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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The 1960's was a decade of political and social disorder. Major 

issues such as the impact of urbanization, the development and growth of 

science and technology, population and bureaucratic grov1th, and race 

relations were important factors in the social unrest of that period. 

Indeed, many of these issues remain unresolved some twenty years later. 

In addition to these issues of importance, in recent yea.rs society has 

increasingly demanded more democratic institutions. Myers (1973) states 

that the societal thrust toward more democratic institutions is evi

denced by such factors as the reduced number of autocratic heads of 

nations, the lessening number of colonial possessions throughout the 

world, and the ecumenical movement. Teachers have been influenced by 

this movement. Rosenthal (1969) states seeing and experiencing the 

benefits of some democracy, teachers do not rest content. They aspire 

and work toward greater democracy in the public schools. 

The increasing sense of awareness on the part of teachers that they 

shared in the stakes of a sound educational system and the realization 

that they heretofore had little say in the educational process made many 

teachers demand a wider role in the decision-making process. Often

times, these demands fell on deaf ears. Shils (1968) notes evidence 

mounts that public school teachers want to take a hand in decision-

mak i ng as it affects their assignments, conditions of work and their 

1 
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professional futures. There is a wave of militancy taking place among 

the nation's teachers. They are not asking to run the schools, but they 

want their views heard and heeded. Former NEA President Richard 

Batchelder, at an American Association of Schoel Administrators meeting, 

February 15, 1966, states while teachers were not trying to seize con

trol of the schools, they wanted to become full partners in the school 

enterprise. 

Within education, as in other major social institutions, a complex 

form of administrative organization has developed. This form of admin

istrative organization, known as bureaucracy, has as its goal the 

attainment of efficient operation through the rationalization of be

havior within the organization. Bureaucracies have five major charac

teristics which are as follows: 

l • Hierarchical Authority Structure 

2. Fixed Rules and Regulations 

3. Tasks Are Distribruted as Official Out i es 

4. Impersonal Orientation 

5. Employment Constitutes a Career 

Thompson (1961) notes that within the bureaucracy, the hierarchical 

authority structure overemphasizes the veto and thus leads to favor of 

the status quo. Superiors have the right to expect obedience and 

loyalty from subordinates. In addition, they have the right to initiate 

activities, assign them and settle conflicts. Thompson continues by 

noting that bureaucracies limit the effectiveness of group processes for 

problem-solving and that the distribution of power within the bureau

cracy is at the perogative of the superior. The full exercise of 

hierarchical rights results in autocratic rule. Gibb (1954) points out 



that autocratic supervision within larger societal situations where 

participants have been socialized toward democratic expectations has 

very detrimental effects on the satisfaction of the participants. 

3 

The bureaucratic organization emphasizes the employee status of 

individuals within the organization. However, there is another form of 

institutional organization. Organization along professional lines is an 

alternative form of organization. There are many definitions of the 

word profession. Corwin (1970) defines a mature profession as an 

organized work group that has a legal monopoly to establish procedures 

for recruiting and policing members and for maximizing control over a 

body of theoretical knowledge and applying it to the solution of social 

problems. Kornhauser (1962) identifies four criteria of a profession: 

1. Specialized competence having an intellectual component 

2. Extensive autonomy in exercising special competence 

3. Strong commitment to a career based on a special competence 

4. Influence and responsibility in the use of a special co~petence 

The professional-bureaucratic schemes of organization are in 

conflict with one another. One of the critical problems for modern 

organizations is to establish ways to reconcile the growing profes

sionalism of individuals who seek individual autonomy and the central 

control demands of bureaucratic hierarchies which demand conformity 

and uniformity (Anderson, 1967). Washburne ( 1957) anticipated the 

development of teacher militancy arising from the lack of machinery 

for resolving the conflict between bureaucratic and professional 

authority. In addition, Parsons (1962) observed that the articulation 

between managerial and technical levels in organizations suffers as 

the expertise of the technical personnel increases. The more expert 



(that is, professional) the technical personnel become, the more 

restive they become about managerial decisions concerning technical 

activities and about the competence of the managerial personnel to 

supervise technical performance. 
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The bureaucratic demand for employee subordination is directly in 

conflict with the professionalization movement which has become 

increasingly apparent among America's teachers. As teachers have 

demanded more of a voice in the educational process, the power-holders 

within the system have been reluctant to relinquish authority for 

decision-making. The result of this situation is that teachers have 

adapted a more militant stance with regard to issues which have affected 

epucation in today's society. 

To briefly summarize these developments, the 1960's witnessed a 

growing political and social unrest. The nation's schools were not 

excluded from this social drama. Indeed, many of the broad issues of 

our society's existence were re-enacted in our nation's classrooms. 

Teachers were not unaffected by rising societal demands for more 

democratic institutions. Within the area of organizational development, 

bureaucracy has become the major form of organization during this 

century. The increasing bureaucratization of major social institutions 

has been accompanied by a sense of power loss by employees within the 

organization. This is due to the fact that our bureaucracies demand 

centralization of authority accompanied by autocratic rule, and 

employees have little input into the decision-making process. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Before 1960, collective bargaining was considered repugnant and 

unethical by professional educators. However, dramatic changes have 

occurred in attitudes toward collective bargaining. Since that time, 

teachers have organized to bring about a change in the decision-making 

structure in schools. This has led to many demands, some of which 

include better salaries, economic security, control over recruitment, 

selection, evaluation and tenµre, and the right to participate in the 

decision-making process. 

Although Oklahoma has had legal provisions for collective 

bargaining since 1971, there is a lack of research in the area of 

collective bargaining and the impact it has had on the quality of our 

educational institutions. Nighswander and Kahn (1977) report that in 

fact, since 1970, the apparent quantity of research into the effects of 

collective ba rga i ni ng has di mini shed. However, collective ba rga i ni ng 

continues to increase as a function of the desire of public employees. 

It appears that various groups within the school system perceive the 

effects of collective bargaining on institutional quality differently. 

The purpose of this study is to present data to establish the degree of 

these d.i fferences among school board members, school administrators and 

teachers. 

Teachers profess that through the process of collective bargaining 

not only will their personal welfare be enhanced, but that negotiations 

will ultimately result in a better educational system for the community. 

Frymier {1968) aptly states that professional negotiations probably 

holds a greater potential for the improvement of education than any 
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series of events or activities which have occurred in the last fifty 

years. According to negotiations advocates, collective bargaining has 

as one of its goals the advancement of the educational program. This 

study wil 1 provide information on the perceptions of the impact of 

collective bargaining on institutional quality in school districts in 

Oklahoma by teachers, building administrators, superintendents, and 

school boa rd members. 

Historical Background 

The nineteenth century witnessed a struggle for trade union 

organization in America. The view that combinations of workers were 

conspfracies in restraint of trade was the prevailing attitude in 

American society. This American legacy from England made it difficult 

for unions to organize as they often encountered court-ordered i njunc

tions upon efforts to strike. In Commonwealth:!...:__ Hunt (1842) the 

state of Massachusetts held that combinations of workers were Rot 

illegal per se; only if the object of the combination was criminal could 

it be prohibited. This landmark case also declared that seeking a 

closed shop and striking were not illegal goals and that workers could 

organize for these purposes. 

Despite this judicial decision, unions did not fare well among 

American workers, especially the unskilled workers, until some years 

1 ater.. Unlike his European counterpart, the American worker did not 

become, radical or seek to establish his own political party. The 

American worker was paid wel 1, compared to the European worker, worked 

about the same number of hours and benefitted from constantly improved 

'tools and machinery. If he became disillusioned, the American West, 
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with vast amounts of land and opportunity, served as an escape valve for 

him. 

As mentioned above, labor unions made very little progress among 

industrial workers; however, craft workers and railroad brotherhoods 

began to gain strength even in the light of relatively hostile public 

opinion. Meager gains made by such organizations as the Knights of 

Labor and the National Labor Union were supplanted by labor violence in 

the 1880's and 1890's which fueled the public's fear of labor unions. 

However, even under such adverse conditions the American Federation of 

Labor, organized in 1886 as a federation of craft unions, experienced 

moderate success. Under the astute leadership of Samuel Gompers, craft 

union membership steadily increased. The industrial worker had to wait 

for a more appropriate time when public opinion changed to succeed in 

attempts to organize. 

·Herring and Sarthory (1980) state that by 1900 craft unions 

numbered almost a million workers and the expansion produced by World 

War I brought the total membership to five million. These wartime gains 

were lost in the 1920's and by 1930 membership had fallen to 3.5 

million, less than seven per cent of the total labor force. The 

Depression intensified the problems nf labor and from that time on, 

labor began to look toward the government for intervention in labor 

management relations. 

The Roosevelt years were characterized by a view of society from 

the bottom up. This era witnessed the use of federal power to change 

the prevailing relationship between government and business. The 

results were more encompassing than even the Populists and Progressives 

of an earlier time had envisioned. The New Deal saw the passage 
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of revolutionary legislation which greatly strengthened the position of 

labor. 

The first significant piece of legislation was the Norris-LaGuardia 

Act of 1932. This act took away the power of the federal government to 

issue injunctions in cases growing out of labor disputes. In 1933, the 

National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) was passed. Section 7(a) 

guaranteed that employees would have the right to organize and bargain 

collectively through their own representatives. It also guaranteed they 

would be free from interference, restraint and coercion. Although the 

NIRA was subsequently declared unconstitutional, the National Labor Rel

ations Act (the Wagner Act) was substituted. This act was even better 

in the eyes of labor as it further delineated the labor/management rela

tionship by guaranteeing employees' rights of self organization and 

collective bargaining. Additionally, the Wagner Act created the Na

tional Labor Relations Board which had the power to issue cease and 

desist orders against employers who violated these restrictions. The 

board also had the power to determine appropriate bargaining units and 

to conduct representation elections. 

Thus, labor gained substantial power during the 1930's. New labor 

union memberships were added as a result of John L. Lewis' success in 

forming the Congress of Industrial Organizations in 1937. Other legis

lative accomplishments which benefitted the growing labor movement 

included the Social Security Act of 1935, the Fair Labor Standards Act 

of 1938, and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act in 1938. 

