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: ' oL INTRODUGTION: - e
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: . oA o !
. The local school district operates pn the basis of §tate mandat®d
< . PR R e ' i .o

: o L boe o ey
SR % regulations,, policies of the local: school board, and admmlstratwef \
" . 3 . . .

.
. . - ?
z

. I : . . .
directives developed ird central office. Until quite recehtly, teachers
c . played a-f?irlx\insignificant_;olg in the dévelopﬁ?nt of school district .-

,'t policies and in.the formulation of standard prgctipqs prescribing ‘their role

¥ v

and participation in system decision-making processes. With'the sharp up-~ { - 3

. - . = - -
. - sarge Ain oyert\militancy by tedcher groups, coupled with state legislation ;

. o - N

. , . : . s e
. on collective negotiat1oys, and bolstered by gains*won at the bargainin
table, the ‘present.role of teachers’ and'teacher oxganizations'has sharply
~ »

.
- L ' o .

increaged. The subgeéuent change in status and concomitant sWift in the

c . p J
‘ ° . power base away from school boards and gﬁmin&strators havée given teachdrs a

.
- . L .

Lteater voice ih the operation of individual schools and, the local schpol

v 1 .

L' . B ' ’ * - '
district. . .- ™ . . -

B . N R r
- . .
& '

[ " .
/ , . .
, . . The agreement-betwaéh the school bqgrd and £he representative teacher

. L J .
\ organization may be viewed as #‘set of rules the employer and the uqiLn
. ‘ . . ¢ ‘ . 1.
.mutually agrde to observe in o der to ensurg,smooth, efficient operatjioh as ~.
: i . . b ~’
] 2o " well as the just, equitable, an¥ proper treatment of teachers and others
R o o S T SN . . ’
~ covered’ by the agreement. Such’ a'Mocument represents a compromise-fan
R P p

Fl
.
1o kY




" _attémpt to balance the needs and wishes of the school district on one hand,’
.t *

. N <

N ; ’
and the ‘needs and wishes of teachers on the other hand. .
. . ! ~
. 'l~ . , '\ R ]
Within ‘the ‘framework of this pact betweén teachers and their employer,
. e - ’

the grievance procedure provides fbr the adjudicatiop of disputes and the
L] M . o T . x\
rectification of possible errdrs of interpretation and administratidn. Under

’ . ° * A} . .
- Phis procedure, teachers may initiate punitive' action against administrators

and irt so ‘doing invoke rulestwhlch negatively sanction types of admlnlq-
, 40 <

4 .
s - LR 4 -

- Q Lo . ' * T
. * . 7 0 . N . ¥ * N
, 'trative behavior. The administrator.also has a set of rulestand sanctions

. - ¥ ) k3

to invoke against teachers. Rules, thus employed by teachers and by adminis-
N . : - N\ \ N ) * « e ’

N ’ ’ . oL
trdtors, serve as a double*egged sword to be wielded by either against the.

< . ’ ° ; »
* < - PR led
other. s , - .o, - c <00 -

v ~ . - . v

Each instance of tedcher-administrator conflict is frought iith the
B \ B - .
pogéntiLf;fhaK/;iies\and counter-rules will be invoked to gain ﬁaﬁ%isaﬁ '
q ’ /
advantage. Inpiuch ;n‘atapsphere reconciliation and,consensgs mustgbe
h . . LI P ’.'.- .
Soﬁght to resolve issues and to'restore'relatiohships'that @ight otherwise

s 4+ . . ‘
t ~

. -
hamper efficient %ducational operation. It is suggested thgt such resolutipn
- . ri - ‘

. - ¢ . s,
may not be iﬁfected through f:; further. imposition of existing rules. Rather,

[ . . s )
it ts proposed that in areas where sentiments ang values fairly coincide, the
~ : - i N '
parties can agree t® operationalize rules in ways and -under conditions which

. . ’ Ny . { L
are mutuaiyy satjsfying. \ -~ / .

. f

4 [

‘/ PUR};OS«E OF THE STUDY -

. ' . a - '
(fhe purpose of this study was to determine under what conditions
> ' .
teachers and principal in an urban elementary ,school setting would agree to *
4 - " * - v . ;
oﬁ%rationali;e existid% rules in ways which .satisfied mutually felt needs * -

L] L4

and/or %rganizational purposes. , . \
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.practices which left .goal setting, decision-making, and problem-solying
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- p CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWQ&K

' The rapid economic expansion which occurred ip+the United States. ‘
a ’ . b, ) )
' . . /
between 1880-1910 was accompanied by labor-management conflicts in which 13

