2 15:3

Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd

, Only Only Both No Only Only Both No Onlygnly Both ls

Board 0 35 35 5 0 35 ‘35 5 0 3s 35 5

Supts 0 '7;.‘5. o ; - »- - - - - -

Prins 0 2 15 0 0 2 ' 15 o - - - g -

Tchrs 49 62 467 64 - - - - 49 62 467 64

4 .001 .01 .001

x2 '

df=9 df=2 df-3

51.712 9.652 21.748
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TABLE 14 (continued)

 

 

y 14:7
 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

14:4 14:5 14:6 -

Tchr Bd ‘ Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd

Only Only Both No Only Only Both No Only Only Both No Only Only Both No

1 38 28 9 - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - 0 6 6 0 - - - - 0 6 6 O

- - - - - - -y - O 1 16 y 0 O 1 16 _Ol

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 (continued)

‘7‘ 1574 ‘__5 77 15:5 ‘7 3_ 15:6__ ‘ 1§?7""""

Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr Bd Tchr 3d

Only Only goth No Only On]; Both No

0 35 35 5

Only Only Both lie Only Only Both No

 

0 7 5 0
 

 

 

   

0 2 15 0 - - - - - - - - 0 2 15 Au_g_

49 62 467 64 - - - - 49 62y_467__ 64 - - - . -

NS NS .02 .02

62-3 df-2 62-3 df-l.

2.024 0.104 5.664 5.817
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810 - H ° 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.

Responses in Table 16:4 require acceptance of H10 - Ho:

all respondent groups agree that high school principals should

not choose a representative who would act as an educational

expert at negotiations when teacherosalary policies are deter-

mined.

- H ' 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

determined regarding administrative, curricular, or

evaluative issues.

Responses in Tables 16:1, 2, 3 require acceptance of H11 -

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 GROUPS

Each of the relevant groups involved in this study holds

an opinion regarding the role of high school principals in teacher -

board negotiations, a group opinion based upon the expectations of

the respective group members. These collective positions make it

possible to identify areas of convergent and divergent expectations

among groups. Once these centers of agreement and disagreement

are identified, implications can be deduced relating to principal

involvement in the negotiation process.

This study asked earlier how accurately high school prin-

cipals perceive the Opinions of high school teachers, superinten-

dents, and board members. This is important since high school

'principal awareness of their negotiation problems relates directly

to how accurately they perceive the conflicting positions their

closest educational associates have taken regarding the principals'

role in these negotiations. This research examined high school

jprincipal perceptions of the negotiation-related positions held

'by relevant groups using the following statistical hypothesis:

1&12 - Ho: 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 school principal perceptions of relevant group responses

‘were secured by asking the principals to consider the four negotia-

‘tion areas from the point of view of superintendents, board
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ummbers, and teachers respectively.“ The resulting perceptions and

the corresponding relevant group responses are shown in Tables 17 to

20.

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS 0F SUPERINTENDENTS

Tables 17 to 20 show no significant differences on the

:four negotiation issues between high school principal perceptions

sand superintendent responses, despite the relatively limited

raumber of respondents in each of these sample groups. On the basis

(sf these results, 312 - H0 was accepted: principals do accurately

Iperceive the expectations of superintendents for the role of high

sschool principals in teacher - board negotiations.

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF BOARD MEMBERS

Tables 17 to 20 show no significant differences on the four

txegotiation issues between board member responses and principal

13erceptions. In fact, high school principal perceptions of board

tnember responses are quite accurate. On the basis of these results,

1112 - HO was accepted.

PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS

Tables 17 to 20 show that significant differences exist

lbetween high school principal perceptions and high school teacher

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

4See 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 significantly 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 educational experts than the 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 negotiation issues.

On the basis of these results it was concluded that high

school principals do perceive at an 802 level the expectations of

high school teachers for the role of principals in negotiations.

Consequently H12 - Hg 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.

IN’I'RA-GRDUP ANALYSIS: HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

High school principals are the focal group in this study;

rand certainly their expectations for their own role in teacher -

beard negotiations constitute one of the four primary group

Positions involved in this research. The position high school

Frrincipals adOpt must be identified for use in the inter-group
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analysis. The study assumed that the responses of the 17 high

school principals participating in this research could be generalized

to provide valid data on the role of high school principals in

teacher - board negotiations, despite the variety of individuals

and schools represented.

701 agreement among respondents constitutes majority-

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

ryrincipal respondents to the four negotiation issues. Since total

agreement for the 16 cells was .78, with only 3 cells falling below

time .30 majority-agreement level, it was concluded that high school

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

tixons. Minority areas were noted: no-agreement for his negotiator role

or: the evaluative issue (.59) or for his role as an educational

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

adviser role on the teacher-salary issue (.65), for his total role

as an educational expert. (.68) , and for his total position on the

teacherosalary issue (-—53)~

The consistency of the high school principals' majority-

agreement position was tested with the chi-square statistic using

the following hypothesis:

There is no difference between high school

principals in the association between selected

variables: school district size, age, years as

an educator, educational preparation, and years

as a high school principal; and their responses

for the involvement of high school principals in

teacher - board negotiations when policies are

determined regarding administrative, curricular,

evaluative, or teacher-salary issues.
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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

high school principals. H13 - HO was accepted: no significant

differences were 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 school principal, and

negotiations involvement.

MIRA-GROUP ANALYSIS: BOARD MEMBERS

Board member intra-group analysis involved the variables:

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

5
age , negotiator experience, union composite, and employment status.

Board member responses are arranged by school district size

in Table 34 (see appendix B, page 159). School districts were

classified. as: Small (under 2,700 students enrolled in grades

K - 12); Medium (2,700 - 5,500 students); and Large (over 5,500

students). No significant differences were found among board

metubers based upon the size of their school district.

Board member responses according to the number of years they

have served as board members are grouped in Table 35 (see appendix

3’ Page16l); no significant differences were found among board

SUnion composite was derived from items 8 - 10 of the

resPective questionnaires (see appendix A, page 122 ). Union relation-

Ship, of each respondent were determined in three areas: years as a

union member in other than education occupations; degree of family

membership in unions; and degree of unionism among neighbors.

asPonses in each area were scored from low (1) to high (5) unionism.

T°taled responses of 10 or more identified the high union composite

resPendants .
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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 high -chool graduate but less

than 4 years of college), and High (at least a college graduate).