World War II witnessed the co-operation of both labor and manage

ment in an all out effort to increase production for the war effort. 

Differences were temporarily laid aside; however, after the war, the 
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many strikes which ensued led the public to believe that labor had too 

much power. This resulted in the passage of the Labor-Management 

Relations Act (Taft-Hartley Act) in 1947. This act amended the National 

Labor Relations Act of 1935 which had set legal prohibitions almost 

entirely against the activities of employers, while at the same time 

benefitting and protecting union interests. The Taft-Hartley Act 

strengthened the power of employers against unfair labor practices. 

Section 14(b) gave workers, in states enacting permissive legislation, 

the right to work without having to belong to a union. 

The development of collective bargaining in the public sector came 

about more slowly than in the private sector. The major reason for this 

was that public opinion was not favorable to collective action by 

government employees. Many Americans felt that this would be contrary 

to public welfare. Traditionally, public employee organizations 

attempted to further their interests by 1 obbyi ng rather than demanding 

collective bargaining. Gitlow (1970) states that while union membership 

between 1956 and 1968 rose only a 1 ittle in absolute terms in private 

manufacturing and non-manufacturing industries, public employee 

unionism exploded both absolutely and relatively. In absolute terms it 

grew from 915,000 to 2,155,000 and in relative terms it expanded from 

5. 1% of total union membership to 10.7%. 

The movement toward unionization in the public sector moved slowly 

until recently for a number of reasons. One of these reasons was the 

public attitude toward strikes. The right to strike has generally been 

denied to public employees. This denial is based upon the reasoning 

that public employees are in the business of supplying essential public 

services, the discontinuance of which would result in damage to an 
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orderly system of governmental operation. An additional reason for the 

slow movement in the public sector was the belief that authority could 

not be shared in the public domain. This attitude is aptly expressed by 

Franklin D. Roosevelt (1937) in a letter to L. c. Stewart, president of 

the National Federation of Federal Employees. Roosevelt stated that the 

very nature and purpose of government make it impossible for admini

stration officials to represent fully or to bind the employer in mutual 

discussions with government employee organizations. The employer 

is the whole people who speak by laws enacted by their representatives 

in Congress. Accordingly, administration officials and employees alike 

are governed and guided, and in many cases, restricted by laws which 

establish policies, procedures, or rules in personnel matters. 

Collective bargaining in the public sector became more firmly 

established with Executive Order 10988, signed by President Kennedy in 

1962. This order established rights to organize and consult, and 

assured a formal grievance process for public employees. However, the 

employee's right to strike was not recognized. Executive Order 11491, 

signed by President Nixon in 1968 continued this prohibition, although 

it improved upon the process of bargaining for public employees. 

Teachers, as public employees, have not failed to take advantage of 

the collective bargaining process in order to improve their position in 

policy formulation in. school districts throughout the United States. 

Table I indicates that 32 states (including the District of Columbia) 

have granted teachers the right to bargain (State Education Collective 

Bargaining Laws, 1980). 



TABLE I 

SUMMARY TABLE 

State Public Emelo~ee Collective Bargaining Laws Affecting Education 

Number Type of Laws Professional Classified Supervisor Union 
of Covera~e5_ Covera~e6 Covera~e7 Security 

State Statutesl Local 2 State3 Omnibus4 K-12 CC PS K-12 CC PS K-12 CC PS Provisions9 

Alabama AL 
Alaska 2 x x x x x x x AK 
Arizona AZ 
Arkansas AR 
California 3 x PS x x x x x x x CA 
Colorado co 
Connecticut 3 x x x x x x x x x x x x CT 
Delaware 2 x x x x x x DE 
Florida 1 x x x x x x x x FL 
Geor ia GA 
Hawaii 1 x x x x x x x x x x x HI 
Idaho 1 x x x ID 
Illinois IL 
Indiana 1 x x x IN 
Iowa 1 x x x x x x rn 
Kansas 2 x x x x x x x x x KS 
Kentuck KY 
Louisiana LA 
Maine 2 x PS,CC x x x x x x x x ME 
Mar~l and 2 x x X· x x MD 
Massachusetts 1 x x x x x x x x MA 
Michigan 1 x x x x x x x x MI 
Minnesota 1 x x x x x x x x x x x MN 

t-' 
i-.....: 



TABLE I (Continued) 

State Public Employee Collective Bargaining Laws Affectiffg Effu-caTion 

Number Type of Laws Professiongl Classified Supervi so7 Union 
of 

State3 Omnibus4 
Covera~e Covera~e6 Covera~e Security 

State Statutesl Local2 K-12 CC- PS K-12 CC PS K-12 CC PS Drovisions9 

Mississi i MS 
Missouri 1 x x x MO 
Montana 1 x x x x x x x x MT 
Nebraska 2 x x x x x x NE 
Nevada 1 x x x x x NV 
New Ham~shire 1 x x x x x x x NH 
New Jerse,y 1 x x x x x x x x NJ 
New Mexico NM 
Nevi York 1 x x x x x x x x NY 
North Carolina NC 
North Dakota 1 x x x ND 
Ohio OH 
Oklahoma 1 x x x x x OK 
Oregon 1 x x x x x x x x OR 

· Penns,yl vani a 1 x x x x x x x x PA 
Rhode Island 3 x x x x x x RI 
South Carolina SC 
South Dakota 1 x x x x x x x SD 
Tennessee 1 x x TN 
Texas TX 
Utah UT 
Vermont 3 x x x x x x x x x VT 
Vir inia VA 

I-' 
N 



TABLE I (Continued) 

State Public EmQlOJ'.ee Co11ective Bargaining laws -Affecting Education 

Number Type of Laws Profession a 1 Classified Supervi so7 Union 
of Covera~e5 Covera~e6 Security 

State Statutesl Local2 State3 Omnibus4 
Covera~e 

Provisions9 K-12 CC PS K-12 CC PS K-12 CC PS 

i~ashi ngton 4 x cc x x x x x x x x x 
West Vir inia 
Wisconsin 2 x x x x x x x x x x x x 
W,zoming 
District of 

Columbia 1 x x x x x x 
TOTALS 19 7 17 32 128 24 27 128 24 208 5 13 26 

lRepresents the number of separate statutes summarized on the table for each state. 
2coverage for local-level employees only. 
3coverage for state-level employees only. California, Maine and Washington laws are specific for 

postsecondary and/or community colleges. 
4coverage for employees of more than one governmental level. 
5Teachers or personnel with similar or higher status. 
6sel ow the rank of teacher, non-administrative support personnel. 
7 Any or all levels of supervisors and administrators, in one or more laws in the state. 
8This column is checked only if community colleges are noted specifically in law. State structures vary, 

and community colleges may be included in K-12 system, in the postsecondary system, or may be a separate 
system~ 

9This column is checked if union security provisions are present in one or more of the state laws. 

WA 
WV 
WI 
WY 

DC 

f-' 
w 
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Definition of Selected Tenns 

The following terms are collected and defined for the convenience 

of the reader. These terms are in accord with common educational usage 

and are used throughout the study. Other significant terms will be 

appropriately defined as they are introduced in the study. 

Board of Education: An elected or appointed body of citizens 

responsible for the establishment and operation of the local 

public school system. 

Building Administrator: The chief administrative manager of 

the school, usually referred to as the principal, who is 

responsible for the development and implementation of the 

instructional program at the school. 

Collective Bargaining: The mutual obligation of the employer 

and the representative of the employees to meet at reasonable 

times and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, 

and other terms and conditions of employment. 

Collective Negotiations: See Collective Bargaining. 

Institutional Quality: A set of dimensions in a school 

district, the presence of which contributes to, but does not 

guarantee, the existence of an adequately acceptable 

educational program for the local school district. For the 

purposes of this study, institutional quality has been 

operationalized as the thirteen dimensions broadly identified 

by Nighswander and Kahn (1977) and further delineated and 

clarified by this researcher in the pilot study for this 

research (See Appendix B). 



Professional Negotiations: See Collective Bargaining. 

Superintendent: Chief executive officer of the school 

district, employed by the Board of Education as its advisor, 

guide and leJder. 

Teacher: A certificated employee of a school district charged 

with implementing instruction for the students of the school 

district. 

Assumptions 

15 

In the preparation of this research study, several assumptions have 

been made. First, it must be assumed that the sociopolitical and socio

psychological situation of the questionnaire respondents was conducive 

to the honest disclosure of information. Secondly, it is assumed that 

local teachers represented in the bargaining units are concerned with 

personal welfare objectives as well as the improvement of the educa

tional program within the school district. Thirdly, it is assumed that 

teachers today are still concerned with the subjects for professional 

negotiations as stated in the 1963 NEA guidelines (see p. 22 of this 

study). Finally, it is assumed that the population which was asked to 

respond is representative of superintendents, building administrators, 

teachers and board members throughout the state of Oklahoma. 

Limitations 

This research study is primarily concerned with the perceptions of 

superintendents, building administrators, teachers and board members in 

Oklahoma. The conclusions drawn from this study; ·therefore, should be 

limited to this population and not necessarily applicable to these 



groups in other states. Additional limitations could result from the 

sampling technique fully described in Chapter III. 

16 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter consists of an examination of collective bargaining 

and its growing influence in education. The review of literature will 

focus on research in the area of collective bargaining and its rela

tionship to institutional quality. Additional attention will be given 

to the reasons for the development of the bargaining model in public 

education. Chapter II will conclude with a rationale and a statement 

of the five research hypotheses. 

Movement Toward Collective Bargaining 

As collective bargaining gained impetus in the public sector of the 

economy, teachers began to make demands for an increasing role in the 

decision-making which affected schools. Areas of concern included, but 

were not limited to, such factors as how to group students for instruc

tion, ~ow to organize fellow colleagues for effective work (team

teaching, small group instruction, etc.) selection of department chair

persons and subject supervisors, selection and use of instructional 

materials, and colleague evaluation and tenure issues (Myers, 1973). 

