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e . There are dram c changes in the principal-
.ship, partictlarly over the past decade. n 1959, )

' to the 1mportant work of schoollng° Is it poss1ble, as one.

princ1pal remarked only half facetlously, that "Soon Derhaps

- when I was.appointed nrlnC1pal I was the King and/
..what T Sald was law. Ehat's not true anymore.’

)
>

B .,'-w SR R ';A_Shady Heights{PrincigalL-

* : .
. N .
-~ v N
’ -

u,‘;Dlsputes pers1st about the effects ‘of teacher unlonlsm,
: l\
but all 91des agree that it has changed the pos1tlon, ‘dis-

cretlon, and obllqatlons of tﬂé oﬂlnc1ojl. ‘And yet, it is

not clear what the character on.extent f these chanqes is

v

of what they mean for the SChOOlSq Have teachers transferred

B their alleglante to the unf%h° ‘Has icollectiVe barqaininq

53
transfbrmed pr1nc1pals 1nto mere functlonarles, 1rrelevant

L

ydu won't even need the nrlnc1pal You'll have_the union.

.

They ll run everythlngﬂ°

Vs

. This Daper examines thie effects of collectlve barqa1n1nq

¢
i

on the role of the pr1nc1pal and the management of the

)

‘school. I conclude that the work of prlnc1pals ‘has 1ndeed

1]

power and autonomy have been d1m1n1she by district office

efforts to standarlze school/practlces,
Y

i *

'contract compliance. Meanwhilelfthe principals' power has

&
" »

DS

to centralize labor -

qrelatlons‘expertlse, and to ally with union leaders, to ensureg l

Y
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//been eroded in the schools by a contract that leg1t1mlzes
the author1ty of the unlon, restr1cts the adm1n1strator s .
right'to regulate teachers use of non-teachlngbtlme, and
establlshes procedures by which teachers can challenge
adm1n1strat1ve actlons. ThlS paper rev1ews the ways 1n

'.wh1ch the pr1nc1pal -S autonomy has been reduced by d1str1ct
level changes and by constra1nts 1mposed at the school - |
site by teachers and the1r contract ‘ '

Yet this is only part of the story.l Despite'substantial
reductlons in the prlnC1pal s power "and dlscretlon, some
schb 1 adm1n1strators in even. the strongest unien d1str1cts
.conb?ﬁ%e to manage the1r schools effectlvely andto elicit

high levels of teacher suppoxt and serv1ce.' What makes this
N

vposs1ble9 Pr1nc1pals in. th1s study who coned effectlwely
with collect1ve barga1n1ng in -thejr schools were aware that
certa1n features ‘of school orqanlzatlons moderate the effect
of ccllectlve bargaining. These include the 1nterdependence
,.of teachers agd pr1nc1pals, the breadth of’ teacher é;ﬁcernSQT
that extend well‘be;ond what is def1ned by the contract, and
lteacher amblvalence about unlonlsm. ‘The second part examlnes

the- factors in the school organlza ion that enable sklllful

,administrators to make labor relations work desplte consider-

able restr1ct10ns on the1r autonomy.
G1ven tﬂLse rea11t1es of the school organlzatlon,
LprlﬁETpals respond dlfferently to the demands of teacher
unlonlsm in the1r 5chools. Some adopt aggressive strategies'
of management;'some:resort,to defensive strateg;gé;%and some

prefer strategieshthat capitalize on their interdependence

-

i
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‘'with teachers. The thirdlpart of the paper will review the
characteristics .of each of these strategies and assess its
effects .on school labor relations.

This research was conducted in a diverse sample of six

[}
school districts which have been assigned fictitious names

here. Table I summarizes some impqrtant differences in the

districts. In-depth interviews were conducted with 289
teachers and administrators in the districts. Details of

the research methodology are included in' the Appendix.