Significant differences in board member responses occurred in relation

to the negotiator role of high school principals. Board members with

high educational preparation strongly support a no-negotiator position

for principals on all issues, differing significantly in the curricula:

and evaluative areas with other board members who believe high school

principals should act as board negotiators on these issues.

Board member responses are grouped according to age in

Treble 36 (see appendix B, pagelEBj); no significant differences

teere found. Board member responses related to their 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 board

.for curricular issues and definitely tend toward this position for

tadndnistrative and evaluative issues; and they strongly oppose high

school principals as negotiators when teacher salaries are being

determined.

Board member responses based upon their union composite

as presented in Table 3'! (see appendix B, page 165) show agreement

in all areas. The difference in Table 3721 is a simple matter of

<iogree, where board members of low union composite believe signifi-

<=antly more strongly that high school principals should be involved
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in negotiations when curricular policies are determined. Board member

responses related to their experience as a board negotiator, presented

in Table 24, reveal significant differences. Table 2431 shows that

board members with negotiator experience believe more strongly that

high school principals should be involved in negotiations when

administrative issues are determined and tend toward this position

for curricular and evaluative issues. Table 2432 points out that the

negotiator board members are much more likely to believe that principals

should negotiate for the board, differing significantly in this respect

saith non—negotiator board members on curricular issues. And responses

in Table 24:3 indicate that these negotiator board members are-much

Inore inclined to believe that principals should be advisers only to

the board of education.

Board negotiator responses were compared with other variables

in.Table 25. No significant differences were found relative to years

as a board member, educational preparation, union composite, and

self-employment status. One obvious difference occurred with respect

'to school district size: the larger the school district the less

likely that a board member had served as a negotiator.

INTRA-GROUP RELATIONSHIPS: HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS

High School teacher inrra-group analysis involved the

\tariables: school district size, educational preparation, years
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6
as an educator, age, sex, union composite, organizationalism,7

and teacher-negotiator experience.

High school teacher responses by school district size as

presented in Table 3831 (see appendix B, page 167 ) indicate

agreement among teachers that principals should be involved when

administrative, curricular, or evaluative issues are negotiated

and should not be involved when teacher salaries are the issue.

Whatever differences exist are differences of degree: the smaller

the school district, for example, the more strongly teachers

believe high school principals should be involved in teacher -

board negotiations.

Table 3832 shows that teachers, regardless of school dis»

trict size, agree that principals should not be involved in nego-

tiations as negotiators. The significant difference over the admin-

istrative issue is purely one of degree: the smaller the school

district, the more strongly teachers believe that high school prin-

cipals should not be negotiators.

Responses in Table 3833 indicate that teachers agree re-

garding a high school principal role as advisers to both sides

 

6See definition in footnote 5, page 78.

7Organizationalismwas derived from items 7, 8, 10, and 11

of the teacher questionnaire (see appendix A, page 122 )a High

organizational teachers met three criteria: they voted to ratify

the negotiated contract for teachers, voted to select their local

teachers' negotiation team, and were active in MBA activity

(responded to 7d, 7e, or 8-yes). Any teacher that met all three

of these conditions was designated "high-organizational".
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in the negotiation process. Significant differences of degree

again appear in the adminzstrative, curricular, and evaluative

areas; the smaller the school district, the more strongly high

chool teachers believe that principals should advise both sides.

ReSponses in Table 351A show that teachers, regardless of school

district 5129; agree that a high schsol principals' representa-

tive should be involved in negotiations as an educational expert

when all but teacher-salary policies are determined,

High school teacher sspcnses are related to their years'
1

as an educator in Table 39 {see appendix B, pageslé?~70), Teachers

generally agree on all issues in all involvement categories,

with a few differences reflect‘rg only the degree of agreement.

Responses in Table 39,3 indicate that low preparation teachers

believe more strongly that high school principals should be advisers

to both sides when administrative policies are negotiated, and

Table 39:4 Shows that high preparation teachers believe principals

should choose a representative to act as an educational expert

when curricular pol1c1es are negotiated”

High school teacher responses are related to their educa-

tional preparation in Table 40 (see arpcndix B, pagesl71-72).

General agreement appeared on all issues in all involvement cate-

gories. Ihe srgnifrcant difference in table 40:4 is one of degree:

high school teachers with high educational preparation believe more

strongly that principals should choose an educational expert represen-

tative when curricular po‘icies are negotiated.
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High school teacher responses by age are presented in

Table 41 (see appendix B, pagesl73-7éi General agreement among

all teacher age groups is indicated fcr high school principal

involvement in negotiations when administrative, curricular, or

evaluative policies are determined and non-involvement when teacher

salaries are negatiated. Significant differences that occur are

differences of degree: the younger teachers generally believe

principals should be involved in negotiations for administrative

issues more than older teachersc The older the teacher, however,

the more strongly he believes that principals should be involved

in curricular negotiations.

Responses in Table 41;2 show all teacher age groups

agreeing on a no-negctiator role for high school principals.

Again the significant difference is one of degree: for admin-

istrative, curricular, or evaluative issues, the older teacher

believes less strongly that principals should not be negotiators.

Table 41:3 supports high school 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 bath sides in teacher -

board negotiations.

Responses in Table 4134 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 older 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 responses presented by sex in Table 42

(see appendix B, pages'l75~?5} reveal general agreement between

men and women teachers on all issues and in all involvement cate-

gories: The following differences in degree do appear: in Table

4221, women are shown to believe more strengly than men that high

school principals should be involved in the negotiation process;

responses in Table 4232 show that women believe more strongly in

their minority opinion that pr‘ncipals should be negotiators

for teachers when curricular o: evalta:1xe policies are deterndned;

responses in Table 42:3 point out that women believe more strongly

C

than men :hat przaclyals should advise beth sides when administrative

issues are negotiated, in lable #234, men are shown to believe sig-

nificantly more strongly that principals should choose an educational

expert represenfaiive tc participate when curricular policies are

negotiated.

High schocl teacher responses by union composite8 are pre-

sented in Table 43 (see appendix B, pages 177-78} Beneral agreement

exists between low and high union composite teachers on all issues

and in all involvement categories. Significant differences of

degree include these; responses in Table 43:2 indicate that low

union composite teachers believe more strongly that high school

 

8See definition in footnote 5, page 78.
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principals should not be negotiators for the board; responses in

Table 43:3 suggest that low union compcsite teachers believe more

strongly that principals should not be advisers only to the board.