-t -

\ Y ) T
manggerial ‘authority was threatened by increased unionizat¥on and greater

worker demands. Managers, in responce, sought to maximize worker efforts

L

and to improve eﬁficienc¥ by developing work procedyres and administrative

> v v

<5 »

: . / : ..
solely in. the hands of management.3 The climagg/éreated,by these conditions
' . 4 . . .

v
-

and the emphasis placed on scientific management necessitated new thinking -
- x, . 1

to ameliqQrate widespread discontent between management and labor.

o Within the next quarter century, the "human relations" school of

administrative thought emerged as. another approach. Foremost among its

7 e -

e~
v

advocates was Mary Parker Follett who.stressed the participative role of

workers ?n the decision-nmkihg %rocess. Parker contended that the managemeAq
of a compény_could be gre;tIY\i;proved by .joint gmplo&ef-éﬁployee invque&ent
‘in which workeri weré encouraged to Vié; their efforts as pﬁrsging objectiveg
share4~comhon1y with emplo;ers.4 The two studies.in the“Hawthorpg plant. of

i

the Western Ef;ctrié -ompany spearheaded by Moyo in beS'gna 1927'further;

[ .

. n //;dvanced the notionkchat concern for the employee can lead to higher
. - . ¢

.
L * ‘ 4 LN

. productivity and increased efficiency. Specifically, the reéultsqéf the
studies point directly to the effects of social conditions in the work place .
/—"M ! ‘V/ N . - N
and the impact of these conditions on world.output and the organization's
goals.5 Barnard, who concetfyted organizations”as cooperative systems
L] e
$
. ., ¢
(voluntary relationships betweey people and organizations toward common
- « v~ ’ 2 ..‘

goals), emphasized the need for consideration of & ployees in the attainment .

5 . -

”

! L]
\of organizational objectives.  He~later joined with ‘Herbert Simon and

-
Y

-




M s .

. 8 ) . . . . e . .
-zdtion. The concept of goal integration (the mutual satisfaction .of individual '

W
\
.

together they coqgeptdﬁlized a theory
AR bl

: - ~ . N A R [ 4 N ¥
postulat 4;bfpwoutput and efficiency are directly related to inducement
g .

4

(wages and incgntives).

.

.

oo

f

.

of "inducement-contribution" which

-

)
More recent researchers such as Likert maintain that the most skillful

.

o .
management requires employes participation in management affairs and the

]

;ntegratiﬁg of ¢he needs of the individual with the objectives of the organi-

nd organizational goals) is presented éxtensively in the

B

’

\
writings of Argyris

-~ >
n te

and Barrett.g Similarly the Blake and Mouton grid -- a conceptualization of

- @

‘team managemept -- plots the variables of congern for pegple and the concern
. / \

for production to determire at

o

two writerg/ceniiude from their studies that the soundest way to proceed ig

) -t . H
to.permit those involved to share ideas and to think through problems .in

atmosphere

‘

zation.
A}

.

»

;Tplete with trust and confidence among members of the organi-
\ } . . P

- 7

what point these items merge. Thesé latter

.

~

Gore f%els that in every organization there'are quite distinct

aggregations.of people witQ independent purposes who seek to fulfill these

. A . . .l ’ S, : .
8 by displaying various kinds 6f behavior. Leaders and decision-makers, in
’“‘ A4 » ) . . i [ " 3 .
order to be effecttive and to minimize possible tension, have the responsi- -
' . [ Lt

? «

bility to endeavor to arrange these purposes around a set of shared

L} . .

s ‘.

ob jectives.

f\\ . . .
\

Writers in the field of schGol administration have ggpressed quite g

" needs) and

4

®

similar views. Getzel and Guba approach educational administration-as a

N

\
~ ]

social process and.offer a.model which ipcludes instithﬁionall(o:ganizatiddal
. (3

i

persohals(ind‘gidual needs) dimensions.

With 'these as the focus,.
, 1

the unique task of administration i&\:ghintegrate the demandé of the -

- |\. . " A
institution and the demands.gf staff members in a way that is at once, organi-

zatIonally productive and individually fulfilling.12

’

.
>

Halpin, to-advocates

\/' (S »
. . B




- . . »
[y

increased administrative concern fof the integration of organizational and
t

individual goals. His formulation of a zoncept of leadership stresses

L "cgnsideration“--coneern for the:welfare of subordinates--and "initiating

P b

structﬁre"--emphasis on production and the maximization of worker effort. He

. . - - ]

posits that effective leadership occurs as these Variables are mutually

Ll
, o 3

: P 3
SO *—-Satlsfled.} .
t : o

The literature thus offers considerable evidence that: (1) in, an )

N
»

organizational seEting the needs of both tne ipdividual and those of the

4

.organization must be‘recognized and meg‘gnd (2) the fulfillment of thoSe needs’

~

* » most often occurs ik a setting’ where part;cip;gts share in'the, decision- .