Prior to this point in time, relatively few teachers were involved in 

decisions of this nature. The workday of the average teacher went 

17 



something like this: report to the assigned building, teach assigned 

students the prescribed curriculum using the assigned textbook and 

materials. The teacher was not consulted in this process. 
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The prevailing attitude of many power-holrlers in the decision

making process was aptly expressed in attitudes such as the following. 

Teachers cannot be trusted with responsibility for educational policies 

in curriculum or discipline or promotion standards; nor can they be 

trusted with professional controls, such as entry requirements or 

judgment of one another's competence; nor can they be trusted with a 

voice in terms of employment; nor most emphatically, can they be trusted 

with the power of independent and cohesive professional organization. 

No, teachers cannot be trusted--except in the classroom with our 

children. (Solomon, 1961). 

Attitudes such as the one stated above led teachers to assume a 

more militant posture. At this point, it seems appropriate to assess 

additional conditions which have led to this development. Williams 

(1970) discusses three external factors which have affected teacher 

militancy. These are as follows: 

1. Civil Disobedience: The lessons of civil disobedience and the 

success of those who have used it have not been ignored by 

teachers. 

2. American Labor Movement: A mutual attraction has developed 

between the American labor movement and the teaching 

profession. The labor movement's success in improving the 

compensation and working conditions of its members has made 

unionism an attractive alternative for teachers who seek 

similar goals. 
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3. Dissatisfaction With Schools: The American public 

traditionally has believed that the quality of its life is 

directly related to the effectiveness of its public schools. 

Perhaps ~othing so matches the public discontent with societal 

life today as its ~onviction that the schools are not living up 

to their potential. Teachers have been receiving the brunt of 

the public's condemnation of the schools. 

Myers (1973) identifies four external factors affecting teacher 

militancy that are noteworthy. They are as follows: 

1. Larger and More Bureaucratic Systems: As school districts have 

become larger and more bureaucratic, there has been a resultant 

loss of identity by teachers. One can view the rising power of 

teachers as a direct response to rising bureaucracy. 

2. Societal Demands Toward More Democratic Institutions: This has 

been discussed in detail in the introduction. 

3. Struggle Between the AFT and NEA: The emergence of the AFT and 

its resultant conflict with the NEA has greatly stimulated 

teacher militancy. 

4. Countervailing Power: Countervailing power occurs when one 

section of the economy gains a disproportionate amount of 

control or power over a second section. In time, this second 

section tries to equalize that power. This is what is 

happening to teachers; they are gaining countervailing power in 

education in response to the monopoly held by boards of 

education. 

The characteristics of bureaucracy were noted in the 

introduction, Chapter I. With regard to the power issue within the 
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bureaucracy, the literature reports mixed findings. While Boyan (1967) 

states that the collective militant action of teachers as employers in 

public bureaucracies represents their search to achieve power equali

zation; Mollers and Charters (1966) do not fi:ld support for their 

hypothesis that the extent of bureaucracy varies inversely with a 

teacher's sense of power. Griffiths (1969} reports that pm'ler is sought 

in order to control the decision-making process of the organization. 

The definition of what constitutes a profession appeared in the 

introduction, Chapter I. The growth of knowledge in teaching and a 

strong sense of responsibility for student welfare supports claims to an 

exclusive monopoly over certain aspects of teaching (Corwin, 1970}. 

Myers (1973) points out that it seems doubtful that teachers will become 

further professionalized if they do not acquire more of the character

istics of the established professions. 

Whether teaching can be classified as a profession remains an 

unsettled question (Cheek, 1967). However, teachers are more and more 

inclined to view themselves as professionals. This trend toward 

professionalization has increased tension between teachers and school 

management, resulting in greater militancy (Williams, 1970). 

The professional/bureaucratic question remains unsettled in our 

schools. Bureaucracy demands centralization of authority and employees 

have little input into the decision-making process. Teachers lack 

authority in part because of hierarchical authority patterns that exist 

in bureaucratically oriented school districts. Bureaucracies demand a 

vertical structure of authority, whereas professions tend to fol low a 

horizontal structure (Myers, 1973). 
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During the turbulent period of the l960's, teachers in many cities 

resorted to strikes, sanctions, boycotts, walkouts and other means of 

wi.thdrawal of services. These are still methods which are in use today. 

The mounting an:dety and hostility of teachers toward educational 

systems that perpetuated inadequate salaries, large classes, and poor 

teaching materials was incorrectly assessed by many boards of education. 

Teachers were no longer willing to set by idly regardless of the 

educational poHcies instituted by the state legislature, the state 

board of education, and the local board of education. Teachers became a 

new breed that wanted their voices heard. Shanker (1966) stated that 

power is never given to anyone. Power is taken, and it is taken from 

someone. Teachers have started this process and it is causing a 

realignment of power relationships. 

Within the bureaucratic structure of the schools, authority and 

power are vested in hierarchical positions above the teacher. As a 

result, teachers have traditionally had little autonomy. The formal and 

legal allocation of authority in school systems is monolithic, 

hierarchical and centralized; official powers are focused at the apex of 

the structure (Lortie, 1969). Individuals may fight back through union 

actfvity (Strauss, 1963). 

Collective bargaining has become an alternative method for 

decision-making in which teachers have a voice in educational affairs. 

By its nature, collective bargaining reduces the power exercised by 

administrators and boards of education. Nolte (1970) reports that in 

the traditional approach to decisions the board could unilaterally, 

without consultation with its employees, allow only one-way 

communication, always have the last word, lack good faith, ignore 
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divergencies between policy and practice, and retain a power rela

tionship that is unilateral, paternalistic, and authoritarian. Using 

collective bargaining; however, the board is required to consult with 

employees, communication is two-vwy, impasse procedures are provided, 

good-faith bargaining is mandated, constant dialogue requires the board 

to discuss divergencies between policy and practice, and the power 

relationship is bilateral, cooperative, and democratic. Through 

collective bargaining, teachers have sought to increase their power. 

Shils (1968) states that historically negotiations between school 

boards and teachers organizations were generally limited to salaries and 

economic welfare benefits such as insurance and sick leave. However, 

the 1963 NEA Guidelines included the following: 

Subjects for Professional Negotiation: The matters of joint 

concern to a local professional organization and a school board are 

included in the broad aim to achieve better schools and a better 

education for every child. This includes, but is not limited to, 

setting standards for employing professional personnel, community 

support for the school system, in-service training of personnel, 

class size, teacher turnover, personnel policies, salaries, working 

conditions and communications within the school system. All or 

any of these may be the subject of professional negotiations. 

As the reader can see, teachers are desirou.s of establishing policy on 

subjects that not so long ago were considered to be outside their realm 

of concern. Myers (1973) has conceptualized teacher areas of concern 

into three major categories. They are teacher welfare objectives, ser

vice objectives, and professional objectives. These areas can sometimes 

overlap, such as the case involving the issue of class size, which can 



be viewed as both a teacher welfare objective and a service objective. 

In addition to making the teacher's job easier, there is some evidence 

that class size may have some effect on learning. 

The movement of American teachers toward participative models of 

decision-making which have included professional negotiations as an 

important aspect of the model has become the primary response made by 

teachers to ensure that teachers' views will be represented in the 

educational process. Schultz (1975) believes that social theory indi

cates that only through organized groups can the individual have an 

impact on policies and practices which will improve his self-identity 

and status. Collective bargaining; therefore, is an effective means by 

which the teacher, his goals and his professional expectations can be 

integrated with the institution. By its very nature, it creates dynamic 

interaction between administrator and teacher, each of whom is consi

dered sovereign in his own sphere. Although this territoriality can 

lead to institutional fragmentation and loss of holistic perspective; 

negotiations brings the parties together, providing a matrix for promise 

and consensus. Seen as problem solving, negotiations tends to reduce 

rather than create conflicts. 

Institutional Quality 

As educators became more interested in collective bargaining as a 

means for achieving representation in the decision-making process, 

articles began to appear in educational literature with increasing 

regularity. 

Early literature was primarily concerned with recognition and 

legitimation (Blanke, 1965; Stumpf, 1966; Lieberman, 1971; Ostrander, 
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1975). This early interest was followed by concern for governance of 

the schools (Williams, 1975; Cress1'/ell and Murphy, 1976) and procedure 

(Rago, 1978). More recently there has been a developing interest in 

community partici~ation models for negotiations (Cheng, 1976; Pisapia, 

1979) and the role of administrators in the bargaining model (Cooper, 

1976; Barea, 1977; Kowalski, 1978). Negotiations has been addressed 

from an additional perspective of impact on variables such as teachers 

morale (Davies, 1972) and salary considerations (Morgan, 1977). Thus, 

the researcher who wishes to study collective bargaining is confronted 

with a diversity of theoretical orientations that reflect important 

differences in the professional training, experience, and goals of those 

who work in this area. It is interesting to note that a substantial 

number of articles are descriptive rather than experimental in 

approach. 

A limited amount of work that has been done in the area of col

lective bargaining relates to the relationship between bargaining and 

institutional quality. Davies (1972) conducted a study on the rela

tionship between collective bargaining and teacher morale. The 

collective negotiations process was not found to be a vehicle for 

improved teacher morale, according to the results of this study. 

Teachers in unilateral (traditional) employment relationships exhibited 

higher morale in comparisons between unilateral and comprehensive 

collective negotiations groups. 

The impact of collective bargaining on organizational climate was 

addressed by ifoods (1979). The author reports no significant 

differences were observed in negotiating and non-negotiating districts 

on Openness Scores on the OCDQ (Organizational Climate Description 



Questionnaire). The author found that organization climate was not 

affected by collective bargaining. 
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Zeiss (1978) in a study designed to detern1ine the effect of pro

fessional negotiations on educational, institutional, and administrative 

variables, found that Nebraska school personnel gave high ratings to 

their schools on institutional quality variables. The author found that 

professional negotiations, while perceived as having negative effects on 

many facets of the educational enterprise, apparently had minimal impact 

on students or instructional programs. According to Zeiss, there were 

more perceived negative effects associated with negotiations than 

positive. Positive effects accrued to teachers in the form of staff 

salaries, fringe benefits, and working conditions. The most strongly 

felt negative effects were in the areas related to school finance, 

school community relations, and staff morale. 