High school teacher responses presented in Table 44

(see appendix B, pagesl79-80) show general agreement between high

and low organizational9 teachers on all issues and in all involve-

ment categories. Any differences that are significant are differences

of degree: responses in Table L432 indicate that highly organizational

teachers believe more strongly that high school principals should

not be negotiators when adminiSIracive policies are determined;

Table 44:4 shows that highly organizational teachers believe more

strongly that principals should not be represented at negotiations

by an educational expert representative when teacher salary policies

are determined.

High school teacher crganizationalism responses compared

with other related variables in Table 26 reveal a number of sig-

nificant correlations; Table 36;] shows that the smaller the

district the greater the proportion of high organizational teachers;

and responses in Table 2632 indicate that instructors with high

educational preparaticn are more likely to be high organizational

teachers. Responses in Table 2633 show that many more men than

women are high organisational teachers, while responses in Table

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

 

9See definition in footnote 7, page 88.
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organizational peoplet Responses in Table 2635 show that a sig-

nificantly greater proportion of teache-s with long service as

educators are high organizational teachers, while responses in

Table 2636 reveal that B
)

m ignificantly greater proportion of

teachers with negotiator experience are also high organizational

High school teacher responses by experience as teacher-

negotiators (see Table 45 in appendix B, pages 181-82) show general

0 i
f

'
D

m n '
1
‘

m

1

t
o

agreement regardless of th experience as a negotiatoro

Any significant differences are differences in degree: teacher-

negotiators believe more strongly that high school principals should

be involved in negotiations when curricular policies are determined,

and that principals snould choose an educational expert to act as their

representative when curricular prlicies are negotiatedo

High senorl teacher responses by experience as teacher-

negotiators are compared with other variables in fable 2?. These

correlations suggest that the typical teacher-negotiator has been

an educator for 6 - 15 years @2731), has high educational preparation

(2722), is a man (2434) 30 - 45 years of age (23:3), and is a high

organizational person (26:6)t

SUMMARY; INIER~GRDUP ANALYS IS

Chapter IV begins with a statistical analysis of the study data

to determine areas of convergence and divergence of expectations held

by the four respondent groupst Agreements and differences between groups

regarding the role of high school principals in teacher - board negotia-

tions were identified in each of the involvement categoriest
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TABLE 26

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HIGH SCHDOL TEACHER ORGANIZAIIONALISM BY SELECTED VARIABLES

26:1 2632 2633 26:4

District Size Educational ngpatation Sex Union Qgggpsite

S M L Less Than MA MA or Mire Women Men 3L9 41

High 35 79 42 76 80 38 118 112 44

Low 47 204 242 327 158 218 270 422 71

2 .001 df=2 .001 df=1 “001 df=1 .001 df-l

X 31.248 17.691 20.366 15.487   
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TABLE 26 (Continued)

 

 

 

 

 

 

26:5 26:6 27:7

Years An Educator Teacher Negotiator Age

Under 6 6-15 Over 15 Yes No Under 30 30-45 Over 45

34 75 47 50 103 45 67 43

238 183 71 34 454 239 189 70

.001 df=2 .001 df=1 .001 df=2

39.484 67.628 23.926  
Hypothesis I (Table 2) attempted to determine whether high school

principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations

when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies were

determined. H1 was accepted: all four respondent groups agreed

that principals should be involved for these issues.

Hypothesis 2; (Table 3) examined the premise that high school

principals should not be involved in teacher - board negotiations

when teacher-salary policies are determined. H2 was rejected:

significant differences were found between the principal group

and the teacher, board groups. Teachers and board 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.
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flypothesis III (Tables 4 and 6) attempted to determine whether

high school principals should be negotiators when curricular or

teacher-salary policies are determined. H3 was rejected for

curricular issues: significant differences were found between

board member and teacher groups. Board members reached no agree-

ment over principals as negotiators, while teachers contended that

principals should not be negotiators when curricular policies are

determined. Superintendent and principal 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.

Significant differences in minority opinion (Tables 5 and 7)

occurred between high school teacher and board member groups when

the additional principal role variables of negotiator-for-teachers

and negotiator-for-board were introduced. A considerable proportion

(45%) of board members believe that principals should be board-

negotiators for 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 unimportant

due to the 82% 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 negotiators when administrative or evaluative policies are
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determined. H4 was accepted with 74% agreement for administrative

issues and 551 agreement for evaluative issues.

flxpothesis V (Tables 10 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. “5 was accepted for administrative issues, but the

67% agreement between superintendent and board member groups was that

principals should not be boardwnegotiators when administrative

policies are determined. HS was also actepted for evaluative

issues, but board member and superintendent groups tended to disagree:

the board members believed that principals should be boardw

negotiators for evaluative issues, while superintendents agreed

with the teacher and principal groups that principals should not

be negotiators when evaluative policies are determined. Inci-

dentally, about oneafifth of the teacher respondents indicated

that principals should be teacher-negotiators when administrative

or evaluative policies are determined.

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 they should be advisers

to both sides while teacher and board member groups strongly

contended that principals should not be advisers when teacher

salaries are negotiated. It was noted that, despite the 62%

agreement between teacher and board member groups for this no-

adviser role, significant minority Opinions existed: 271 of the
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board members believed principals shauld advise only the board

while 311 of the teachers held that principals should be advisers

to both sides when teacher salaries are negotiated,

gypothesis V11 (Table 13) suggested that all respondent groups

believed high school principals should be advisers to both sides

when curricular issues are negotiated. H7 was rejected; the

lack of agreement among the superintendent and board member

groups differed clearly from the strong stand of the teachers and

principals, who held that principals should advise both sides

when curricular issues are negotiated.

Hypothesis VIII (Tables 14 and 13) attempted to establish that

high school principal and high school teacher groups believed

high school principals should be advisers to both sides when

administrative or evaluative issues are negotiated. H8 was

accepted with 721 agreement,

Hypothesis IX (Tables 14 and 15) attempted to escablish that

superintendent and board member groups believed high school prin-

cipals should be advisers only to the board when administrative

or evaluative issues are negotiated. H9 was accepted, but the

agreement between superintendent and board member groups in-

volved little clear-cut agreement on this issue; board member

and superintendent groups do not strongly favor a board-adviser

role for principals when administrative or evaluative issues are

negotiated:
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hypothesis X (Iable 16) posrulated that all respondent groups
 

believed high school principals should not choose an educational

expert to be their representative when teacher salaries are nego-

tiated. H10 was accepted; all groups agreed that no such educa-

cational expert should be selected for teacher-salary issues.