L4 : A

- making process. Such mutual involvement_fhkes pFace within a framework of

,e

<. - , » * . .
formalized undergtanding§l—establishes rules, proéEdures, and agreements. It

. .. ) . PRSP . N . S
remains necessary, .at this juncture, to find a model of organizational &

behavidr by whlch to gauge the actlons of a school admlnlstrator and members

) of the profeSS1ona1 staff of a school with regard to their use of formal ) |

‘procedures to achieve either persenal or school diétrict objgctives. - ‘ N

- ' . . . . - ‘. 1 bl T s .
\ Gouldner ?roposes a model for analyzing\ﬁehavior in which rules are fL‘_‘

- .
v . . « .
pU——— «

\\1administered in an organizational set:t:ing.ll+ The model offers three clas-

L4 1 . . e

- sifiéations ofarqle administrntion: (i) fep?esentative, 2) mockfﬁand 3
pungshmené-centered. Representative rule'administration is tyﬁified by

J JOlnt\support nr operatvonallzatlon.ef rules and both employer end employee

.conform to and enforce the rule Mock rnle administration is enaracterlzed

- \

by indifferencg'to or. the ignoring of rules imposed By outside agenrs. )

- . b I
’

. Punlshment centered rule administratien- 1s\typ1f1ed by conflict between thg’

.-

s “n € 1
(ﬁ ' rule enforcer dnd,the,party affected by the rule. Con31derab1e tension is "

. *  thus generated. Lutz ang Evans first operationalized Ythis model in an .. N

/
o . 1 R v o \4‘. ..
educational setting. 5‘ . ’

ERIC © '~ . . )\ B e
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. Employing the Couldner model as a gﬁiae and with goal’integrafion;énd

shared -decision-making as vitdl elements, the follovﬁpg assumptions were

developed and exawgned-fbp this study. , , .
| . . . ' 7
#O -, .
- ASSUMPTIONS .
. ’ , i
N A} . - .
1. Teachers and the principal will tend to modify-certain types of
., . . ' . <
punishment-centered)ruZEE in a repwesentative fashion by ‘agreeing to ¥
Q :‘ « « *

- &
- opera;ionalize?tho@% rules‘in ways whick satisfy mutually felt needs.

2. Teachers and the prin&ipal 1 tend to modify certain types of L
-v"' . ’ )
” previously developed representative rules by agreeing to reformulate those
[ ' ) .
"rules and to conduct themselves in ways which are mure mutually satisfying.

,
L]

3. Teachers and the principal will tend to relate to certain types

e » ) -, . R
) of rules in a mock fashion by-agreeing to operate in wa}s which ignore all - &
N~ . 5
+': or<parts of those.rules. . N
-‘7’1' ’ . i . * '
g%_ 4, faea&hers and the principal will agree to live with certain types
~. : . ‘

Nl of punishment-centered rules when the'principal masks hig enforcement of

'y L

"\ R ? R . -t
those, rules with bureaucratic requirements.
L s ,
"*5. Teachers and Q&e principal will confer about bup"WIN not agree tg

‘e
L R
.

LR ]
.

operationalize certain types of unisﬁment~cente;ed rules in any ways other
. J" ‘\
than those explicitly stated by 'the rules. Thus, these rules ill_gemain

. ~ FEad R .
" punishment-centered and will not be converted to representative ruEst

D
A Al

-
~

A ‘. . . METHOD

. /\ o . ,
Procedures .,

. v
-

The étuhy was conducted in an elemeﬁtary.school setting in the City
of Philadelphia whose pupil population was appfoximately 850 children and

with a staff of thirty teachers. The researcher made observations for a
'

period of five months with attention being given to the day-to-day .

! v

_ IR 7 S




.' ) . 7 .‘\ ' ¢
7 . ; 7
‘ S M . .
v ) relationshig; between the school prinsipal and members of the professional
. o . . . v ) / o . ’ ~
' 't ‘ teaching staff. : , ) ;3 .
, Employing the field research method of participant observagion, the. .