‘

I. CONSTRAINTS FROM ABOVE.AND’BELOW

Collective bargaining has redistributed power within
- the school district. By centralizing labor relations at

the d1str1ct level:-and by broadly exoandlng the rights of
W 7 -
teachers within the school, collective barga1n1ng has

»."Vn,&‘

reduced the power of pr1nc1pals. Once largely aytonomous

in adm1n1stér1nq their . schools, pr1nc1pals are now subject

B

to constra1 ts from both above and below them.
Changei in D1str1ct Level Practlces

T e
The" teakhers' contract being centrally negotLated and

Cfladmlnlstered

teachers, PY nc1pals, and schools within a district. Schooi

establlshes pollcy and practices for all

districts, k own for their lack of coord1natlon and regulatlon
of school-sit‘ practice are, under collectlve bargainrng,
« 7 expected to behave h1erarch1cally. Control- information,
author1ty, and expertlse are. assumed to be at the tbp of
the organlzatf n; the contract is 1ntended to standarlze

pollc1es at all “schools. The school department management




~to write defen51ble evaluations, be, famlllar w1th grlevance

- - A%

acts on grievances sent up from the schools and decides

whether to settle or arbitrate them. Priﬁcipals are
’ N

a

expected to meet district-wide deadlines for teacher

observations and evaluations. .Seniority lists govern .

-~

layoffs for all district teachers. Arbitration decisions

[y

establish precedents that regulafe practices iﬂ{all schools
in a district. L ’ ) - B
Collective bargaining has orovided district administra-
tors with new leverage over principals who have mréditionélly R

acted independently. There are sanctions against particu-

laristic school practices and .incentives for standardized,

centralized admihistration of the contract., The time and

v

expense of processing grievances and arbitrations, the N
threat of unwise precedents being set by careless school- 3
site adminstration, and comélaints by the union that the
school department does not keep i;s side,bf the bargain‘have
_ : i "

been traﬁslatedlihto p;essﬁre4on the principal to honot the’ N
contract, compiy with dist;ict directives, and not makg '
mistakes. o - ,~' . \

Furthermore, labor expertige in the district is qentrélized: .
while not an esoteric science, labbr‘relations can be compli-

cated and require more of a principal than common sense. o X-

Principals must know thelr contractual obllaatlons, learn how

and arbltratlon dec151ons throughout the dlstrlct and under- -
stand how to respond to a grievance. The centrallzed exoertisé
of the sample dlstrlcts increased with contract ?omplex1ty

-

while most district® had but one admlnlstrator réspon51ble For



admlnratratlve department -of 7en professionals to oversee

district, with the strbngest union and contract, had an

school site labor’nractlces. T . ,‘
«In all but one‘d1str1ct there_ also develdped‘an

alliance between union lead rs and district administrators

to ensure contract comnllance and smooth labor ooeratlons.

- -

‘In Shady Heights, the personnel d1rector and unipn president |

were descr&hsgﬁas having "the same

'ob But they work for

different sides ." In Pléntvi’ll'e, h&)e.rsonnel ‘difettor
. . . e ' . -
reported that together,.he and the union p s¥dent "Put

-

out the brush figes." Tn Metrovoolis, union and-school

department staffﬂwere often said to work togethrr tg bring
> . e
about contract. compllance, usually'a recalc1tra t or 1nept .

/

pr1nc1pal was the tatget of th!' efforts.

N

é%htractual Constraints at the School Slte

In addition to these restrlgtlons on school site autonomy

A}

imposed by the district administration as a result-of

b

’teachers' contract that limitg their control of
‘ - -

compoiftlon, restricts their<right to_regulate teacHer =«

\"3 . L [

services or use of time, edtltles teachers to cha enge A

admlnlstratlve_actlons through the quevance process, and

‘introduces the competlng authority of the union reyresentatlve

Or urkion. commltteé 1nto @he school.

Dur1nq the 1950's, pr1nc1oals had not only the right but-

) _vthe respons1b111ty to(stajf {helr schools.* Exnandlnq enrollments

N

) : an%_teach shortaquoled nr1nc1nals to actlvely rﬁsrult

Q o Twon . .
FRIC =~ - e - g .

o
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teachers from inside and outside the distiict. Declining -~

enrollments and senlorlty layoff and\ transfer provisions
\ ( : x
.neqotlated in some d1str1cts have restr1cted the principal's

[
-

[
control-pver who teaches in the school. The contracts
of Shady Heights, Plantville, Mill Cit&,’and Metroﬁolis

Do require teacher layoffs and transfers to follow seniority

order. 1In these‘districts, princip#ls could do little to

. 3 '
/ . . [ . N .
: . . ’

_guarantee that their teachers yere.quallfled to meet

particular proqram needs or shared an allegiance to them.