Jenkins (1970) assessed the impact of professional negotiations as 

perceived by superintendents, teacher organization presidents, and board 

of education presidents in Illinois. In addition, the study attempted 

to assess the differences in perception among these groups in negotia

ting school dis·tricts. Respondents in the study agreed that negotia

tions have had a marked impact on education. Teacher organization 

presidents perceive the impact of negotiations as more beneficial than 

do the superintendents or board presidents. Superintendents agreed more 

closely with board presidents than they did with teacher organization 

presidents. 

In a survey of North Central Association principals, superin

tendents, and college presidents, Nighswander and·Kahn (1977) assessed 

the perceived impact of collective bargaining on thirteen dimensions 
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ri;fl~ted to institutional quality, Five of the thirteen dimensions \'/ere 

rated by a large portion of respondents as having been weakened by 

collective bargaining. Fiscal condition was reported as most weakened 

of these five. Other dimensions of institutional quality rated as 

weakened by collective bargaining were: community support of education, 

staff morale, intra-staff communications, and public relations. Two 

items, professional staff salaries and fringe benefits for professional 

~taff were rated by the majority as strengthened by collective bar

gaining. The other six variables of institutional quality; instruction 

program, extra-curricular programs, inservice programs, student academic 

achievement, student morale, and physical facilities were perceived as 

largely unaffected by collective bargaining. Those considered least 

affected were student academic achievement, student morale, and physical 

facilities. 

Rationale 

Based on the findings of the above mentioned researchers, a 

rationale for the present study can be articulated as follows. From the 

Woods (1979) study it appears that negotiating and non-negotiating 

school districts share similar perceptions on organizational climate. 

The study presented by Zeiss (1978) indicates that school employees rate 

their schools high on institutional quality, variables, although the 

effects of bargaining were viewed somewhat negatively by participants of 

this study. Further research by Jenkins (1970) seems to indicate that 

collective bargaining indeed has affected education and that different 

groups associated with the school district have differences in their 

perceptions of the effect of negotiations on education. The Nighswander 



and Kahn (1977) study further indicates a relationship between 

collective bargaining and school quality. 

Hypotheses 
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With significant attention given to the literature review, and from 

the research findings emphasized in the rationale, the following 

hypotheses were tested in this study. 

1. There are no significant differences between negotiating and 

non-negotiating school districts on perceptions of institutional 

quality. 

2. There are significant differences between teachers and 

principals on their perceptions of the effect of collective bargaining 

on institutional quality in negotiating districts. 

3. There are significant differences between teachers and 

superintendents in their perceptions of the effect of collective 

bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating districts. 

4. There are significant differences between teachers and board of 

education presidents in their perceptions of the effect of collective 

bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating districts. 

5. Superintendents and board of education presidents are more 

likely to agree on the effect of collective bargaining on institutional 

quality than superi nt.endents and teachers in negotiating districts. 

Summary 

The literature suggests that collective bargaining has become an 

important phenomena in education. The rise of co"llective bargaining in 

public schools has caused educators to become interested in the role 



that collective bargaining is assuming in employer/employee relation

ships. Additionally, educators have serious concerns about how 

collective bargaining is influencing the quality of education being 

offered in our schools. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research methodology 

and procedures used in this study. Specifically, this chapter will 

consider the following areas: 1. description of the population and 

sampling procedures, 2. design and administration of the instrument, 

and 3. data collection and statistical procedures. 

Description of the Population and 

Sampling Procedures 

This study was designed to assess the differences in perceptions 

among school employees on collective bargaining and institutional 

quality. In order to accomplish this, two groups were identified. 

Group One consisted of K-12 school districts in Oklahoma that have been 

involved in collective bargaining. Group Two consisted of K-12 school 

districts in Oklahoma that have not been involved in collective bar

gaining. Each group included superintendents, board of education 

presidents, building principals, and teachers (See Table II). The two 

groups utilized in this study differed on the independent variable of 

collective bargaining. 
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Board Presidents 

Superintendents 

Building Principals 

Teachers 

TABLE II 

STUDY SAMPLE 

School Districts Non-Ne 

44 

44 

69 

411 

30 

Districts 

10 

10 

14 

55 

In order to determine which districts would be included in Group 

One and Group Two, the researcher obtained a list of school districts 

involved in Level Five or Level Six negotiations as described by the 

Oklahoma Education Association. School districts not involved in Level 

Five or Level Six negotiations were considered for inclusion in Group 

Two. The Oklahoma Education Association description of the various 

levels of negotiations can be found in Table III. 

For the purposes of verification and in order to secure permission 

for the school district to be included in the study, the superintendent 

of each Level Five and Level Six district was contacted by telephone. 

Forty-six districts were verified and invited to be included in Group 

One. Through the above process, the total .population of Level Five and 

Level Six school districts with the exception of one district, was 

contacted and invited to participate in the study. Of the forty-six 

districts whose superintendents were contacted, two declined to 

participate. The final sample for Group One was 44 school districts, or 

95.6% of the total population. 



TABLE I II 

OEA NEGOTIATIONS LEVELS 

Level 1. Local has indicated an interest in bargaining, but has 
not organized for bargaining. 
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Level 2. Local is currently organizing for bargaining, but has not 
initiated the bargaining process. 

Level 3. Local has a "meet and confer" process currently in effect 
for bargaining purposes. 

Level 4. Local has an adversary relationship, but bargains only 
financial issues. 

Level 5. Local has an adversary relationship, and negotiates 
issues on item-by-item basis. 

Level 6. Local has an adversary relationship, and obtains 
ratification on all items in a package year (i.e. 
comprehensive agreement or master contract). 

Group Two school districts were identified as any school district 

on the OEA list not negotiating on Level Five or Level Six. From this 

group of school districts, ten were randomly selected (using a table of 

random numbers) to be included in the study. These districts were 

contacted through the superintendent's office for verification and 

permission to be included in the study. 

WHhin Group One and Group Two, every superintendent, every board 

of education president, twenty percent of the building principals, and 

twenty percent of his/her teachers were included in the study. The 

anonymity of each school district was guaranteed by the researcher. 

Utilizing this procedure, each district was ensured equal representation 

of superintendents and board presidents, and proportional representation 



of building principals and teachers. The exception to proportional 

representation of building pri nci pals and teachers was that every 

district included at least one of the former and two of the latter. 
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Selection of the building principals was accomplished on a random 

basis within each district. A twenty percent sample was obtained by 

first determining the total number of building principals within each 

district. Following this determination, the names of the building 

principals within the district were obtained from the Oklahoma 

Educational Directory, 1980-1981. These names were put in a container 

and drawn by the researcher until the desired number had been obtained 

within each district. 

The method for securing teacher subjects for the study was achieved 

differently. The number of teachers within each principal 's building 

was obtained from the Oklahoma Educational Directory, 1980-1981. Still 

utilizing twenty percent proportional representation, the desirable 

number from each building was then identified and the principal was 

instructed in his/her cover letter to systematically select every nth 

teacher from a list of his/her faculty. (See Appendix A). 

Design and Implementation of the Instrument 

Nighswander and Kahn (1977) identified thirteen dimensions of 

i nstifutional quality. Nighswander, in a 1 etter to this researcher, 

reported that these dimensions were tested by a panel of experts for 

validity. He reports both content and face validity. Additionally, 

Nighswander reports that the instrument was pilot tested; however, no 

estimates of reliability were made. 
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From these dimensions of institutional quality taken from the 

Nighswander instrument, this researcher constructed thirty-nine items 

(three for each dimension) which attempted to further clarify the 

meaning and intent of each dimension. Each of the items included in the 

instrument in Part III relates to a dimension of quality as identified 

by Nighswander and Kahn (1977). For example, items one and two relate 

to the instructional program, a dimension which Nighswander and Kahn 

have identified as contributing to institutional quality. In the same 

manner, items 17 and 18 relate to the dimension of professional staff 

salaries, while items 14 and 15 relate to intra-staff communications. 

For further identification of the relationship of individual items to 

the various dimensions, see Appendix B. These items were included in a 

questionnaire constructed by the researcher (FORM CBIQ) in two distinct 

phases. 

In the first developmental phase, FORM CBIQ was arranged in three 

parts. Part I consisted of background information, Part II consisted 

of items concerning general impressions and Part III contained the 

thirty-nine items mentioned above arranged in a Likert-like form. Each 

item in Part ·III had an additional component designed to measure per

ceptions of the impact of collective bargaining on that item. 

Internal validity was established by a panel of eight experts. The 

panel was asked to review FORM CBIQ. Statements that the experts 

identified as lacking merit were omitted in the final form. For 

example, the panel recommended that answers to Part I questions might 

best be obtained in another fashion. Questions that the panel felt had 

merit but were lacking in clarity or intent were modified in the final 

construction of the instrument. Additionally, it was determined that 
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Part I could best be used to obtain demographic data which may have a 

bearing on this study. The instrument was photoelectronically reduced 

in size so that it would be less bulky. 

Phase Two consisted of a pilot study conducted with two groups 

utilizing a method of opportunity sampling. The first group for the 

pilot study consisted of several classes of graduate students at 

Oklahoma State University. These classes were composed of practicing 

school administrators, counselors, and teachers, along with full time 

graduate students. Foreign students were eliminated from the pilot 

study. Group Two of the pilot study was the entire certificated staff 

at a school in a school district not included in the study. One hundred 

thirty instruments were returned to the researcher of which one hundred 

seventeen were of useable quality. 

Statistical data were computed on Part III of FORM CBIQ using the 

techniq.ue of factor analysis with an oblique rotation. Only items 

loading in excess of .366 on the primary factor pertaining to the study 

were allowed to remain in the design of the final instrument. Responses 

to the selected questions were computed using Cronbach's Coefficient 

Alpha. On the twenty two items included in the study, a reliability of 

.83 was established using this method. The statements from the original 

questionnaire which were not considered in the calculation of the 

reliability coefficient because of low loading during factor analysis 

are shown in Appendix C. 