Hypothesis XI tTable 16) attempted to establish that all respon-
 

dent groups believed high school principals should choose an

educational expert to be their representative when administrative,

curricular, or evaluative issues are negotiated. H11 was accepted:

all groups agreed that principals should be represented by their

educational expert when these policies are negotiated.

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

cipals were aware of the negotiation-related attitudes of the

relevant groupsn H12 was accepted: principals were totally

aware of superintendent and board member negotiation attitudes

and were aware. with 80% accuracy, of the teachers' negotiation

position. Significant differences were found, however, between

principal perceptions and teacher responses in 3 of the 16

comparison tests. Ore of these differences was in degree of

agreement where teachers believed more strongly than principals

perceived that principals should be involved when evaluative

policies are negotiated: the remaining differences indicate

that principals are unaware of how strongly teachers believe

principals should be represented by an educational expert when

administrative or evaluative issues are negotiatedo
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SUMMARY: INTBA-GROUP ANALYSIS

The concluding section in this chapter concerned intra-

group analysis of high school 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 only 3 of the 16 cells failing to

meet the minimum-agreement level. In addition Hypothesis XIII

(Table 21, page 77) attempted to establish statistically that

principals hold an agreement position for the role of high school

principals in.teacher - board negotiations. H13 was accepted: no

significant differences were found on any of the selected variables

which included: district size, educational preparation, age, years

as an educator, years as a high school principal, and negotiation

involvement.

Board members were analyzed statistically on the basis of

selected variables which included; district size, years as an

educator (board member), educational preparation, age, negotiator

experience, union composite,16 and employment status. No signifi-

cant differences appeared which were not differences in degree

of agreement.

 

10See definition in footnote 5, page 78.
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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. Generalorganizationalism,

agreement exists among teachers when correlated with each of

these variables. Any significant differences 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:

(l) the typical high organizational teacher is a highly pre-

pared male instructor in a smaller school district who has had

many years of teaching experience; he very likely has been exposed

to some union influences outside of education and he quite probably

has served as a teacher-negotiator.

(2) the typical teacher-negotiator has been an educator for

6 - 15 years, has high educational preparation, and is a man

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

 

113cc definition in footnote 5, page 78-

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

SUMMARY A!!!) coucwspus

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 four principal-participation categories: involve-

ment, negotiator-role, adviser-role, and educational-expert-role.

Inter-group differences were particularly sought as potential

areas of role conflict.

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 802 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 671 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 is 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 negotiations, at

least two thirds of all respondent 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 negotiations.
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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 principal

group perceptions of the responses of relevant groups were analysed.

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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nigh sggool 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 negotiations.

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 negotiator-role.

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.

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

years as an educator (board member), educational preparation, age,

negotiator-experience, union composite,1 and employment status.

Only the following factors revealed significant differences in

relation to the remaining variables: educationalgpreparation --

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 andeducator, 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; educationalgprepar-
 

ation -- teachers with high preparation believe more strongly

 

2See 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

sides 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;

‘ggg -- 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; Egg -- 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.
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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: ggganizationalism -- 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 one 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

1 All groups (with 802 agreement) responded that high school

principals should be involved in teacher - board negotiations

when administrative, curricular, or evaluative policies are

determined.

11 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.

111 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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All groups with at least 681 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 policies

are determined, and that no such educational expert should be

involved when teacher salaries are negotiated.

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.

High school principals as a group are consistent in their

expectations for the role of high school principals in teacher -

board negotiations, manifesting a 781 agreement level.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions reached in this exploratory study might

verified by replication in a number of ways:

With a larger sample of principals;

With elementary teachers and principals or junior high teachers

and principals, board members and superintendents;

On a statewide basis;

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? Is 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?

I! What accounts for the joint teacher-board reluctance to admit

principals to teacher-salary negotiations?

111 How strongly do board members view the principal as a member

of their administrative team?

1V 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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(Sample letter from.the‘Michigan.Association of Secondary School

Principals, supporting this research project, that was sent to

each of the thirteen school districts)

September 27, 1967

Hr. Russell H. Pormsma

Superintendent

Kelloggsville Public Schools

23 Jean Street s.w.

V7°ming,‘uichigan 49508

Dear Mr. Pormsma:

The Executive Committee of the Huchigan Association of Secondary

School Principals has endorsed John Pylman's research project which

focuses on the problems of non-significant involvement of the high

school principal in teacher-board of education collective negotiations.

Since there are many areas of agreement and disagreement, the

Executive Committee 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 MASS? would like to encourage your

cooperation and the cooperation of your high school principal and

staff members .

Sincerely yours,

Theodore B. Southerland

Executive Secretary

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

school district)

October 11, 1967

Jamesjr. Bale, Superintendent

Rockford Public Schools

Rockford , Michigan

Dear Mr. Bale:

I wish to thank you for your willingness to include your school

district in the research project we recently discussed. I am very

aware of the trust that this involves. Every possible effort will

be extended to conduct this study on a high educational plane so

that the results contribute to the worth of our profession.

Confirmation of our telephone arrangements is a second purpose of

this letter. Busy superintendents have many things to remember

so here are the basic details of this behavioral research study:

a. This research involves the 13 school districts (It-12) in and

around Grand Rapids. Its focus is the high school principal's

involvement in teacher-board 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 director. 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 focal

person of this study. Completion time of his questionnaire

should involve less than 30 minutes.

d. Should identification of individuals or individual school

districts result, this data will be treated confidentially

and professionally.

e. The project has been explained to your teachers' association

president and his support has been secured.

5. Results of the study will be forwarded to you as soon as they

are available.
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James 3. Halo, Superintendent

Page 2

October 11, 1967

Kindly plan to refer any questions to me at your earliest convenience.

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

Kentwood Public Schools

Grand Rapids , Michigan

Dear Mr. De Heard:

I wish to thank you for your willingness to involve your staff

and yourself in the research project we recently discussed. I

am very aware of the trust that this involves. Every effort will

be extended to conduct this study on a high educational plane so

that the greatest possible benefit may accrue to our profession.

Confirmation of our telephone arrangements is a second purpose of

this letter. I am.planning to survey your school on.Monday,

November 6 at 3:00 P.M; I will report to your office not later

than 2:30 P;M. to allow time for us to check procedures. .As

agreed, I will conduct the survey session. '

This project has been discussed with Superintendent Hill and

Ray Hull, the KEA.president. Their support for this research was

solicited and has been received. A copy of this letter is being

sent to your building representative of your teachers' association.