Further, procedural restr§ctlons on the pr1nc1pal s power

\ N

to transfer or term1nate teachers for poor performance

. . f (4 . -
. ' The teachers' contract also has reduced t

r1§ht to control tedchers’ time, boﬁr how long they spegd in

|\ reduce.the.principal's control over who staffsgﬁge school.

pr1nc1p

T schooI and what they do while there Teachers rp all but

'one sample d1str1ct had a contrac ually defined work day,
before or after which the'pr;nc1pa -.could not expect, them

e

“ . .
to be on Y. In most districts, \teacher

*

, ot orlnC1n71s,

could determlne(h % and wh re they would spehd efr ) .

N

; 1n some districts they

breparatlon perlod . No teahher'.could be 'assigned tp o

Jafeteria duty 4 1ng the1r lunch

‘could‘not'be a aéLall While pr1nc1pals

igned to lunch dut

retained author¥ over teachers' c assroom time, they were.

. ;‘(
. restricted by th7¢contract in requlgting the usé of non-

"I can't say 'Be here'.
R

L e .
teaching time.” As one principal s3jigd,

and- *Do this/ ymore. \
4 St 3 NS -
‘ : | , \\b _lﬂ, N . .
. | | | J
Q L J .
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Principals also could not as51gn }tudents ‘to classes or, , .

\

teachers to cou; however they.&ishea Several contracts

.

set limits on glass gize and prdhibited the principal‘from

creating large and small CIaﬁFFS for particular subjects or

groups of studen s. There were further restrictions on the
, Ner
: k}nds of teachin Programs to which principals could assign

be asked to |teach more than two subject areas. Metropolis
»

e

fteacﬁers coul ot be. as51qned to more ¥han three qrade'

levels, four preparatlons, or three. consecutlve teach1nq *
pe/riods . e

T " ) . . .
Also, princ¢ipals no longer have the final say in dlsputes

- -

bout .school pollCles and practyce betause grievance proce-
dureSzprovlde teachers the right: to ehallenge admlnlstratlve
’actloog. Some contracts permit gr}ebances only about(
contractual v1olatlon\s;¢~ot'hets a’IlOw teachers' to queve any
dlssatlsfactlon in the school "hile'the nuﬁbér of,grievances
about school nractlces was found to be small, (1-5 per yearf

a teacher's very aCCess to these formal and sometimes hostile
procedures inhibits tﬁe principal's autonomg. Casual
_comments, complalnts remlnders, warnings, and éhreats all
carry with’ them the jimplicit threat of a grlevahce maklng
prlnc:pals now accountable to the teachers they sgafrv1se.
Plnally, col ectlue barqalnlng has introduced 1nté
schooﬁk the’ comoeilng authorlty of the union 1n the roles of
L’uruon representatlve or building-committee membersré In ]

each district studied, the union had spec1f1ed r1ghts

~ -

»

\ w«thih the schdolgee,g., sgparate bul etin,board spage
—.,I . 4 ‘l/i . e - ’ . .
. access to teacher majl boxes,  the right) to hold‘membersh?p
4 . ) - . ‘o . . .
< ' -
¢ . B 2 3
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‘meetings and make announcements'duriﬁg taff meetipgs. All

e .
~ e -

x districts had union representatives wi hin schools who responded

‘to. teacher complaints, aeigﬂpanied teachers to'disciplinary

) 4 i . o
‘'meetings and watched over the, enforcement of the contract. ’
The contracts of Plantville, Sha Heighté, and Metfopolis

_also prescribed union Bﬂilding committees that would meet/ .

0 .

éLgulaIly and advise the principal on school policies and

~ prackjces.

II. THE SCHOOL ORGANIZATION AND UNIONISM
‘ These factors, in'combination, might b@&, expected to

disable school administrators.” If teacher contracts were fully

-
ané literally implemented, if principqls were not free to
exérciﬁe administrati&e jg§gmént, if teachers_ani principals
weﬁL:rule%bound‘and'ad;éréarial %n heir roles<%ﬁd‘responses,
éhen students |land programs would likely be haégeq.

‘ .deever, Fhe‘egidehce‘frdm theyscﬁools suggests that while
L ;ome princiﬁals'repdrt; aving greaé'troubly administeq}ng their
°, scheols under ?ollective barga}niﬁg; @any‘Btheré do not.. While
thefpreéenae}gf'tﬁg?éont;;ct'and the unggn made thedft work
¢ more difficuiﬁ,&%9“f pxigcipaléjgbﬁtinued éb’éé effective.
o dmjé&stratoré of od(schobls. | ' | -
) < '~ » These principals\understooé thé interdepéndéﬁce'of
X i“teécé;ré and adminiétrators and relied on theif mutual inteqests
X. toqﬁanago the scﬁopls; They understood that.€achers have al

: 4 N .
. h LW ~ N

M ’

§

. “ . ‘

. .~ . . '
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far wider range of concerns than those addressed by‘tﬁe contract

and that some of what they seek can only be provided by the

\7

‘prin?ﬁpal. Finally, these administrators understood that

teachers‘regard themselves as far more than union members.