’

researcnir assumgd the role of participant as‘an 'observer416 In-that

capacity, he noted and recorded data which related to principal-teacher inter-
.)I i .. ot ’ . s “) . : AN S
+ actjon, which constituted of relevant informatiorf available frum school and

N -

' s
school district records and reports, %hd which included other information

. ~ . .
offered by an informant group consisting of various curriculum specialists, ‘

J . R . .
the school counsélor, and the administrative .assistant” to the ptincipal.
Lo . . . i

' \ Contdnuous daily observations were made and recorded as soon as e

’

p0331b1e following e dﬁ\mncldent On those occa31ons where pﬁe-arranged

. ..
. > h

-

conferences, meet1ng§\ and interviews oc¢curred, ‘any written reiord of those
L
.. 9 ,
; " proceedings, either made by the researcher or another member of the group, .
V4 o
/ . became a data source which. was 1q&orporated into the body of accumulated .
. ' ". .

data for the purposes of the stuéy . :
Y

The major focus -of- the study was: centered on the manner in which rules -
. 7 3 v - .:",r . . .,

were administered in an educational setting. It is presupposed that all

- [

types of rules, whether deve10ped internally-or externaLly o that setting, -

may be used as initially proposed or operationalized différentially depending’

on the 1nd1v1dua1 or collectlvivintent of the principal,and/or the teachers.
W1th that understandlng, the~researchen/soughﬁ to determ1ne under what ‘ :
. . condltlons types of ru1es mf%ht be enforced a341ntended or were mod1f1ed to . \
} serve the joint purposes of the principal andjmembers of the professional
. / . . “ : Y
teathing staff. _ . A A . . o
Using the definitions developed from the Gouldner model, the researcher -
. classified each incident under one/of the tnree headings of rule ddminis-
- trationm. . ' ’ // . '}\ |

ERIC__ .
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1. xepresenta&ive Ruli Related Incidents--These were incidents ‘which

- 1 - -

related to rules the teachers and the principal agreed to operation-

alize in ways -other than those expressedly’ stated by the rules.
: . X * ~

. . R .
2. Mock Rule Related Incidents--There were incidents which relatéd

/

to’ rules developed externally to, the schodl setting and which the
% : . . ST .
teachers and the principal generally ignored:

.
« .
.

3. Punishment-Cent%red Rule Related Incidents-<These were inaiaen;s
' - *

. relating to rules which the teacher and the principal acceﬁted as
N . ) . ‘
. . o - . »
given, which one party used and was perceived as punishment by the -
- . L . : -
other, and which took -the form of written policies and procedures.

SV R
DATA ANALYSIS .+ -

’ \ . [
The researcher looked for consistent patterns of behavior which would

either verify or modify assumptions developed in the conceptual framework.

- It was anticipated that the patterns could be acceptid as valid if they

described normal teacher and/or principal effort to satisfy individual or
-

* -

- - A
mutual ends. It was further an;%}ipatéd that othér types of behavior, to
- ’

Lot ', ’ . A
be considered as deviant, would be evident and would serve to create un-

. : \ ) . »
anticipdted conditions or circumstances thus modifying the original assumptions.

- .
~ T

N , b

Assumption #1 - Teachers and the principal will tend to modify certain Eypes

’

. of punishment-centered rules in a %ep;ésentative fashion by. agreeing to ;
.operationalize those rules in ways which satisfy mutually felt needs,

There is sufficient data in the study to support.this assumption.

Puqishment-centered rules were regularly converted throﬁgh!a process of diss

cussion and joint agreement by the ‘teachers and the principal. Although

-

thére were numerous. data relatéd to the supported assumptions, for the sake
. . \

of brevity -only one example per assumption will be presented here.

9"

W’




~ v E;\:amgle

[y

-

Rule 1 - "All children arriving after 9:00 a.m. are to be

"considered late for school. These-children are to report to

the schtocl office, secure a 'late slip,' and submit that slip to
P )

»
the teacher before being admitted to class /"

X

Rule 2 - "The present teacher day for the elementary school is

~

from 8:45 a.m, to 3:30 p.m., which includes one hour and fifteen

i

Incident” - Many children 5?rived at school within a few minutes

1 minutes for lunch."

following the 9:00 a.m. bell. This creates long lines -of "late"
o ~

children in the school office who each received a “late slip"

* . . N
and in certain classrooms where ,each child was interviewed and

where the slips were collected-and checked. To offset these

delays, the principal had the schooi clocks set back by five

minutes. - ra .

¢

< . Y

In a staff meeting the teacher union representative complained

thaf setting the clocks back penalized teathers. Evé% thodg@ 1

' “~

their work day w&é not changed (atcording tq the sthool clocks).