The modified instrument (see Appendix D) which was a product of the 

decisions made by the panel of experts and statistical data of factor 

analysis and Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha, was reproduced and mailed to 

the individual school districts agreeing to participate in the study. 
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Additionally, each packet contained cover letters to the individual 

superintendents and building principals (Appendix A) expressing grati

tude for their pa.rticipation and outlining steps for the successful 

implementation of the study. The superintendent was asked to return all 

the questionnaires from his/her district in a postage paid self

addressed envelope included for his/her convenience. 

The response rate at the stated deadline was 57.7%. At that time, 

follow-up activities were initiated. These activities included personal 

telephone conversations to remind each district that the questionnaires 

should be mailed. In some instances it was necessary to mail duplicate 

questionnaires along with another self-addressed, postage-paid envelope. 

Two weeks following this activity, the total survey response rate had 

increased to nearly 70%. By mid-May, 1981, the data collected for the 

study was considered complete. The rates of return are shown in Table 

IV. 

Data Collection and Statistical Procedures 

In order to facilitate a more timely and accurate interpretation of 

the statistical data, the data processing facilities at Oklahoma State 

University were utilized. The software package, the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was the primary component in interpreting 

the data submitted by Fortran batch controlled cards. 

The data collected in Part III of FORM CBIQ were scored in the 

following manner. As previously stated, each question in Part III 

contained two response options. The first response option consisted of 

a statement concerning institutional quality, with four options ranging 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The second response option 
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asked respondents to indicate their perception of the effect of 

collective bargaining on the statement of institutional quality. (See 

Figure 1). 

TABLE IV 

RETURNED QUESTIONNAIRES 

Teachers 

Responses: 310 
Percent: 67% 

Building Administrators 

Responses: 71 
Percent: 86% 

Superintendents 

Responses: 40 
Percent: 743 

Board of Education Presidents 

Responses: 33 
Percent: 61% 

The teachers in this district are 
confident in the school program. 

4 
SA 

3 
A 

2 
D 

1 2 3 

1 
SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining __ Improved __ No Effect __ Harmed 

Figure 1. Example of Procedure Used to Score Statements 
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Data were analyzed utilizing the following procedures. A t test 

was administered to determine at the .05 confidence level, significant 

differences, if any, between negotiating and non-negotiating school 

districts' perceptions of institutional qualitv. Data from the percep

tions of board of education presidents, superintendents, building 

principals and teachers on the effect of collective bargaining on 

institutional quality were analyzed using a One Way Analysis of Vari

ance. These data were measured against the .05 level of confidence. 

Additionally, a Scheffe Multiple Comparison Procedure was used to 

analyze differences among these groups. Cronbach's Reliability Coef

ficient Alpha was computed for Part III of the questionnaire, to 

determine reliability in the study. The reliability was .85. 

Summary 

Chapter III has provided information concerning the research 

methodology and procedures utilized in data collection and 

interpretation. It has included a description of the population and 

sampling procedures, a description of the research design and 

instrumentation and stati stica 1 procedures used in data analysis. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an analysis and 

discussion of the data collected as part of the study. Five hypotheses 

served as the focal point for the analysis of the data. The stated 

hypotheses are as follows: 

H.l: There are no significant differences between negotiating and 

non-negotiating school districts on perceptions of institutional 

quality. 

H.2: There are significant differences between teachers and 

principals on their perceptions of the effect of collective 

bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating school 

districts. 

H.3: There are significant differences between teachers and 

superintendents in their perceptions of the effect of collective 

bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating school 

districts. 

H.4: There are significant differences between teachers and board 

of education presidents in their perceptions of the effect of 

collective bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating 

school districts. 



H.5: Superintendents and board of education presidents are more 

likely to agree on the effect of collective bargaining on 

institutional quality than superintendents and teachers in 

negotiating school districts. 
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Results of the statistical treatment were accepted at or below the .05 

level of significance. 

Analysis of the Hypotheses 

In the analysis of the statistical findings resulting from the 

treatment of the first hypothesis, it was found that there were no 

significant differences between negotiating and non-negotiating school 

districts on their perceptions of institutional quality. The t test, 

used as the statistical treatment for Hypothesis One, determined an F 

value of 1.15 with p=.456. The t test then, clearly indicates that the 

null hypothesis is accepted. 

Hypotheses Two, Three, Four and Five were statistically analyzed 

with a One Way Analysis of Variance and a Scheffe Multiple Comparison 

Procedure. Data related to this test are summarized in Table V. 

The Scheffe Multiple Comparison Procedure determined that: 

1. Teachers differed significantly with building administrators, 

superintendents and board of education presidents on their perceptions 

of the effect of collective bargaining on institutional quality. 

Teachers were more likely to view collective bargaining as having a more 

improving effect on institutional quality than building administrators, 

superintendents and board of education presidents. 

2. Superintendents more closely agreed with board of education 



presidents than with teachers on their perceptions of the effect of 

collective bargaining on institutional quality. 

TABLE V 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AMONG TEACHERS, BUILDING ADMINISTRATORS, 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND BOARD OF EDUCATION PRESIDENTS 

40 

Source OF Sum of Sguares Mean of Sguares F Ratio F Probabil it~ 

Between 
Groups 3 1818.9491 606.3162 20.329 0.000 

Within 
Groups 408 12168.6399 29.8251 

Total 411 13987.5859 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
36.1538 
39.3279 
42.0000 
42 .1364 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

Analysis of Additional Data 

Additional data were collected and analyzed for this study although 

this data is not CQJlSidered as part of the central study. An individual 

item analysis utilizing a One Way Analysis of Variance and a Scheffe 

,, 
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Multiple Comparison Procedure was conducted to determine significant 

differences, if any, between teachers, principals, superintendents and 

board presidents on both parts of each item contained in Part III of 

Form CBIQ. This information is presented in the following manner. 

First, the statistical data will be presented, followed by a discussion 

of the data for each individual item. It should be noted that, in some 

cases, the Scheffe Procedure, which is a very strict test for signi-

ficance does not identify differences among the groups, although the One 

Way Analysis of Variance does report significance at the .05 level. 

TABLE VI 

ITEM 1 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 2.5204 0.8401 1.183 0 .3157 

Within 
Groups 408 289.6590 0.7099 

Total 411 292.1792 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*) ~enotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building -Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 
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The above table indicates that there is no statistical significance 

in the perceptions of the groups on the part of the item concerning 

school quality. 

TABLE VII 

ITEM 1 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

9.0917 

122.3241 

131.4158 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

3.0306 10.108 0.000 

0.2998 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.7391 
1.9672 
2 .1333 
2.1818 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences in 

the way teachers, building administrators, superintendents and board 

presidents view the effect of bargaining on item one, with teachers 

viewing it as having a more improving effect than the other groups. 
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TABLE VIII 

ITEM 2 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.4533 

150.3604 

151.8137 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.4844 1.314 0.2692 

0.3685 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

· Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Boa rd of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on the part of the item concerning quality. 
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TABLE IX 

ITEM 2 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

7.3796 

113. 7351 

121.1147 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2.4599 8.824 0.000 

0.2788 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.5184 
1. 7377 
1.8667 
1.9091 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates that there are statistical differences 

among the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item two, 

with teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on 

the item. 
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TABLE X 

ITEM 3 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 2.3042 0.7681 1.064 0.3641 

Within 
Groups 408 294 .4418 0.7217 

Total 411 296.7458 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on the part of the item concerning school quality. 
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TABLE XI 

ITEM 3 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

8.7505 

89 .2160 

97.9665 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2.9168 13.339 0.000 

0.2187 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.7726 
1.9508 
2.1333 
2.2727 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed~ Pres. * 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

among teachers, superintendents and board presidents with regard to the 

effect of bargaining on item three. 
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TABLE XII 

ITEM 4 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

3.9458 

211.3606 

215.3063 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.3153 2.539 0.0561 

0.5180 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on the part of item four concerning quality. 
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TABLE XIII 

ITEM 4 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

2. 7862 

87 .6002 

90.3864 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

o. 9287 4.326 0.0051 

0.2147 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.8161 
1.9508 
2.0000 
2.0667 

·Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

* 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

between teachers and superintendents with regard to the effect of 

bargaining on item four. 

/ 
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TABLE XIV 

ITEM 5 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

4.8354 

229 .5501 

234.3856 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.6118 2.865 0.0365 

0.5626 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed •. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

Although the Analysis of Variance indicates statistical signi

ficance among the group's perceptions of quality on item five, the 

Scheffe Procedure, due to the strict nature of the test, fails to denote 

where the differences are. 
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TABLE XV 

ITEM 5 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

0.3646 

47 .4495 

47.8141 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.1215 1.045 0.3725 

0.1163 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates there are no significant differences 

among the groups on the perceptions of the effect of bargaining on 

item five. 
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TABLE XVI 

ITEM 6 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

2.5679 

119.5346 

122.1025 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.8560 2.922 0.0338 

0.2930 

{*}Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Boa rd of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that although there are statistical 

differences among the group's perceptions of school quality in item six, 

the Scheffe Procedure, due to its nature, was unable to denote where 

these differences are. 
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TABLE XVI I 

ITEM 6 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 20.5807 6.8602 17.151 0.000 

Within 
Groups 408 263.1941 0.4000 

Total 411 183.7748 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.5351 
1.8852 
2.2000 
2.0909 

Bui 1 ding Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The table above indicates that there are statistical differences 

among the groups perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item six, 

with teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on 

quality as measured by item six. 
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TABLE XVIII 

ITEM 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Sguares Mean of Sguares F Ratio F Probabilit~ 

Between 
Groups 3 1.2325 0.4108 1.095 0.3512 

Within 
Groups 408 153.1244 0.3753 

Total 411 154.3569 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*} Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Boa rd of Ed. Pres • 

No t\-io groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no statistical differences 

among the groups percept ions of quality as measured by item seven. 
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TABLE XIX 

ITEM 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

19 .4317 

145.9329 

165.3646 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

6 .4772 18.109 0.000 

0.3577 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.5284 
1.8525 
2.2000 
2.0455 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are statistical differences among 

the groups perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item seven, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect. 
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TABLE XX 

ITEM 8 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

6.2543 

203.6727 

209.9270 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2.0848 4.176 0.0063 

0.4992 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that although there are statistical 

differences among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by 

item eight, again, the Scheffe Procedure fails to denote where the 

differences are. 
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TABLE XXI 

ITEM 8 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

6.0326 

140.7107 

146.7433 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2.0109 5.831 0.0007 

0.3449 

(*} Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.5853 
1.8197 
1.8333 
1.9545 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
* Building Admin. 

Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

among teachers, principals and board members with regard to the effect 

of bargaining on item eight, with teachers viewing bargaining as having 

a more. improving effect on the item. 
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TABLE XXII 

ITEM 9 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of·Sguares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 5.9386 1.9795 4.577 0.0036 

Within 
Groups 408 176.4478 0.4325 

Total 411 182.3864 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
2.1538 
1.8852 
2.3667 
2.2727 

Group Teachers 
Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

Building Bd 
Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

* 
* 

The above table indicates there are statistical differences between 

building administrators and teachers and superintendents on perceptions 

of quality as measured by item nine. Building administrators view 

quality as measured by this item in a more favorable manner than do the 

other groups. 
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TABLE XXIII 

ITEM 9 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

9.8829 

109.3649 

119 .2479 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

3.2943 12.290 0.000 

0.2681 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean 
1.6656 
1.8525 
2.0667 
2 .1818 

Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 
Teachers 
Building Admin~ 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates that there are differences between 

teachers, superintendents and board presidents on the effect of 

bargaining on item nine, with teachers viewing bargaining as having a 

more improving effect. 



59 

TABLE XXIV 

ITEM 10 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability _ 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

7.2261 

193 .4387 

200.6648 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2 .4087 5.080 0.0018 

0.4741 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
2.8462 
3 .1148 
3.2333 
3.0455 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

* 

The above table indicates that there are statistical differences 

among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 10, with 

teachers viewing quality as measured by item 10 in a more unfavorable 

manner.than other groups. 
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TABLE XXV 

ITEM 10 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

3.2777 

109 .3299 

112.6076 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.0926 4.077 0.0072 

0.2680 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that although there are differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 10, again, 

the Scheffe Procedure fails to denote where the differences are among 

the groups. 
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TABLE XXVI 

ITEM 11 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

4.2521 

183.0930 

187 .3452 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.4174 3.158 0.0247 

0.4488 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean 
3.1672 
3.3607 
3.2000 
2.8636 

Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 
Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

The above table indicates that there are differences among the 

groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 11, with board 

presidents viewing quality in a more unfavorable manner than other 

groups. 

* 
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TABLE XXVI I 

ITEM 11 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.9317 

69.3293 

71.2610 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.6439 3.789 0.0106 

0.1699 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Bui 1 ding Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed.· Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that although there are significant 

differences on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 11, 

the Scheffe Procedure fails to denote where the differences are amon~ 

the groups. 
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TABLE XXVI II 

ITEM 12 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.0466 

139.6191 

140.6677 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.3495 1.021 0.3830 

0.3422 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed., Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups with regard to perceptions of quality as measured by 

item 12. 
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TABLE XXIX 

ITEM 12 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

0.6386 

39.0375 

39.6761 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.2129 2.225 0.0847 

0.0957 

(*} Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Boa rd of Ed.- Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on school 

quality as measured by item 12 • 
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TABLE XXX 

ITEM 13 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.6722 

163.2067 

164.8789 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.5577 1.393 0.2443 

0.4000 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed~ Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of school quality as measured by item 

13. 
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TABLE XXXI 

ITEM 13 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.5985 

51.3589 

52.9574 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

. 0.5328 4.233 0.000 

0.1259 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Boa rd of Ed. Pres • 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 13. 
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TABLE XXXII 

ITEM 14 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

2.8404 

131.2746 

134.1150 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.9468 2.943 0.0329 

0.3218 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that although there are significant 

differences among the groups with regard to perceptions of school 

qualit~ as measured by item 14, the Scheffe Procedure fails to denote 

where these differences are. 
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TABLE XXXIII 

ITEM 14 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 7.6820 2.5607 8.094 0.000 

Within 
Groups 408 129.0729 0.3164 

Total 411 136.7549 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.4181 
1.4590 
1. 7667 
1.9091 

· Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed., Pres. * * 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

among the groups on the effect of bargaining on quality as measured by 

item 14, with teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving 

effect on this item. 
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TABLE XXXIV 

ITEM 15 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

3.5185 

139.4381 

142.9566 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.1728 3.432 0.0171 

0.3418 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

among the groups on percept ions of qua 1 ity as measured by item 15; 

however, the Scheffe Procedure fails to denote where these differences 

are. 
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TABLE XXXV 

ITEM 15 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGA! NI NG 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 4.8001 1.6000 5.217 0.0015 

Within 
Groups 408 125 .1277 0.3067 

Total 411 129.9278 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.4916 
1.6230 
1.8000 
1.8182 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Edr Pres. 

* 

The above table indicates that there are significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on quality 

than the other groups. 
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TABLE xxxvr 
ITEM 16 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

1.8650 

148.4904 

150.3554 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.6217 1.708 0.1647 

0.3639 

{*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Bui 1 ding Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed., Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 16. 
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TABLE XXXVII 

ITEM 16 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Sguares Mean of Sguares F Ratio F Probabilit~ 

Between 
Groups 3 8.2502 2. 7501 10.449 0.000 

Within 
Groups 408 107 .3867 0.2632 

Total 411 115.6369 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean 
1.8060 
2.0000 
2.2333 
2.1818 

Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 
Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 16, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on quality 

than the other groups. 
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TABLE XXXVI II 

ITEM 17 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

0.8574 

177.5941 

178.4515 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.2858 0.657 0.5792 

0.4353 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of school quality as measured by item 

17. 
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TABLE XXXIX 

ITEM 17 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

11.6727 

113.8207 

125.4934 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

3.8909 13.947 0.000 

0.2790 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean 
1.3077 
1.6066 
1.7000 
1.8182 

Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 
Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 17, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on 

bargaining than the other groups. 
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TABLE XL 

ITEM 18 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

0.8310 

144.8944 

145. 7253 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

0.2770 0.780 0.5057 

0.3551 

{*}Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Bui 1 ding Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 18. 
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TABLE XLI 

ITEM 18 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

12.0678 

105 .5692 

117.6370 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

4.0226 15.546 0.000 

0.2587 

(*}Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.2876 
1.5574 
1.6667 
1.8636 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed., Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 18, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect on quality 

as measured by the item. 
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TABLE XLII 

ITEM 19 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Sguares Mean of Sguares F Ratio F Probabiiit.}:'. 

Between 
Groups 3 2.0512 0.6837 0.852 0.4661 

Within 
Groups 408 327.3904 0.8024 

Total 411 329.4414 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admi n. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 19. 
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TABLE XLII I 

ITEM 19 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

3.2432 

125.4057 

128.6488 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.0811 3.517 0.0152 

0.3074 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.4281 
1.4918 
1. 7333 
1.6364 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

* 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on the effect of bargaining on item 19, with teachers viewing 

bargaining as having a more improving effect on quality. 
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TABLE XLIV 

ITEM 20 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 2.3257 o. 7752 1.990 0.1148 

Within 
Groups 408 158.9049 0.3895 

Total 411 161.2306 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed., Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates that there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 20. 
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TABLE XLV 

ITEM 20 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

8.1451 

118.9501 

127.0952 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2. 7150 9.313 0.000 

0.2915 

(*) Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Building Bd 
Mean 
1.4816 
1.8033 
1.8000 
1. 7727 

Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 
Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed. Pres. 

* 
* 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on item 20, with 

teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect than the 

other groups. 
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TABLE XLVI 

ITEM 21 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 20.5045 6.8348 12.576 o.ooo 
Within 
Groups 408 221. 7332 0.5435 

Total 411 242.2376 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

(*)Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
2.6221 
3.0164 
3.2667 
3.1364 

·Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed •. Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of quality as measured by item 21. The 

Scheffe Procedure indicates that teachers view quality as measured by 

this item in a more favorable manner than the other groups. 
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TABLE XLVII 

ITEM 21 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

9.7510 

121.4580 

131.2090 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

3.2503 10. 918 0.000 

0.2977 

(*) Oenotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1.6656 
1.9836 
2.0333 
2.0455 

·Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. * 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed. Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on the effect of bargaining on quality as measured by item 

21, with teachers viewing bargaining as having a more improving effect 

on the item than the other groups. 
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TABLE XLVIII 

ITEM 22 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: QUALITY 

Source OF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

4.5065 

264. 5981 

269.1045 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

1.5022 2.316 0~0752 

0.6485 

{*) Qenotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

·Building Bd 
Mean Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents 
Board of Ed~ Pres. 

No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. 

The above table indicates there are no significant differences 

among the groups on perceptions of school quality as measured by item 

22. 
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TABLE XLIX 

ITEM 22 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF BARGAINING 

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean of Squares F Ratio F Probability 

Between 
Groups 3 

Within 
Groups 408 

Total 411 

6.0452 

103.3707 

109 .4159 

Scheffe Multiple Range Test: 

2.0151 7.953 0.000 

0.2534 

(*} Oenotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level. 

Mean 
1. 7559 
1.9344 
2.0667 
2.1364 

Building Bd 
Group Teachers Administrators Superintendents Pres. 

Teachers 
Building Admin. 
Superintendents * 
Board of Ed~ Pres. * 

The above table indicates there are significant differences among 

the groups on perceptions of the effect of bargaining on quality as 

measured by item 22. The greatest differences are found between 

teachers and superintendents, and teachers and school board members. 

Summary 

Chapter IV has been devoted to the analysis of the data which 

were collected as part of the study. Hypothesis one predicted no 

·significant differences between negotiating and non-negotiating school 
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districts on perceptions of institutional quality. This hypothesis was 

supported. The second, third, fourth and fifth hypotheses predicting 

significant differences between teachers and building administrators, 

superintendents and board of education presidents were supported at the 

.05 level of confidence. Chapter V will continue with a summary, 

conclusions and implications, and recommendations of the study. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Introduction 

The final chapter of the study contains a brief summary of the 

research findings. Following the summary, conclusions and implications 

made from the findings will be presented. The last section of Chapter 

V focuses on recommendations for further study. 