Effective principals responded to teachers in this broader

context. : - -
I «
Interdependente in the Schools . .
Even before the adviént of collective bargai'ning,f/;er

gelationshﬁp between teachdrs_and principals was highly inter-

ependent. The success of each ep-c'ed, in part, on the
.&. -
“Fould not be effective-in

cO?peration of the other. Teachers

their classrooms without fa1r and balanced class ass1gnments,
- /
Gre order in the school only if °

while principals could a

teachers upheld adminigtrative rules and p011C1es. Pr1nc1pals

. . '
could not supervidL all the aotivities in the school and -
'z jinstead,-granted teachers considerable discretion in their \

~

[R]

work. In return teachers offefesb:heir*allegiance. The-
principal aq? teachers, like the Wamily to which they rare often

compared, ﬂﬁformally negotiate@ ways of working together eﬁat

: served the1r mutual interests. j\To be sure, some of those

fam111es were repres‘elve, some of the prhnciéals dictatorial,

and some of. the teachers ?oﬁ53f; But in general norms of .
. / ~

teacher-administrator\reciprocify t imecedence over narrow

T, ) ‘\ ™
K A A

- 11 . - »
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4 .
rules and definitions of responsibilities,

Collective bargaining, “teacher unions_andQContracts have

-
-
M ’

been.introduced at the school site into the context of thist

interdependence. Teachers &nd principals have generally ~

LI

-f’*déwnplayed their rolee as labor and management and’avoided

literal ihterpré@ation and enforcemeht of the cghtract. While

a small number of contract provisions werq found in th1s study
£ —

to be uniformly 1mplemented ~=-_seniority layoffs and transfers,(_
duty- free lunch, ang class size limitsl-- most provlslons
regarding teacher/sérvlce and performance and teacher-admini-’
strator relations were 1nformally reinterpreted and renéﬁotlated

- t.

at the schoolrs'te, givrn? rise to extens1ve<1ntrad1str1cc

v N N
. \\\;\Airiation in labor practidg§s. Because the contract does not

} S
e q\d cannot deflne everythlng that JS 1mportant to them, teachers‘

e

o cand principals are constahtly balancing and trading thelr ;;d
A

\5 \cencerns and 1nterests in a p?ocgss that Yaflously .
( ) enforces; mod1f1es or 1gnores gontra:t prOV1stns. Teachery,
S~ be1ng>a;Lrvalent in- their union Fupport, anerreipcﬁant to ,
\cmphasize theieroles as:un'on~members and are ofEeP prépared!
w /to compromise and c00péra€£%in order to achieve shdted . ,
) educatlonal goals. The folloW1ng d1scus51on shows that teache:sn

I [

. mast rely_gn the pr1nc1pal rather than the union or contract

>

.

.‘ . ' ] , . “ . » \('y “‘ . .

1l . : .
J These findings are discussed more fully in “Impderéﬁﬂ!ng -
Con xacts in the Schools," delivered at the annual conie nce

of’;he erican Educatlonal Research Assoc1at10H\\3§f11 1981.

r 'hh
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for much of what they want in their work.

&

Teacﬁers- What’ theyﬁWant and How they . View Unionism

While 1t may be appropriate to’ sp k. of 'union prior1t1es

- LAY

, when cons1der1ng district level labor issues, it is. necessary

-'to speak of teacher prior1t1es,at the school s1te. For in

L}

this setting, union affiliation is but part of the teacher s

concerns. The relatxonseyﬁrbetween teachers and princ1pa1s

D

, understood in th /larger context.

- extlends well beyond the relationship between labor and .

: “ : R e
management. Labor relations at the school site must be

~

" There was markable consensus amongﬂthe‘189 teachers
intervieWedeor this study Mout what they want in their workr
First, they seek salaries that enable them to live comfortably.

Second teachers want the jOb security they believe .is due

them in exchange for accepting pos1tions of puinc service. '

. "They not only want to retain jobs but also positions in

particular schools, grades and classrooms.