A . N . .
These teachers were, in essence, being-detained five minutes

AN H N
beyond 'Greenwich time." Due to the personal schedules and v

~per§6na1 demands of some tEachefs, the principal should be

' <

&

required to- have the clocks set hog;ectly. ' . )

- 4 - hd

A discussion ensued in which other staff .members insisted
the clocks femain five miéﬁtes early. They indicated they felt N

_ that the practice of setting back the clocks did lessen the
.. . . ’ . . . v
number of "late" children. It was fiqally agreed that the qqlocks
“
remain five minutes early until condition dictated otherwise.
» \:

¥ L

. - \\ :11)

A <
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satisfyiné. . . . o

s

2 . « r

: ' N 7 10

- .
Ay

Assumption #2 - Teachers and the principal will tend to modify certdin types

of previously developed representative rules by agreeing to reformulate ?
& »

)
-

those rules and to conduct themselves in ways which are more mutually

& ‘. ]
0 . :
There is little in the data to support his assumption., Since

a s

representative rules develop in the local school setting through discussion

and are derived by consensus, both the teachers and the principal abide by

-

these without further modificatiagg Although it was assumed in thq{study *
#e - . ¢ .
hat all’types of rules, including representative rules, would be médified,

- .

. . > s SO . a .
tpls‘dld not occur during the period in which the study was conducted. -

1

! N . T - s . e .

R . . . i . .

Assumption #3 - Teachets and the principal will tend to relate ta certain
} . \ . ) ‘

tyées of rules in a mock fashion by agreeing to operate in ways which ignore .
\ [ ’ * . . Y.
\ - i . . -

all Jdr parts of those rules! '

)

-
*

The data does indicate that this ‘assumption has some validity. liow- ~ |

1] -
eJL}, modification to mockdiuleé did not occur régularly énough to demonstrate
{71 N [y
that this %s an important aspect’ of trle ?dapta;iohu .-. ; .
Exaﬁéle o . \ . . .
. ~
v 'gglé - "There is to be no smpking, in Ehe'schoo} building excépt .

“in those’areas 'specifically designated by the Scﬁool District of
Philadelphia and appﬁgved*by the Philadelphia Fire Departmént.
-Note - The school principal had advised all staff members that

smoking was to be confined to the teachers' lounges '(after seeing
. . . @
Several, of them smoking at tables or desks insrthe classrooms but
e . .
not criticizing these teachers for doing so). .

-~ .
<

Incident - At the close of school, several‘days after the Easter

. . ~ ]

holidays, a fire erupted in one of the Grade Four classgoomq.. .

L3
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dhe of the custodial aides who was' nearby Guickly enteted the

Rl S . id

room and poured water on the burningﬂnaterlal

*

B 9 (.
1 .

The F1re Department was ca11ed'and several f1remen arr1ved

. . ~ -

1nc1ud1ng a fire inspector. Foilow1ng an’ %?Oestrgatlon, the . .

-
L]

1nspector told the pr1nc1pa1 that someone had dropped a .pack- of

N

lighted\matches_}nto'an_Easter«basket located on a small table in

N o~ Lo~
one corner of the room.~ The inspector then asked,:

. . v,
-

teachers smoke;.in the rooms?" *In reSp?nS? “the pr1nc1pa1 rep11ed
< ' U i
"Our staff/18 fu11y avare thereils to he no §moki

( - -

"Do-the. -

- Kl

A8 in classrooms.

Smoking is to occur in the teachers Iounges only. Our staff
h -~ * t -

and ,they kdbw this is what should be done. ™. ?

.

“r
knows this,

[N
’
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"~ Assumption #4 -'Teachers and the principal will agree-to live with certain
types of punishment-centered rules when the prircipal masks ‘hi$ gnforcement

of those rules with<bureaucratic requirements. . Ny . '
N e . .

, -

The data.show that this assumption can be Supported.
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pr1nc1pa1

L
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~ —

v . .

. C
. a B R "

° Basically thej *
informs individuyal teachers or the staff as a whéle that _they mnst
\ A ]

perform certain tasks demanded by the system or ‘dictated H; the needs of the

- ., ~Ne .
school’. ' . ) . ’
’ . . \\ . * Sl ¢ g i [} .
‘ . . A > - . -~ > ~ 3
3 ) A N » ‘. "‘ . " . - -
. e - * "1
’ - ,Rdle - Teachers were requ1red to submit weekly ‘lésson plans each
. - - . - N & .
. : Sl e
Thursday to the principal's office. N, N
“ * [ H . * . - ¢
. incident - Several veteran teachers-came to the'prlnclpal to"’
e —————— ‘ "
. L - v 4
P recommend d1scont1nuatlon of the practlce of submltvmng weekly
a T
" lesson plans. They 1nd1cated that he knew the callbre of the1r o
- ' ’ : h‘
work and that they could teach just as ﬁell-withbut wfiting a
~ . - ¥
.- z 2 Y » r) ". 3 ¢ ‘ °
detailed plan. 1In response, the principal indicated.that he ‘was__,
: r . et ) e g ' -
/ : i - Lot
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- L \
not at all displeased with their performances but required;

lesson plans for several’/reasons. First, the plans gave him D /

-
2 . A

.