The purpose of this study is to investigate possible avenues that

could lead to appropriate involvement of principals in the collective

negotiations that occur between teachers and boards of education.

It is not presumed that this project will solve the problems that

presently exist. It is intended that this research would lead to

ldddlewmanagement involvement 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

to complete. High school principals are somewhat less fortunate since

their completion time involves up to 30 minutes of effort.

Should identification of individuals or individual school districts

result, this data will be treated confidentially and professionally.

Results of this study will be sent to you as soon as they are

available.
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Jack De Vaard, Principal

Page 2

October 13, 1967

Kindly refer any questions to me at your earliest opportunity. Any

message left with my wife Betty at our home (949-4138) will result in

a prompt response.

Thank-you again for your assistance.

John H . _~Pylman , Director

Behavioral Research Project

Michigan State University
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(Sample introductory letter that was used in all questionnaires)

Dear High School Staff Member

In most educational research, more information is needed from

the people who make things happen. You are involved in this

research because you are one of these people.

The nterial that follows begins with a general. information page,

followed by a check-list type of questionnaire. We have timed

this, and it probably will take you less than 20 minutes to

complete. Please do not identify yourself or your school.

Kindly accept our sincere thanks for your professional assistance.

Results of this study will be forwarded to you as soon as they

are available.

Appreciatively

John H. Pylman, Director

Behavioral Research Project

Michigan State University
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GENERAL INFORMATION: High School Teachers

1. m my yegrs gage ygg been:

(Please respond numerically to each item)

a. an educator?.............................................. [:3 years

b. an educator in your present school district?..............[::::] years

c. a teacher in grades K-12?.. ............... .. ..... ......... [:1 years

d. a teacher in grades 9-12?..Eyes“

7

 
e. a principal of any kind?. ............... . ....... ..........' years

 

f. ahigh school principal?..................................Eyes"

g. a high school teacher in your present school district?.... [:3 years

2. what is the highest degree you hold? (check one choice)

a. Less than a Bachelors..... ............ ....................

b. Bachelors .................. ...... ..... ....................

c. Masters...................................................

d. Masters plus 30 semester hours............................

D
D
D
D
D

e0 Spec1a118t00000000. ..... 0 ..... 0000.00.00.00...00.00.00.000

H f0 Dacror.00.00000000000000...0.00.00.00.00000000.0.0......00

3. What isjour age? ........... ............. ........... .......... years

4. W............... ....... . ....... ...............E::]Pomale

' :3“
5. t is ur resent teachi assi nt?

Check One Number of Sections

‘0 Art, m‘ic 000000 0000000000000000000000000000

b. Maine‘s Education.00.00.0000....00.00.0.000

c . English , Speech, Foreign Language , Librarian

d. Industrial Arts , Home Economics . . . . . . . . . . . . .

e. Mathematics or Science......................

    

f. soctal Studies000000000000000000000.0000000.

8. Physical Education.000000.0.000000000000000.

h. Counselor........... ...... ..................

U
B
U
D
H
D
D
D
U

B
U
D
D
H
U
D
D
D

1. Other (please specify). . . . . .
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6. I; moge thag half of your teachigg day spent iggtructigg

in ‘r‘de. 9’12?00000000000000000.00000000.0000000000000000000000 y..:

”E:

7. Which of the following best describesyyour MBA Activity?

(check one)

 

a. I am not a member of MBA. ............. . .......... ...............

b. I simply join each year to get the journal..... ..... ............

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

0
.

I attend some meetings and participate in discussions...........

0 I attend all meetings and try to get others to think my

"y ‘bout palicy000000000000000.000000.0.0000.0......0...000.0.0

8. flgye you ever been a district MEA chairman or MEA officer?..... yes

9. Haveyyog_ever served as a member of a teachers' collective

negotiation. ten?.0...0.000.000.0000000000......0.......00.0.. ya.

10. Did you vote in any election to select a local teachers'

collective negotiations team?............ ...... ................ yes

no

11. Did you vote in any election that ratified a yearly contract

for teachers?. ............................. ... ......... ........ yes

D
D

[
m

m
1

D
U
E
]
I
B
M

12. In jobs that you may have held other than teaching, how

manyjyears were_you a member of a labor union?................. (Check One)

None.........

One ....... ...

Two. ........ .

 

Three........

U
U
D
D
U

More than three... ......
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13. e o o a re s e b e s

or sisters, children) have been members of a labor union?..... (Check One)

None.. ......... .

one 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

N. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Three...........

D
D
D
U
D

More than three....

l4~ How many of_your neighbors belong to labor unions1.. .......... (Che a .5.’

None............

A few... ..... ...

sm00 000000 .000

 

m.t 00000000 .000

A11 00000000 .0... D
D
D
D
D
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RMAT 0N: Superintendents

(Please respond numerically to each iteno

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

How man years have you been:

a. an educator?............................................

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

c. a teacher in public or private schools?.................

d. a teacher in grades 9-12?............... ..... ...........

e. a public or private school principal?...................

f. a high school principal?.......... ..... . .............. ..

g. a superintendent of schools?............................

h. a superintendent of schools in your present district?...

What is the highest dggreejyou hold? (check one)

a. Bachelors........................ ......... ..............

b. ‘Masters..........-.................... ...... ............

c. Masters plus 30 semester hours..........................

d. Specialist.............. ..... ... ...... ..................

e0 Doctora00000000000000 00000000000000 .0000...000.00.0.000.

D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

mt 1. 2°“: ase7000000000000000000000.000.000.0000000000000

What is the total student enrollment in grades 9-12

Of lour.Ch001 d18tt1¢t700000000000000000000000000000000

How many teachers (number) are employed at least

half-time in grades 9-12 intyour schoo distriggz.......

What organization representsyyour teachers? (check ony).....

. HEA[:::J

m 1:]

Other [:1

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years

years
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8.

9.

10.
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What is your involvement in the teachers-Board of

Education negotiationsyprocess? (check one)

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

b. as a member of the Board of Education

bargaining team........................ .......... ........

c. as an educational expert who is not a member

of either bargaining team................................

d. 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? (check one)

a 0 none 0 . 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0

b 0 one 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00000 0 00000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 000000 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 . 0

c 0 two 0 0 0 0 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 . 0 .

d 0 three 0 . 0 0 0 0 000000000000 0 00000000000000 0 . 0000000 . . 0 0 . 0 0 0

e 0 mre than three 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0000000000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 . . . . . 0 0 0 0

How many members of_your family (parents; spouse, brothers

or sisters,ychildren) are or have been members of a

_labor union? (check one)

a 0 none . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00000000000000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

b 0 one 0 000000 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

c 0 two 0 . 000000000000000000000 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

d. three ......... ......... . ...... .........................

e0 mre than three0000000000000.0000.00000000000000000000.0

How many of your neighbors belong to a labor union?