‘A third concern of teachers is that'they be assigned’a

_reasonable number of students and a reasonable number of

classes. Many teachers believe that the size of their teaching
load -- both in number of students and classes -- determines
the possibility of success in their work. Maintaining class

size limits also protects jobsgy and therefore is of importance

for two reasons.

13



. A fourt?'prlorlty of the teachers in thlS study is the

reduction- or ellmlnatlon of non- teachlng dutles, e. g., cleriaal

-

! jObS, cafeteria superv151on, lavatory duty, which thev reqard as

‘\\unprofe551onal and a’ misuse of thelr time. A fifth and

,,,,, ——— -
ey
f

;'dur;ng‘wh;ch they’ can’relax, eat lunch and catch up on work.

.They resent having this time controlled or withdrawn unexpect-.

[

i

‘edly by administrators.

. _ Sixth, teachers. want equitable treatment. 'They resent

favoritism and school politics, and they seek assurances that
! important decisions such as transfers, and routine decisions

.

. ¥ such as dutyvrosters, will be made in orderly. and fair Way$.

-

Seventh, teackers expect a modest amount of influence

over school policies and practices, particplarlyAthose that

'-( affect thﬁir classrooms. They like to be ¢onsulted about such

i . . things as textbook selectlon, budget dec151ons, discipline

. é . 1
'pol;C1es, or grading practlces. fhcy want the opportunlty to

_iﬁitiate change. However, they do not ‘want large-scale '

responsibility for school-wide matters; their attention centers

on their classrooms. , - - '

—\ " Student discipline d%s(one of the most frequently

‘mentioned concerns Jf teachers, who beli€ved that order in . -
’ ' their classrooms debended in part on the overall order of the
school. Poor student attendance,.figgting in the halls, and,

. .
' 1 9 ' . -

Q - . e B ‘X
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~disrespect at rgcess were all viewed by teachers as evidence -

Y/

of administra

- assuraﬁce of*administrat've sap/’rq 1f they sent Stﬂdi?ts to -

ve shortcomings. Furtherafre,'teachers wanted

the-offlce- some reported “that their ¢lassroom success' dep nded

I

on students' awareness of that backlng : .

Securlty w1th1n the school is an issue related to diséi-
B

Ty

&

pllqe However, in urban schools whe e 1ntruders are known to

have-assaulted teachers and‘students, it is a broader/(ssﬁe
req}.\lrmg more- than tough dJ:scz.pllne practlces with students. ‘
Lo .
,*/It may call for locked ent ances, a551gned guards,- and repalred
j// intercoms. ' In schools where-attacks had occurred, secur}ty
was a very prominent.qohcern for teacher€: ieading in one .
school to a march on the *principal’'s office. '«'

\ o . A tenth ‘concern expressed by teachers in this study is

the\lack'of parental support andlpublic regard,for'toeir work.

If teachers could regulate such things, they would arrange i

‘ for parents to emphasize thevvalue of school with their children,
. ; s ' i ' _ .
monitor homework, endorse a teacher's expectations for q$pd‘
» < - .

 behavior, and respect the teacher's expertise. Teachers were

LT

& . , _
' dissatisfied with their current low public esteem and said that
V4 ' LT
-8 it affected both their classroom success and their sense of
professional worth. > L

P
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Finélly, teachers want to work with effective principals,

)

¢~ , ddministrators who not only assure the order, security, and
- . . . - : 14

infenance'of the school, but who also’pfovide direction,
leadership, and high iténdards for student and .teacher success.

.. Such’ administrators are s4id to be visible, active and princi-:

1

4"p{ed; they expect the téqcheré'to be as well.
; Some of what te$éhers Qant can be addressed y.cqliectiVei‘
_ bargaining; some'cahnot. ~Many of the‘concerns discussed
> o above have»béen.éealt'wi h  in: the contracts of #his study, and

hY

'bargainihg gains have"h'.ped teachers achieve their ends. In
. . > N

v some-cases, the {;fhers can readily enforce their gains. For

[e) \

example; when teiyﬁ:fs.win the right to é duty-free lunch in
_negotiation, fhé'iséue is largélj resolved. 1In other cases,
kprovisions'are dependent on gdminisérative cooperation for .
their imp;ementafioh. For example, teackter expectations of \\
equityjare included ;§\cogtractua1 provisions éall&ng for fair
ros;efs{“however fairness, being undefinea, res£s 1arge1y with
the administrator. Teacher participation ihvdecisiqnﬁakihg '

" can be provided for by the creation of a building ‘advisory

" committee, but the effectiveness of the committee can be,

easily undercut by the principal.
There are certain of these teacher concerns that are
not bargainable, including guarantees of parefnt support, .public

regard and administrative leadership. But pringipals who preved

.
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" to adm1n1ster schools eFfectlvely under coilectlve barga1n1ng

.