Summary 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of 

teachers, building administrators, superintendents and board of educa

tion presidents concerning the effects of collective bargaining on the 

quality of schools. Additionally, the study assessed the perceptions of 

the above mentioned groups on school quality in negotiating and non

negotiating school districts. Additional analysis of each item in Part 

'III of.the instrument was conducted, although this was not the primary 

focus of the study. The research sample consisted of 95.6% of the entire 

population of Level V and Level VI negotiating school districts in Okla

homa. Within each of the school districts which participated in the 

study, the board of education president, the superintendent, twenty per 

·cent of the building administrators and twenty percent of his/her 
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faculty were mailed questionnaires to complete. The instrument con

tained three parts: Part I consisted of demographic data, Part II 

dealt with general impressions, and Part III contained twenty-two 

Likert-type statements. Each item in Part IIT had two response 

options. Acceptable reliability coefficients were established by con

ducting a pilot study. Validity was determined through the convention 

of a panel of experts. 

The data gathered through the administration of the instrument were 

tested statistically to determine the degree of differences between 

groups. The first hypothesis was tested through the application of a 

t test. The second, third, fourth and fifth hypotheses were tested 

utilizing a One Way Analysis of Variance with a Scheffe Multip1e Com

parison Procedure. Results were accepted at or below the .05 confidence 

level. 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis stated that there were no significant dif

ferences between negotiating and non-negotiating school districts on the 

perceptions of institutional quality. The hypothesis was accepted at 

the .05 confidence level. 

Hypothesis Two 

The second hypothesis stated that there were significant dif

ferences between teachers and principals on their perceptions of the 

effect of collective bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating 

school districts. The data determined that teachers perceived co 1-

lect i ve bargaining as having a more positive effect on institutional 



quality than principals. The hypothesis was supported at the .05 

confidence level. 

Hypothesis Three 
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The third hypothesis stated that there were significant differences 

between teachers and superintendents in their perceptions of the effect 

of collective bargaining on institutional quality in negotiating school 

districts. The data determined that teachers perceived negotiations as 

having a more positive effect on institutional quality than superin

tendents. The hypothesis was accepted at the .05 confidence level. 

Hypothesis Four 

The fourth hypothesis stated that there were significant dif

ferences between teachers and board of education presidents in their 

perceptions of the effect of collective bargaining on institutional 

quality in negotiating school districts. The data determined that 

teachers perceived negotiations as having a more positive effect on 

institutional quality than presidents of boards of education. The 

hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of confidence. 

Hypothesis Five 

The fifth hypothesis stated that superintendents and board of 

·education presidents were more likely to agree on the effect of col

lective bargaining on institutional quality than superintendents and 

teachers in negotiating school districts. The hypothesis was accepted.· 
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Conclusions and Implications 

It is apparent that within recent years, collective bargaining has 

become an accepted modus operandi in the field of education. Increas

ingly, teachers have come to view collective bargaining as an acceptable 

technique for conflict resolution and for the achievement of occupa

tional goals. Among these goals which teachers have stated as important 

is the improvement of the quality of education within school districts. 

Sources of conflict within local school districts arise from the 

growing professionalism of teachers who, in many instances, have relin

quished individual autonomy in conformance to the central control 

demands of the bureaucratic hierarchy. Teachers, as professionals, have 

participated in a growing school bureaucracy where the educational 

managers have become more and more removed from the technical aspects of 

the organization. This has evolved in part due to the increase in 

hierarchical levels within the school system. As teachers felt less and 

less a part of the systern (bureaucratic alienation) they sought ways to 

increase their power within the organization. Teachers wanted to be a 

part of the decision-making process which affected their daily lives in 

the schools. Collective bargaining was hailed by teachers as a vehicle 

for increased participation in the decision-making structure. In 

developing a rationale for the acceptance of collective bargaining, many 

teachers looked at the potential that collective bargaining possessed as 

a means to achieve professional objectives. One such stated objective 

is the improvement of the quality of schools. 

As collective bargaining provisions were established, the promise 

that the process held for shared decision-making and conflict resolution 
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was not readily recognized by administrators of the schools. District 

school managers, for the most part, viewed negotiations as an assault on 

traditional authority entrusted to them by the public. School 

administrators and school boards geared up to "hold the line" and 

protect themselves from the power seekers. 

In view of these vastly different perceptions toward the effect of 

the collective bargaining process, it is apparent that administrators 

and teachers perceive negotiations and the subsequent outcome of the 

process in different ways. Differences in perceptions could be a source 

of conflict within a school system. Perhaps these different perceptions 

result from the relative newness of the model. As Carleton (1969) 

suggests, collective bargaining may pass through stages: stage 

one--nativity, stage two--adolescence, stage three--productive and 

cooperative. 

It seems doubtful that many districts have been involved in the 

bargaining process long enough to assume the stage three model of 

operation which maximizes mutual benefits. Additionally, it is entirely 

possible that many teachers and administrators believe that stage two is 

the final stage. This stage is characterized by an adversarial rela

tions hip which promotes hostility and il 1-feel i ng between the nego

tiating groups. 

The presence of conflict within an organization can create dis

ruption or displacement of organizational goals. The data seems to 

indicate that some conflict could exist regarding the perceptions of the 

effect of bargaining on school quality. If the present adversarial 

model for negotiations continues to be the primary mode of procedure, 

and teachers and administrators hold on to traditional role patterns 



within this process, future implications could be serious and 

far-reaching. 
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As goal displacement resulting from continued conflict becomes more 

commonplace within the school organization, educators can expect in

creased hostility from a public which has historically relied on a free 

public system of education to prepare its youth for the challenges that 

face a complex, modern, democratic society. No other country in the 

world has embarked on such a monumental undertaking. Our citizenry 

looks to the schools as an avenue to success just as other nations of 

the world look to America as the educational leader of the twentieth 

century. 

If the standards of excellence which have been characteristic of 

the American education experience are not maintained, the responsibility 

for the demise of public education will rest on the shoulders of all 

educators. The public schools are in the midst of attacks from all 

fronts. Instead of allowing conflict within the system to bring about 

deterioration of the schools, educators should strive to ameliorate the 

conditions giving rise to that conflict. The energy used in creating 

and maintaining hostile attitudes between teachers and administrators 

could be converted into more constructive channels for the betterment of 

the system. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

As a result of the present study, the following recommendations are 

made: 

l. Due to the fact that the sample size was· limited and the study 

was confined to Oklahoma, perhaps a study larger in scope would have a 



92 

higher degree of generalizability. 

2. Further research on the instrument would be beneficial, even 

though reliability and validity were considered acceptable. This could 

be accomplished by utilizing the instrument in additional research and 

subjecting the instrument to more rigorous statistical procedures. 

3. The percepti~ns and/or role of the building administrator in 

the negotiations process would be a fertile research ground. The 

Scheffe Multiple Comparison Procedure utilized in the statistical 

treatment of data indicated that building administrators differed almost 

equally as much with teachers as they did with superintendents and board 

of education presidents. 

4. Further research with time and stages of collective bargaining 

as research variables along with attitudes and/or perceptions toward 

bargaining is much needed. This would help clarify whether or not 

attitudes and/or perceptions toward the effects of negotiations might 

change with the passage of time or as districts move through the various 

negotiations stages. 

5. An additional research possibility is the examination of 

perceptions on the effect of collective bargaining as an independent 

vadable and dependent variables such as student test scores, per pupil 

expenditures, or additional equipment and material obtained through the 

negotiations process. 

The consideration of the recommendations listed above would perhaps 

lend more insight into the process of negotiations and the perceptions 

of various groups on the education outcomes. The success of the present 

study will be determined in part by the additional research it 

sti:mulates and the practicality and usefulness it hopefully offers. 
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Apri 1 15, 1981 

Dear Mr. Superintendent: 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for agreeing to 
participate in our study concerning collective bargaining in Oklahoma. 
As I stated in our phone conversation, the Colleges of Education and 
Business Administration are working on a Presidential Challenge Grant, 
the purpose of which is to assess the impact of collective bargaining in 
schools, businesses and industries throughout the State of Oklahoma. 

Enclosed please find copies of our questionnaire to be distributed 
to your board president, building principal(s) and teacher(s). The 
following steps need to be completed for the study to be correctly 
implemented. The anonymity of each respondent is ensured if each step 
is correctly followed. 

STEP ONE: Complete the questionnaire yourself and enclose in 
the attached envelope. 

STEP TWO: Ask your board president to complete the 
questionnaire, enclose in the attached envelope and 
return to you. 

STEP THREE: Distribute the remainder of the questionnaires to the 
butlding principal(s) whose name appears on the cover 
letter. Instructions to the building principal 
concerning distribution and collection of the 
questionnaire to teachers are included in this 
letter. 

STEP FOUR: Collect the questionnaires from the building 
principal(s). 

STEP FIVE: Enclose all of the completed questionnaires in 
the large brown self addressed, stamped envelope 
enclosed for your convenience in this packet. 
Mail to our office. 

We would appreciate your earliest possible response before April, 
30, 1981. Again, thank you for your effort at such a busy time of the 
school year. Our gratitude goes out to you and your staff for your 
assistance in making this a successful study. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Thomas J. Smith 
Director, Education Extension 

Marsha J. Edmonds 
Research Associate 
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Apri 1 15, 1981 

Dear Mr. Principal: 

The Colleges of Education and Business Administration at Oklahoma 
State University are involved in a Presidential Challenge Grant, the 
purpose of which is to assess the impact of collective bargaining in 
schools, businesses and industries throughout the State of Oklahoma. 
Your superintendent has agreed for your district to participate in this 
study. 

In order for this study to be a success, your cooperation is 
necessary. , The fol lowing steps need to be completed for the study to he 
correctly implemented. The anonymity of each respondent is ensured if 
each step is correctly followed. 