(l

-~ i -
some idea of the kipds of éf:tructional.programs they were = "
st . Rl
. . . ' < e L]
conducting. As- the principsal, i€ was necessary for him to know

" this, -and it wasn't“possible for him to get into~5very room each
T - © . o ‘
week’, Secondly, the plans(EErved ds a guide and a help to sub-

14 , : N Lt ~ a
.. stitute teachers. Since neither he nor the teachers-knew when

they ‘pfight become ill or have to leave school due to an ‘l ]

)

' . - ' > : . S
Asgumption #5 - Teachers and the principal will confer about but will not -
AR ' I

agree to operationalize certdin types, of punishment cengered rules in any ways . . ;

.. L 3 -
other than those 97p1161t1y stated by the riles. Thus, these rﬁles will - ‘}
\ -~ [} . ) H
L N ¢
T, remain punishmeft-centered and will not be converted to representative rules.
H i1 * ~

.- . Substantially, the condition of)
v

punishment -centered rules both by teachers and the principal occurred

"ne agreement a1d the imp081tion of

3( -frequently in, the\study In many ‘instances where consensus was sought, ,

ries 7 \
J -

\
generally though an attempt to gain some commonality of feeling and under-
\

- . -

. standing, often, one or the other of the parties refused to relinquish their

'

-f_T\WQ punishment power, , s * \ ' ) ' - e
NP ’ = ! ' :
RN ' ; Examgle ' A : o ////)
! N , ) -

’ 7 " . Rule - ™All school keys ‘held by members of the instructional staf//// .
. £ /0 //y/;//
) Q are to be placed in ‘the metal key box in the office at the end’ of ;

. \ the school day." | ' ‘

N / - \T i*\ / .-
¥ : }\\n‘<dent I - Several teachers came to the principal,,on a ndéber v//////
~ * ; oé occasions, torequest permission to hold keys overnight with
. v ,

S~




' Other than the fact that they keysudghtbe losq,‘ the pr1nc1pa1 . '

14 v

o 7‘ 13
S ) - :
4 T - . the assurance that the keyvan’}J nat)be lost. On each ¢
i ¢ ) . ! L 4
\\iL \ | . . occasion, the principal 1nformed the teachers that the practice o
. . . P ) ‘ . / "‘\ N
ce - of taking schoo) k from the build#ng was not acceptable.
. o kpys 3 byitgins pable..

; - - _expressed‘the feanjthat a findermjiht then use the keys to Enter.“
. . N . . ¢ ¥
K . . - . ' -
rooms to vandalize or-to steal. . . . -+ R
; , . . Note - Bringing 'the Keys to the oé;iée at the close of the day -
N . ' ’ . s

\\\“/ required tefchers to exit from the building via a doorway some
- o . distance from their classrooms #Teachers requestrhg perm1331on-
3

. to hold- their keys were among'%hose who would pref “to 1eave by
¥ h .
- - ) an exit door nearex the classrooms and nSK through the door near M,i/ﬂ
’ * . . - - ¥ [

CIN
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the school officé.

- . v

Rule - "Facnlty meetings may be held twice monthly.

-
Time for

these meetings shall not extenﬁ more than one-halﬁ/heur beyond
i .. oy

" the clése qj'the Tegular school da ."
-
& E

1

.

.

|

Ty

| Imtident - A SpeC1a1 staff development program empha3121ng

PN " !
* \\nutrition education had been developed 4in eooperation with the
{ * M ve

District Supegintendent ¢ Office. When the training staff arrived,

- the principal agked the training 1eader|how much time was needed .
. [

[ ——— N

”~

that a .

—_— N

1 . N B -
for the first presentation. ‘The\trainihg leader. stated
’ . : o e . ) * , ! »
minimum of two hours was required. The principal consulted the
teacher union represéhtative regardihg an extensibn of 15 minutes :

t
.

. A M !
N Peybnd normal faculty meeting' time (regular meetings” lasted one -/

Ay 3

. 4 ’ . " ..
4 . hour and 45 minutes).  The representative replied, "The teacheps _///

) - expect the meeting to end at 3:15 ,p.m.--not 3:30 'p.m.
¥ . -"’ :t'\' ' u
2?*4 -them have respon31bi1ities which requ1re that they 1eaVe promptly\~
’ . \
I'm sorry, Mr. S., that meeting must be oveé;hy 3:15 p.m.' .