(check one)

a. none....................................................

b. a few............. ..... .................................

c. some....... ..... ........................................

d. most....................................................

e0 8110000000000 000000 00000000000000 000000 000 00000 000.00...

D
D
D
W
]

D
D
I
J
D

I
D
D
D
D

[
J
D
D
D
D

   

years

years

years

years

years
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W: Board of Education Members

1. man ears have you served education as:

2.

3.

4.

5.

 

(Please respond numerically to each item)

a. an educator (School Board Member, Teacher, Principal, etc.)?.. :3 years

b. an educator (School Board Member, Teacher, Principal. etc.) ,

in your present school district?.............................. :3 years

c. a

d. a

e. a

f. a

h.a

i.a

teacher in public or private schools?....................... [:3 years

teacher in grades 9-12? ............. ..... .. ”[3 years

principal of any kind?....... ..... :3 years

high school principal? ........................ . ........ [:1 years

superintendent Of 8Ch°0187o0.0000000000000000...coo-0.000000:wars

  
school board member in other school districts? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . years

:

school board member in your present district? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . [:3 years

What is_your formal educational background? (check one)

a. I

b.I

c.I

school (business, trade, etc.)...............................

d. I

e. I

f. I

8.1

fiat 18 your %? 000000000000000000000000000000000 000000000000000

Wt 18 your 88X? 0000000000 0. 0000000000 000000000000000Female

Areyou self employed?..... . ....... .......... Yes

did not complete high school.... ........ ...................

am a high school graduate..................................

graduated from high school and attended post-graduate

completed one to three years of college....................

am.a college graduate and hold a Bachelors degree..........

am a college graduate and hold a.Masters degree.... ...... ..

am a college graduate and hold a Doctors degree.............

years

Male

D
U
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
U

No
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11.
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What kind of work dg_you do?
 

 

Are most of the emgquees where#you work members of labor

unions? (check one) ........... . ...... ...... ..... . ...... ..... yes

flow manygyears of membership do you_have in a labor

union? (number) ..... 0.00.00.00.00.0.......OCCCOOOCCCCOOOOOOO

How many members ofinyour family (parents; spouse, brothers or

sistersi¥children1 are or have been members of a labor

union? (check one)

3. None ................................................. ..

b. One ..................................... ...............

c Two ..................... . ..... ... ....... .............

d Three . ....... .. . ..... .. . ..... .. .. ...... ....... ..

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

flow many ofgyour neighbors belong to labor unions? (check one)

a. None.............. .............. . ......... ..............

b A few......... . .......... ....... . ................ . .

c. Some ....................... . ... .......... .. ....... ..

d. Most ....... .............................................

e. A11......................................................

‘ggveoyou ever served on a board of education contract

negotiations team? (check one)...........................yes

no

D
U

[:1 years

 

 

D
D
D
E
B
U
G

U
D
U
D
D
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GENERAL INFORMATION: High School Principals

1. How manygyears havegyou been:

(Please respond numerically to each item)

 

a. an Educator?00000000000000.0000ooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

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

I
U
D

c. nteaCher in grades K’12?....O.......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

   [

do ateaCher in grades 9-12?.0............OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCO

e. a principal of any kind?..................................

f. a high school principal?..................................

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

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

a. BaCheIOISOOO......OOOOOOOOO0.......OOOOOOOOO......OOOOOOOO

b. MasterSOOo.........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO......O...IO0.000000....

c. Masters plus 30 semester hours............................

do Spec1a118t..00.0.0.0..........OOOOOOOOOOO.....OOOOOOOO....

e. DOCtorSOOOOOOO..........0................OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCO

mt isjour age?0.0.0.0000IOOOOOOOOOOO......OOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOO D
D
D
D
U
D

U
D
D
U

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 enrollment in your building2........

   

How many (what number)_of‘your teachers are assigned

at leasthalf-t1m81n£rades 9-1217000000000000.00.00.00.000...

How havegyou been involved in teachers' Board of Education

negotiations?

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

b. as an advisor (formal or informa1)to the Board of

Education bargaining team.................................

c. as an adviser (formal or informa1)to the teachers'

bargainin.g teMOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO D
U

U
U



9.

10. gov many ofigyour neighbors belong_to a labor union?
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d. as an advisor to both bargaining teams....................

e. I haven't been involved in collective negotiations

0f teaCher800000O.......OOOOOOOOCO......OOOOOOCOOOO0...... D
U

f. Other (please specify)...

13 jobs that you have held other than as an educator,

how many years were_you a member of a labor union?

 

a. none......................................................

b. one ......................................................

c. two.......................................................

d. three.....................................................

6. mm than three...coooooooooooooeoooooeoooooosoooooooooooo

Hov“man *members of our famdl arents s ouse brothers

or sistersA children) have been members of a labor union:

a O mne . C O O O O I O O O O O O O O O O O I O O O O O O O I O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O C O O O O O O O O O O

b 0 one C O O O O O O O O 0 O O O O O O O O O 0 O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O C O O O O

c 0 two 0 O ...... O O O O O 0 O O O I O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O 0 O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O .

d. threeOOCCOOO......OOOOOOOOIOOOOOOO......IOOOOOIOOOOOCOOCCO

e. mre than threeOIOOOOOOOOOOO...0............OOOOOOOOOOOOOO

a. mneOOOOOOOI......OOOOOIOOOOO....0............OOOOOOOOOOOCC

b. afeVOOOOOOOOOOOOO......OOOOOOOOOOO......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCO

 

c. .meCCO0.0.0.0.......0.0.0.0000.........OOOOOOOOOCOCCOOOOO

d. mostOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOIO0.0.0.000.........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCO

e. 8110.000.......000......0.0.0............OOOOOOOOOOOOOCCCC D
D
D
U
D

D
D
D
D
H

D
D
U
U
U
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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.

summon.- IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS AND BOARD or

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

1.