STEP ONE: 

STEP TWO: 

STEP THREE: 

Complete one questionnaire yourself and enclose in the 
attached envelope. 
Distribute a copy of the questionnaire to every nth 
name appearing on your faculty list. Ask each of 
these teachers to complete the questionnaire, enclose 
it in the attached envelope, and return to you 
promptly. Upon completion of this step, you should 
have identified faculty members to complete the 
questionnaire. 
Return all completed questionnaires to your 
superintendent. All questionnaires from your district 
will then be forwarded to our office on or before 
April 30, 1981. 

Thank you for your effort at such a busy time of the school year. 
Our gratitude goes out to you and your faculty members who participated 
for your assistance in making this study a success. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Thomas J. Smith 
Director, Education Extension 

Marsha J. Edmonds 
Research Associate 
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Instructional Program 

l. The school district has an adequate amount of funds available for 
instructional materials. 

2. The school district offers a variety of courses for the students. 
3. Teachers are involved in the revision and improvement of the 

cu rri cul um. 

Student Activity Program 

1. The student activity program offers a variety of activities for 
students. 
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2. The student activity program attempts to meet the social needs and 
interests of the students. 

3. School funds are available for use in the student activity program. 

Community Support of Education 

1 • The people in the community are willing to vote bond money for 
school district needs. 

2 .. The people in the community are willing to vote the mill levies to 
support the schools. 

3. The people in the community participate in school functions and 
activities. 

Staff Morale 

l. The educators in this district show enthusiasm for their work. 
2. The educators in this district are confident in the school program. 
3. Absenteeism among the educators in our district is a great problem. 

Inservice Programs 

1. The inservice program in our district is well planned by teachers 
and administrators. 

2. Adequate funds are available to carry out the district inservice 
program. 

3. The inservice program attempts to offer experiences which will help 
educators in their jobs. 

Student Academic Achievement 

1. The students• scores in standardized tests are equal to or better 
than national norms. 

2 .. Many of the students continue their education beyond the 12th 
grade. 

3. The school district has a serious drop-out problem. 

Student Mora 1 e 

1. The students are enthusiastic participators in school activities. 
·2. The students exhibit an 11 esprit de corps 11 in their schools. 
3. Absenteeism is a major problem among the students. 



103 

Intra-Staff Communications 

1. The school district has adequate prov1s1ons for communicating school 
policy and procedure to its employees. 

2. The educational staff has the opportunity for input into the 
communication of organizational expectations. 

3. The district uses appropriate and effective communications 
techniques. 

Public Relations 

1. The people in the district understand the role of the school 
community. 

in 

2. ·rhe people of the district have a feeling of goodwill toward the 
schools. 

3. The district has a program designed to encourage good public 
rel at ions. 

Professional Staff Salaries 

1. The salary schedule is based on academic preparation. 

the 

2. The salary schedule takes into account the amount of experience that 
an employee has. 

3. The salary schedule is competitive with districts of the same size 
in the surrounding area. 

Fringe Benefits 

1. The district financially participates in a health insurance plan for 
its employees • 

. 2. The district has an adequate sick leave policy. 
3. The district makes adequate provisions for holidays and vacations. 

Physical Facilities 

1. The district's buildings and grounds are in good physical 
condition. 

2. The district's buildings provide rooms for small as well as large 
group instruction. 

3. The district's buildings have special areas designed for special 
instructional needs such as music, art and shop rooms. 

Fiscal Condition 

1. The district has adequate funds available to carry out the total 
program. 

2. The district wisely allocates its monies to the various educational 
programs and services. 

3. On the whole, the district's fiscal condition is good. 
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ITEMS NOT INCLUDED IN FINAL QUESTI OMNAIRE 

1. The student activity program offers sports, cultural, entertainment 
and leisure activities for students. 

2. The people in the district understand the role of the school in the 
community. 

3. The district's buildings and grounds are in good physical 
condition. 

4. The school district offers several electives within each department 
for the students. 

5. The student activity program meets the social needs and interests of 
the students. 

6. The students exhibit an 11 esprit de corps 11 in their schools. 

7. The district has an adequate sick leave policy. 

8. The district's buildings provide rooms for small as well as large 
group instruction. 

9. Absenteeism among the teachers in our district is a great problem. 

10. The school district has a serious drop-out problem. 

11. Absenteeism is a major problem among the students. 

12. The district uses appropriate and effective communication 
techniques. 

13. The district has an organized program designed to encourage good 
public relations. 

14. The salary schedule is competitive with districts of like size in 
the surrounding area. 

15. The districts buildings have special areas designed for special 
instructional needs, such as music, art and shop rooms. 

16. On the whole, the district's financial condition is good. 

17. School funds are available for use in the student activity 
program. 
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Dear Educator: 

We need your assistance. The Colleges of Education and Business 
Administration at Oklahoma State University are working on a 
Presidential Challenge Grant, the purpose of which is to assess the 
impact of collective bargaining in schools, businesses and industries 
throughout the State of Oklahoma. 

Your participation in this project would be very much appreciated. 
Please take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire. Be sure to 
follow the instructions carefully. Enclose the questionnaire in the 
attached envelope. This procedure will ensure your anonymity. 
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Again, we appreciate your effort at such a busy time of the school year. 
Thank you for helping to make this study a success! 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Thomas J. Smith 
Director, Education Extension 

Mars ha J. Edmonds 
Research Associate 



PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Please respond by placing a check ( ) on the appropriate line 
following each item. Do not write your name anywhere on this 
questionnaire. 

l. What is your current position in the school district? 

Board Member _Superintendent _Building Principal 

Teacher 

2. How many years have you been in your present position? 

_1-3 years _4-6 years _7-10 years _over 10 years 

3. Indicate whether or not your school district is involved in 
negotiations. 

Yes No 

4. If you are a principal or teacher, what is your present area? 

_Elementary _Middle School _Secondary 

5. What is your sex? 

Male Female 

6. What is your age group? 

_20-30 years _30-40 years _40-50 years _50-60 years 

_over 60 years 

108 

7. If your assignment is in a school, what is the approximate size of 
the school? 

under 300 students 300-500 students 500-1000 students 

over 1000 students 

8. Is your district urban, suburban, or rural? 

Urban Suburban Rural 

9. What is your highest educational level? 

Bachelors Masters Masters + Doctorate 



/ 
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PART TWO: GENERAL IMPRESSIONS 

1. 

2. 

Please indicate your reactions to the negotiations process in your 
school district. If your district does not presently negotiate, 
indicate your reactions to the negotiations process in general. 

Please indic~te your perceptions of the following group 1 s reactions 
to the negotiations process. 

A. Superi nten-
dent _Generally Favorable _Generally Unfavorable 

B. Teachers _Generally Favorable _Generally Unfavorable 
c. Building Admin-

i strators _Generally Favorable _Generally Unfavorable 
D. Board 

Members _Generally Favorable Generally Unfavorable 
E. Community _Generally Favorable Generally Unfavorable 

What is your reaction to the negotiation process? 

_Generally Favorable _Generally Unfavorable 

3. Do you feel that through negotiations the communications process has 
been improved? 

Yes No 

4. Do you feel that the quality of education has been improved through 
neg·ot i at ions? 

Yes No 

PART THREE: INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY 

This section lists 22 statements which represent various dimensions 
of institutional quality. Please note tht each item has two 
responses to complete. Evaluate each item and circle the
appropriate response to the right of each statement. 
SA=STRONGLY AGREE A=AGREE D=DISAGREE SD=STRONGLY DISAGREE 
Additionally, for each item respond to the effect you feel that 
collective bargaining has had on each item. Place a check ( ) to 
the left of the appropriate response, improved, no effect, or 
harmed. If your district is not currently involved in 
negotiations, please respond to the general impressions that you 
have concerning collective bargaining. 

EXAMPLE: The students exhibit an "esprit de corps" in 
their schools. SA A D SD· 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect 
Harmed 
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1. The school district has an adequate amount of funds 
available for instructional materials. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

2. Teachers are involved in the revision and 
improvement of the curriculum. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

3. During the past five years the community has voted 
bond money for school district needs. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

4. The people in the community have consistently 
voted mill levies to support the schools. 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved 

SA A D SD 

No Effect Harmed 

5. The majority of the people in the community participate in 
some school functions and activities, such as athletic, 
cultural, informational and entertainment programs. 

SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

6. The teachers in this district show enthusiasm 
for their work. 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved 

7. The teachers in this district are confident 
in the school program. 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved 

8. The inservice and staff development programs 
district are well planned by .teachers and 
administrators. 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved 

in 

SA A D SD 

No Effect Harmed 

SA A D SD 

No Effect Harmed 

our 

SA A D SD 

No Effect Harmed 



111 

9. Adequate funds are available to conduct the district 
inservice and staff development programs. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect 

10. The inservic0 and staff development programs offer 
experiences that will help teachers in their 

Harmed 

jobs. SA A D · SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

11. I believe that student's scores on standardized tests 
are equal to or better than the national norms. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No .Effect _Harmed 

12. Many of the students continue their education 
beyond the 12th grade. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

13. The students are enthusiastic participators in 
school activities. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

14. The school district has provisions for communicating 
school policy and procedure to its employees. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

15. The educational staff has the opportunity for input 
into the communication of organizational expec-
tations. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

16. The people of the district have a feeling of goodwill 
toward the schools. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining Improved No Effect Harmed 
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17. The salary schedule is based on academic 
preparation. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

18. The salary schedule takes into account the amount 
of experience of the employee. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved _No Effect _Harmed 

19. The district financially participates in a health 
insurance plan for its employees. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

20~ The district makes adequate provisions for 
holidays and vacations. SA A D SD 

21. 

22. 

Effect of Collective Bargaining Improved No Effect Harmed 

The district wisely allocates its monies to the 
various educational programs and services. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

The district has adequate funds available 
to conduct the total program. SA A D SD 

Effect of Collective Bargaining _Improved No Effect Harmed 

Would you be interested in receiving a summary of the findings 
of this study? 

Yes No --
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