. /S
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» © Additional.Analysis ‘. ol " :
- . . S - . J

\ - o 0 The results of the study show-that three circumstances occurred ~

\ . régul?rly. First, Fhe.conversion ofapuhiéhment-centered rules into .- -
. . N X . : s .

. . . B ' : » i
) I representative type rules took.place(ghroughout the data collection-period. T
v/ . v T .
. . " The principal or the teachers ;Hitiated procedures wﬁﬁch_were directed foward
i 4 s ' . " . £

consensus ahd‘which resulted in appliihg ruleé'in Ways not o;igiﬁélly
. . . ')‘ o * .
-3

intended. These interactions were precipitated by some felt need to seek -
. \, , . . - v, R T < _ a Al r’«‘____,_._._u——-

- v . . N
» concurrence on jssués so that one or both parties could acggggllghra/task or

- e RS

! . .\ ’ /”‘

f‘ could escape from some dilemmd. Generally, the issues were centered around-—" .. -
be . J’ 9 e T . AN . »/ . N .
o ) =Y s - S
personal needé=(where teachers were concerrned) and afgggg/organlzatlonal

. v

needs (where the principal was concernedl}/,//,//’:’. \ Tt C

LA >

- . i ~ . . ::. . . N'-.
Secondby,’Qunishmen;-ceﬁtered rules were invoked btth by the principal
.// ~ - | M .
—— A . )
~—— -~ ——and by teachers against the other with no agreement to operationalize -those ' -
N — - ' - \ :
. rgleg differently ,at thiose times. In order to gain some desired advantage,
f N o ‘ '

one or the othen\of the parties insisted that the rules werd to be enforced

- o . AN - - . . R
as stated. There were|instances 6% no agreement and imposition’ of punishment-

=2 ¢ -

' -
- centered rules without conversion occurring more frequently than any type of
r X q
? - - Y. . \( Sue . . \
’ - rule modification.. r. Y/ '

Thirdly, despite the, ubiquitous nature of rules, occasions did arise.

where there was #fo specific rule to govern the collective behavior of .
. * - Fe . .
L] ’ . N o .
N M  ‘teachers and the principal. 1In the instances: where this was true, a teacher S

or teachers would confer with thé principal (or he with -them) to decide on an

. . acceptable course of action. 7Thus, a representative type rule would be )

: . \ ' . . ' ‘y

' developij. Such a rule genefally replaced what one, or the cther of the parties ’
. T 5 ¢ '

previously considered to.be good common sense or cover some point on which
] ) -

there kWad been nb prior agreement. -In this way a concern which could

- , generate conflict and tension wag resolved through mutusl invokment and the:

.+decision could be established as a pattern for future decision-making.

o R R
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N, -
. . In add1t10n, as an unant1c1pated outcome of the~;thﬁz;hthe data
(A . : h
s o that teachers olten used the principal as a rule enforcer There are
repeated instances in the study of a ‘teacher com1ng to the pr1ncipal to
/Q-/\ , N
insist that some pun jshment-clentered rule should be used agarpsﬁ another ‘
\ ¢ « . & . .
. /i teacher so that the plainant couldLgain some desired end. Ag a example, v -0
. -« R ’ .
the Grade Three teachers agreed to a schedule for the organizat on and ) d

"

of mathematics classes. When the grade leader attémpted 0 alter & -

. Lnstruﬁo

.,  that schedul

'7w1thout consultatlon with his Grade Three colleagues, two of . &

those tedchers complained to the principal.° A meeting was held, the'previously‘ o

- AR

accepted scheduling procedures were\reviewed, and the grade leader agreed to

- - . . Tra
: . - : r *
i abide by the schedule without variation. < )
. . A » N -“\\ . - , »
T ‘ CONciUSTsz\‘ e
N\ N A

The data Support assumptlons #1, #4, and #5. Répresentative\rnleo,

~ "~

once developed, were mainteined w1ﬁhout further reformulation dnring the data T °
. cdllection period. Perhaps over a'Iong time span (say two years) such rules "
i -y
, © v '
would' be renegotiated. [ N\ ) P
. / ' ~
. . Although there is some eviﬁence that mock ru havior does take R -
P L) ! TS i
/ v ,
place, this evidence pertains primarily to the enf fire regulations."
. This was aldo the condition in both the Gogldner study and jthe Lutz and Evans '
\ ) . '
i study. ‘i .
A} %) N
) . - - % s
The major emphasis of\ thie researghAwas to‘determlne under what
. t. L 'S - 4 H S
. . X ]

cond1t10ns rules were operat17na11zed in which dif %ered f om the language of

”

\ﬁhﬁ the rules. From the resultSéof'the study it may be concluded that the

participants would be willing to engage in a process of Tutual rile conversion

. if one or more of the follo&ing conditions exist. /'

The participants will engage in & procéss of mutual rule coaversion to

o ' “ .46 .
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' the degree that! * _ . ¢ .o

: A ' . 1. both parties jointIy~feel that some benefit will result which is

mutué‘ly q?tisfying to teachers and the principal alike. A
* - » , - [
? » . ' . eeoe 1 ) . v
2. the issue involves one or more individuals about which both the
& -I. e v, * »”
. teachers and the principal have positive sentiments. :

1 .