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIAIE POLICIES

COVERING SUCH.THINGS AS:

1. The Size of Classes.

2. The Length of the School Day

3 Scheduling of Staff Meetings.

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

E3”

serve as a negotiator (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teacher?....... ............ E::::1

b. for the Board of Education, chosen by the

administrationo.....OOOOOOGIOO......OO...‘..OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

[:3

C. .for neither side? ........ .... ...... ........................I::::]

serve as an advisor (check one)

a.. to the teachers ONLY?.... ..... ........... ..... ......C:

b. to the Board of Education ONLY?............................I::::]

c. to BOTH the teachers and Board Of Education................]::::]

I:
d. to neither 81de700000 00000 O ..... O ..... 0.0000000000000000...

serve as an educational expert chosen by the principals

(check one)

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

188ne?..........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOCO.........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

high BChOOI pr1n01p8180000......0.0.....OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO U
H

serve in some other manner (please 3P3C1fy> 

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE SURE YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE
IN EACH ITEM (1 thru 4)
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m: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND EOARD or

EDUCATION EARSAININC TEAMS MEET TO NEOOTIATE 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.......................

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

E3”

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?..................[::::]

2.‘ segyg.as a negotiator (check one)

b. for the Board of Education, Chosen by the

administration?........ ........ .... .......... ..............

c. forne1Cher 81de70ssssoossooossosssssososoosssoooossssoosso

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to tm teaChers ONLY?OOOOOOOO.....OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO00......

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

d. to neither BideYO0.00.00.00.00.00.0.00000000000000000000000

[2:1

[:21

[:3

b. to the Board of EducationONLY?1:]

[:2]

[:2]

4. serve as an educational expert chosen by the high

school_principals. (check one)

s. to present the views Of high school principals

on this issue..............................................[::::]

[:3

b. no such educational expert should be chosen

by the princ1p8180000000.....OOOOOOOOOOOOOO00.000.00.000...

S. serve in some other manner (please specify)
 

 

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE m ME

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. 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) ..... ‘E:::] yes

no

2. serve as a negotiator (Check one)
 

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

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

c. for neither side? ........................................ .

3. serve as an advisor (check one)
 

a. to the teachers ONLY?....... .............. ................

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

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

D
U
D
E
!

D
U
I
]

D

d. to neither aide?000 00000 .000 .......... ......OOOOOOOOOOOOOO

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..“e000000000O...........0O.......OOOOOOOO......OICOOOOO.

b. no such educational expert should be Chosen by the

princ1p318oosoosessssssosossssoooossssssssssossossoooossss l]

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 one)......{::::] yes

[3:10

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)
 

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

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

c. for neither aide? 00000000000000 00........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

  

3. serve as an advisor (check one)
 

a. to the teaChers OMY?OOIOOOOOOODOOO 000000000 ......OOOOOOOO

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

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

d. to neither 81de?.0.0...I....00..OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO... D
E
E
D

H
U
D

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

pgincipgls (check one)

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

islueOO....O................OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO0.0...0.0.0....

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

princ1p31800000.0.0.000... ..... OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO ..... 0.. [
H
]

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.

lbw these same situations are presented again, and you are asked to indicate

ggg YOU THINK,HI§H SCHOOL TEACHERS will respond to these situations.

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 U THI HIGH SCHOOL T C W’ RES

TO THE QUESTION: "SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT....."

be involved, somehow,_in these negotiations?...................

(check one)

serve as a negotiator (check one)
 

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.................[::::]

b . for the board of education, chosen by the administrati on? . [:1

c. for neither side? 00000000000 O .......... ......OOOOOOOOOO...

serve as an advisor (check one)
 

a. to the teachers ONLY?.......... ......... ..... ....... ......

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

d. to neither side?..0000000...OOO0.0.......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

[:2]

[:21

b. to the board of education ONLY?........................... [::::]

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..“e?.......OOOOOOOOOO0......0............OOOOOOCOOOOOOOO

b. no such educational expert should be Chosen by the

princ1p8180000000.0.00..O......OOOOOOOOOOOOOO0......0.0... [I

serve,;g some other manner (please specify)

 

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ONE CHOICE

IN EACH ITEM.



i

 



13S

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

2.

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 H CH SCHOOL TE w

TO THE QUESTION.."SHOULD A.HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

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

:1 no

(check one)

serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

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

c. for neither side?....... .......... . ......... .............. [::::I

serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.....................................

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

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

D
U
D
E

d. to neither '1de2000000000000.00.0.0......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO.

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..“e70000.........O.......‘OOOOOOOO......OOOOOOCOOOOOOOOOO

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

prinC1pa1.000000000000IOOOOOOO00............OOOOOOOOOOOOOO D
U

serve in sags other manner (please specify)

 

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ABOVE ggg CHOIEE

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 HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS WILL RESPOND

TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

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

[21"

(check one)

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

 

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

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

D
B
L

c. for neither side?.........................................

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.....................................

b. to the board of education 0NLY?...........................

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

H
J
D
U

   
d. to neither side?000000. ....... ... ..... ......OOOOOO 0000000 O

4, segxg h; ah educational_§xnert chosen by the high school
 

 

principals: (check one)

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

1s.ue?IOICO0............OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOIOOCOOOOOOOOOOOCOO

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

princ1p8180000......0.........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOI0.0.0.0.... [1

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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sgggnog: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERs' AND BOARD or

1.

2.

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES

GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers' Salaries

INDICATE: HOW YOU NK H CH SC OOL

TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be ihvolvedA soméhowkin these negotiations? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :3 ye s

(check one)

no

serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

D

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

c. for neither side?..........................................

serve as an advisor? (check one)

a. to the teachers 0NLY?................. ...... ..............

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

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

d. to neither aideYOIOOOOOOOOOOOO.000......I......OOOOOOOOOOO D
D
D
D

D

serve gs an educational expert, chosen by the high school

principals? (check one)

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

1..“e700000000000000000......OOOOOOOOOOOOO0.00.00.00.00...

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

pr1DCip81800000OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOIOOIOOO......OOOOOOOOOOOOO. D

serve in cogs other manner (please specify)

 

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CRECRED ABOVE 911;; 93919;;

IN EACH ITEM.
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Now consider these situations, indicating How You Think Superintendents 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

  

 

      

 

 

TO THE QUESTION. .."SHOULD A HIGH SHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

INDICATE:
  

be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?..................I::::j yes

(check one)

1:31:10

serve as a negotiator (check one)
 

 

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

D

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

 

c. for neither side? ........ .................................   
serve as an advisor (check one)
 

a. to the teaChers ONLY?O..0.0.0...0.000000000000000000000000

b. to the board of education 0NLY?.............. ..... ........
 