'Were at ent1ve to theéﬁklssues as well as to those addressed
by the contract Siuch principals were alsz/ygll aware that .

J..L
g teachers are ambivalent aboﬁt unlonlsm, that they. seldom wﬂnt

2 ‘. -'.
p

vo»to be V1ewed str1ct1y as’ union members who 51ng1emrnded1y

»

1 enfofce the-c8ntract in the school. ) 4,

Wh11e teachers percelve collectlbe barga1n1ng to have_
s

1mproved thelr salaries, 11m1ted the s1ze and number of their
s

classes, and tempered adm1n1strat1ve abuse, they are uneasy

Ebout its eﬁfects on their profess1onal~status, ‘on the quallty»w

-

‘\f their. relatlonshlps with adm1n1strat\\s and on the
zpmpetence and- performanse of th?lr peers. - While’ lewels of . .

unlon membershlp may be high and while teachers may oﬁer-

whelmlngly support strlkes during strained nego 1atlons, many

report havlng strong reservatlons about both the 4otlon of
’unionism and the conduct of their local organization.

In this study, there were many teachers like this one
‘who regretted the necess1ty of cgllective bargalnlng

yI'm an’1dea11st and would like to believe .that

it would nqt be necesdary, that these thlhgs COuld be
settled without a form organization, but
thlnk,t?at it's probably unrealistic at th1s

. time.

ta

'There were other teachers who firmly believed that virtually
e'
all educStlonal ga1ns were unlon accompllshments that would be (:

swept. away if 1t weren't for the cont1nued presence and activity

-

”»
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" . of the union. While there was overwhelming, if sometimes
reluctant agreement among teachers in all sample‘districts about the

contlnued necess1ty of collect1ve bargalnrhg for teachers, few

r - , \g{ ?
teachers reported full satisfaction with %he contract or the

.~

- xn

1

action of their organlzatlon. -, )}

th the cost and the h
, . ~ . | _ -
. itics of their state or national affiliate. “'There were
‘L a

Some teachers were dissatisfied w

.

chers in each dlstrlct d1ssat1sf1ed with the ad&ersarlal

) ', relations and the "excess1ve concern for contract compllance"
!

that accompanled collectlve bargalnfng. ' .“" )
¥

ot

5ome teachers repudlated the blue collar 1mage of umions -- |

plckets,,mobs' confrontatlon ~=- that they cons1dered 1ncompat1bl§g "

- .ff\ Wlth profess1on§llsm. One of . the most’ freouently VOlced dis- ;

’

'sat1sfactlons g both acthve and rnactbxse union members, was

. that unlons Ln meetlng the1r obllgatlon to fa1rly represent
»

. & a1l teachers, protect.poor teachers. Some teachers in all
~ ~

d1str1cts cr1t1C1zed the unlons' pursu1t of h1gh salar1es and

reduced duties at the eﬁpense of well-ma;ntarped bulldlngs,

.o adquate supplles gAd equlpment -and in- serV1ce tra1n1ng As
' one Metropolls teacher sa1d '"Th&re 8. too r?él-emphas1s on

me'.

These were the - recurr1ng cr1t1C1sms and dlssatlsfactlon about

unions and qollectlve bargalnlng Most teachers 1nterv1ewed

o ~focussed on one or two p01nts of d1ssat1sfactlon that were

a

offset by points of. agreement Few teachers expressed total

.




" Collective bargaining was' viewed as‘a useful and necessary

disapproval just as few voiced unConditional acceptance;
means to ach1eve narrow , bjectlves rather than a cause \
deserv1ng cdnstant qﬂd ‘unconditional committment. At the

district level, where the|voice of one teacher might be
g . .ot

\

)1naud1bl teachers accepted the necessity of pursuing their

[

1nterests through the unlon However, at the school site,

where teachers werefknown_lndlvidually and where” they had the,
: - B

opportunity'tO'act on their own behalf with a inistrators,

-

-they were far'less-likely to stress theirggnfon identities.