3{ the 1ssue demands action an% the action can only\be takén by

S - %
) - - acoepfing one of a set of unde31;ab1e alternatlves. o T \\\\
. N .
- ‘ 4. the issug involves resolv1ng a dlfflcultx which stands in the way
1 » -
8 ; " of accompllsh}ng a task py one party whmdh 'ncides yith the CL0 \
‘ o : efgectatlons of the dther partly. . v . ‘ \\\> . K\
’ ‘ ' s, ‘the issue involved is;’not»normlly coovered by prescribed rules '
. ‘ . .
' . but.some‘agreement is needed te ameliorate an uncomfortab}e : . .
"~ circumstance. R ;- _— s .- - -
~With the abéve conclusions:in mind, it is nQw p0331b1eito restate the
) assédptlone developed for the study and to create a new congept\gl modedl , . "
, . 1 Teachers and the principal will: . BN ’
] . 1. modify certain types of punishmeht-centered rules in a
;epresentative fasddon by agréeing to‘operationalize'those rules
' in ways which lead to kinds of mutual satisfactions which they/:
) /. b ) - ( |
B seek for themselves and fotr others.. -/h /f/ ‘
) o 2. modify ‘other types of pgp&gg;gxtfcentered.rules in a
“ tepresentative fashion by agreeing to operation;idze those
7 rules in ways whdch they mutually perceive as mea::\ofoaccomplish-
;néia desired task ot of removing an unpleasant circumstance. \\\
. 3. relate occasionally to certain types of rulee in & moc
3 fashion by agreeing to operate in ways whdch igneore all or pants

of those rules. /




Y : Vegd . v . ~1
4. ~agree to live'with certain types of punishment-centered rules
\ N . . . .
wher the principal masks his enforcement of those rules with
» N .

. R Y n
bdreaucratic requirements. .

-

-

1 . . co - " : o
5. ~confe§¢abodt but will not agreg to operationalize certain .
- ' » .
. - \ ’ »

types of punishmept-centered rqles'iq any ways other than those

&ays explicitly stated by the ruless; Thus these\rﬁ}es remain |

.'. N
\

pynishment<centered and are not canverted to representative rules. ° ,J,//
1; ¢ - . ;
In addi 1on,/ s . '

N

o

6;~ Teachers, 1n§prder to ach1eve some ,personal end will insist ¥ K

that the princ1pa1 shbuld enforce tyfes of -punishment-centered

—rules'aéainst'othen teachers\witﬁout modifieation.u In this way
a punishment-centeres'rule islinvoked_b;.one teacher‘against\the/
other w1thhthé requysementjthat the principal- is to act/as rule

en€orcer. ),f N : . *

Note: It.was.not possible to presept all of the relevant data from the

; study in this paper. - However, .the additional data (not herein

-
-

N ‘e . .o . . ‘
presented) makes it possible to formulate the above model.

~ N
' !

RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER STUDY

The focus of the study was to determine under what cpnditions teachers

- -
hd -

ané the principal would operationalize rules in ways not istended by the

language of the rules. .It is evident, based on the data, that f;equently i

occasions do arise when tﬁe convers ion process occurs dependlng on the kinds

of jmutual agreement requlred Ho;e;er, it must be assumed that eertaln
] . s

de11mit1ng factors in the school envi nment i.e., locatlon, size of enroll-

.
. L]

ment, age and experience of the staff and others, mgy bear d1rect1y on the

L3

outcomes. If such an assumptipn is valid, furthet studies of this nature may
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gain consensus.

“In addition, the study did revea

<

- -

]

“ [l

=2

-~

-

1 that often the principal is

1o

" produce’ cther conditidns under which teachers and prinéipals are able to

employed as a rule efnfofcer by one teacher against other teachers. This
v . "

researcher was not able to undeELover

I

showed that this phenomenon had been

.
t

\‘\

whole matter appears feftile ground for: further investigation. .
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much evidenceXin the literatiire which

.
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~s;udied to any degree. Therefore, this
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