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

 

d. to neither Bide?..........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO ..... 00.0.0.0...   

serve as an educational expert, chosen by the high school
 

_principals (check one)
 

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

isSUEZOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOUOCOOOOO.....OOOIOOOIOOOO......O...’

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

PrinCiPals 0000000 000.00....IOOOOOOOOOICOOOOOO0.00.00.00.00 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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SITQQTIO : 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 SUPERINTENDEETS HILL RESPOND TO

THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT..."

1. be involved, somehow, in these negotiations?.................. [:3 yes

(check one)

[:1 ..
2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

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

  
c. for neither Bide?0000.0.0000...0.0.0.0.........OOOOOOOOOCC

3. serve.as gh advisor (check one)

  
a. to the maChers ONLY?OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

b. to the board Of education ONIsY?essssesoseeeeoseoeosseosees

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

D
D
D
U

H
D
D

d. to neither 81d820000 00000 000.000.00.000......OOOOOOOOCOOOO

4. serve as an educational expert Chosen by the high sChool

grincipals? (check one)

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

issue?.0...O00............OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO0.000.000.0000...

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

prinCi-palBOOOOOOOOOO0.00.0000.............OOOOOOOOOOOOOOIO D

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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W IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERs' AND BOARD or

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 HgLL RESPOND

TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A.HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

be ipvolved,psomehow,_;p these negotiations?..................{::::] yes

[Inc

(check one)

serve as a negotiator (check one)

I

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

 

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

c. for neither side?............. .......... ..................

serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers 0NLY?......................................

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

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

d. to neither side?.......................................... U
D
D
D

'
D

  

serve as an educatiopgl expert,_chosen by the high school

principals (Check one)

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

issue?00000000....OIOOOOO0.00.......COOOOOOOOOOOOOOO......

D
D

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

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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SITUAT ON: 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: HOW YOU THINK SUPERINTENDENTS HILL RESPOND

TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

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

(check one)

E21»

2. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. for the teachers, chosen by the teachers?.................[::::1

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

Co for neither 81de?00. 000000 000000.000000000000000000000COOO

3. serve as an advisor (Check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY?.... ............ .....................l::::]

b. to the board of education ONLY? ..... ......................l::::]

c. to BOTH the teachers and board of education?........ ..... .l::::]

d. to neither side? ...... .......... ..... ............... ..... . [:::J

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?0......O........00.00..........OOOOOOOO...0.0.0.0...

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

II:

principals.................................... ..... .......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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New consider these situations, indicating How You Think Board of Education

Hombers‘will Respond.

SLTUATION: 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: ‘ ' ' ~ -

RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGHSCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

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

(check one)

no

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

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

c. for neither side?. ..... .............. ..... ................

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teachers ONLY? ............. ..... ..................

b. to the board Of educationOMJY?ososoooooeseosseoooesoeosoe

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

 

D
I
D
D

D
D
D

D
D

d. to neither .1de?0000O..........0.00000000000000000000...O.

4. segpe gs an educational expert, Chosen by the high school

principals (check one)

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

1..“e700.......00............OIOOOOO......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO D

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the high

.ChOOI princtpal'.OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO0.000.000.0000...

S. 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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SIEQATIQN: 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 EwCATION MEMBERS an;

RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

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

(check one)

no

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

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

c. for neither side?.........................................

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

 
a. to the teaChera ONLY2000000000O.........OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

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

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

D
D
D
D

D
D
D

D

d. to neither .1de?000 00000 0.0...0.0009...OOOOOOOOOIOOOOOOOOO

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

_2§incipa1s (check one)

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

18.ue?00000000000......OOOOOOOC0.0.0.0....0.00.00.00.00...

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the high

8Ch°°1 prinCi-palso......OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO....OOOOOOOOOOOOOO D

5- .ggrve in some other manner (please specify)

BEFORE you TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE cnogcs IN

5&5 ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT, THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

EIlICATION BARGAINING TEAMS DEBT 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 involvedL somehow, in these negotiations?. ..... [:3 yes

(check one)

[Duo

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)

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

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

c. for neither side? ........ . .............. ..... ...... . ......

3. serve as an advisor (check one)

a. to the teaCherB ONLY? ..... 0°00.0.00....OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOI...

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

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

D
D
D
D

D
D
D

d. to neither side?. ...................... ...................

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

,pgincipals (check one)

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

i.aue?...o......OOOOOOOOOOOOOC.0.00............OOOOOOOOOOO

b. no such educational expert should be chosen by the

princ1p81800000000OO0............OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO00...... D

5- _ggrve in some other manner (please specify)

 

BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN

ELF-g ITEM.
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SITUATION: IN A CERTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT9 THE TEACHERS' AND BOARD OF

1. be involved, eggehow, in these negotiations?........

EDUCATION BARGAINING TEAMS MEET TO NEGOTIATE POLICIES

GOVERNING SUCH THINGS AS:

1. Teachers Salaries

INDICATE: HOW YOU THINK BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS WILL

RESPOND TO THE QUESTION..."SHOULD A HIGH SCHOOL

PRINCIPAL IN THAT SCHOOL DISTRICT...."

 

(check one)

D

2. serve as a negotiator (check one)
 

a.

b.

C.

 

 

   

for the teachers, chosen by the teacher32........ ...... ....

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

for neither side?..... ....... ...................... ..... ..[::::]

3. serve as an advisor (check one)
 

d.

 

  
to the teachers ONLY? ............. . ........... ............

to the board of education ONLY? ...... .. ......... . ..... ....[::::J

to BOTH the teachers and board of education?..............[::::]

to neither side? ............... . .............. . ........ ...

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

 

principals (check one)

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

issue?... .................... ..............................[::::]

[2:]

no such educational expert should be chosen by the high

school principals ......... ................................

5. serve in some other manner (please specify)
 

 

 

WHEN YOU FINISH THIS PAGE, BE CERTAIN YOU HAVE CHECKED ONE CHOICE IN

EACH ITEM.

.......... [:1 yes



APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

Directogy: Pages

28—33 Principals correlated by district size, age,

educational preparation, years a high school

principal, years an educator, and negotiations

involvement .............. ................ . ..... 147-58

34-37 Board members correlated by district size,

years as board members, age, and union com-

posite ......... .............. ................... 159-66

38-45 Teachers correlated by district size, years

as educators, educational preparation, age,

sex, union composite,.organizatjonalism,

and negotiator experience ...................... 167-82
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