III. THE RESPONSES OF PRIMCIPALS - "%

*

In the schools of this study, it was:.apparent that the é%

teachers' decisions to,ally with others as- union members, to.,
define'teacher interests in~opposition to admin}strative

1nterests and to pursue problems through formal procedures were
v, .

highly dependent on .#*he att1tudes and actlons of the pr1nC1-‘
4 .

pal. If the..principal was attent1ve,to_the th1ng that

teachers ﬂanted and successful, in helping co achieye thep,

teachers were llkely to endorse adm1n1strat1ve prlor1t1es,{

/

overlook occasional contract v1olatlons, av01d < rmal grlevance N

procedures and bend the contract in the'1nterests of the school.

-

Adm1n1strat1ve compllance with the collective barga1n1ng

~

’

agreement expla1ned but a. part/o?Nthe teacher support
. /

19
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- rators were active, responsive, decisive, and held high

.’knew' the importance of job security, class Sit

‘ non-contractuq} concern

Yy

- ,
effective principals enjoyed. 1In-addition, these administ-

N . ‘ : " .
expectations of teachers. Teachers respected them for their

performance even though that perfdrmance.might'occasio ally

X [ 4

teaching time for thefrlstaff'agﬁ they prot%ct

interests. They emphas1zed th__;&portance of .the classroom

and a teacher's 1nstruct10na1 responghbllltles and sought .

’

to m1n1mlze unnecessary non-1nstruct10nal duties. They

prov1ded oppoftunltles for teachers to 1nf1uence admlnlatratlve
- . [ -

deC1s1ons. They were percelved by teachers to ?eiynder«‘ -

standlhg and evenhanded in their deallngs w1th staff; they
‘ -

playéd no favorites. . : 19‘» ‘ _ 1 .

¢ @
These pr1nc1pa1s we

"also responsive to teachers'
-- those things that enhanced the

reputatlon of the schoo and thus the teacher's sense of j'

>

ese 1ncluded firm d1sc1p11nef'

.

ror75s1onal standlng..

/

practlce§, 99 d communlty relatlons,’hlgh standards for

- teaching performance and the pursult of 1ncompetent or medlocre

»

h‘staf n . | ) : ': } | f\.

While collectrve barga1n1ng had unquestlonably compllcated

the work-of'principals, the'organlzat;on of the school provlded
" . . & Al :

[
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¢ them Ylth the opportunity to achieve sufficient autonomy and ’

4influence to managejtheir schools well. One Shady Heights
o . v ’ - »
principal anessed the constradnts impesed on his administration &
. v '
by ‘collective bargalnlng co
£
] } Pr1nC1pals do in f ct, have a few restr1ctlons. .
" But we don't real)y understand how to use all '
the power that. we/ have.” We don't even know
where all the buttords are that might be .
( pushed. - ’ -

;f Principals responded to xhe'realities of theisch and .

. ; ~ )
\ the demands of collective bﬁrgaining with a variety of strategies.

S

Some embraced the opportunlty to; involve teachers in school s
RN .

[N

- management while others strlctﬁy 11h1ted teachers to advisory. w
rdles. A gfw used the contract to manage the school and |
¢ r
- insisted on 11tera1 compllanﬁe w1tQ\1ts prov131ons, ‘while ‘ ')'(

A!Lt mlnimlzed its role and- relled instead on reC1pchal ' ;
- '_ -
> ' relations:with teachers to get. th1ngs done. Wh11e most carefully

2
- N -

complled with the contract, some did so in.order to p;eserve

.. - ~ -
’ - their righf to exercise all available management prerogatlves,

wh11e others d1d so'éyly to agpld trouble. There: were a : | o

¢

¢ small number of pr1nc1pa1s who act1vely opposed the union and
' a small number who abd1cated.to)1t- Some principals Coped

+well, most managed, and a few didn't cope. - 4

The following strategies were ‘the most prevalent responses °
of principals'to collective,baréhining in their schoo;s:
/




;/;Because‘this; ists alternative strategies, it necessarily
/", simplifies whdt are actually very gomplicated responsesf Most

1 . ’ !
principals were not consistent in the strategies they used,

{ . ~
often being( influenced by time, the issue, and the persbnal-

ituation. Yet there did appear ‘to be.domfnaqt
9, S 4

ities of the
-»
* modes of respo'se

Py
¢

' .7 Meet the ,é} of the Contract An Aggre551ve Strategy.
</

. : | This strategy was typically used by pr1nc1pals who were

*

described as authori@arlan. They saw 1n the contract the .

opportunlty to ‘manage. tHeir schools andgachleve some adm1n1s-

trative ends. They, typl&ally knew the :?ntract 1a’deta1&. /

.

oftén hetter than the’ teachers and unio representatlves, and_

N ‘
' \'.were un1nt1m1dated by its constraints and pxoﬁbdﬁres. One

such pr1nc;gal exelalned "My phllosopg& on labor relatlons
’ I ¢
- ©  is to know the,contract well. I tri~to squeeze out ¢very
:;hage

ment prerogative available." ‘This Metropolis rincipal
was, pdrtlculaxly effectlve in documen%gng the weakne Ses of

1ncompetent tea¢hers and moving them out of h1s school. He had
( .
never lost a grievance over an unsatlsfactory rating; he had
& - ¢

mastered'the procedures and used them confidently and aggres-

sively to‘improve the'quality of,teaching in his school.
A Plantv111e pr1nc1pal who was criticized by a union

% .
leader for regardlng the contract gﬁ "an optional document

- -

s
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'~ was very knowledgeable about the contract. He used its b.

.

"flanguage to ]ustlfy dlfferent purposes at d1fferent t1meskjto

» .
N avo;d.}arge cla3ses) comblne classgs, or oppose comblnatlons

~

<

' whed_that seemed best,

~

-
/

- . . .
"An elementafY s€incipal in/Metropolis recognized ghét

-—

\ithe'contract did, not restrlct he authorlty over currlcularl

D ‘ By
_ dec151ons. She requjred teachers to sypervise journal
L : _ : R =
_writing in their cldgges each day even though she knew they .
S

‘ dld not unanimously supgsrt the task., She used the coritract
language to defend her r1ght to do so.

-

' A Jjunior hléh school - prlnelpal in Metropolls\used the

!
language of the-COntract to assign teachers.to cafeteria duty,

4
when v1rtually all’other pr%nclpals freed/féachers from the
f " task.  The contract requfged him to re11eve teachers of non-

teaching dut1esf"to the extent possible," and he successfully

contended that the supervision demands of his.schodl made suth

a chande inpossible. -
e i

>

. :
Avoid Contract Violations: A Defensive Strategy

¥ This strategy Wag usually used by principals who were

»

descrlbed by thelr teachers as lalssez -faire administrators.
&
Whlletﬁrlnclpals who u%ed the contract aggressively ‘to manage

their schools knew it in detail, those who complied with the

.
-
—~

%
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contract as a de sive strategy were less certain about what

. better infdrmed about how 1t ll%ﬂted
P4

them than how it empbéwered them. Not only did these pninCipals/
. X . .
\ . -~

make sure that they met all their cdntractual obligations,

it said. Theyfweﬁ

but they were_reLuctant\tc ask tea-ters to bend the contract
——— » X / g ' - L "
Ngnted more concessions

[}

to the union than were- cht aq vai W 7‘Cessary. . ,"

- ¢ g j .. .
These‘princ1 als were péimar' _goncerned with protecting

T. thl;selveé agai st challenge by th
- . .
uld test the:limits of

' ) who used the cqontract aggressively wod

~¥:heir administrative power, thes

frindipals would stay safely

ithin its zones. One Shady Béights principal said, "I

»_"fhnction defensively, in anticCipation of the problems. "

\

" Another said,’ "I never put myself in a situation where I come

up With'eggkon my~face." For-ekample;'this 'rincipailexplained

that the PTO pften requests evening programs with student

& . - . . .
activities. However, assuming, that the teache would not

volunteer for such actiVities, he did not encOurage them.

4 ‘ -
v Pr1nc1%§ls who function defens1vely rar:Zy/;equire building

-

t spec1f1es.
X 4 -r
to try again:

superViSion by faculty beyond what the cﬁnt

[ [
Some have trieﬂ«an&\failed and - are relué

One prinCipal described this reaction: V. -
= : |

N\
° . . ° \

N

union. ~While the principals
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- \ Some timeago) when I was stuck and when-I . -
f needed teachers“to ocover special .duties, I
would ask the teachers to take those duties -
o« on a zotatiyng basisa, Nowever, I was duly
F .~ N informed, fBou're not.: uppose to do that.
N ) And so lun , - it's a regl mess. \
“ .~ JI'm hamstrung; I'm(tired out. When I w L
: 1nformed of that was as.much as to 3§y
"You're not suppo A§ to ask teachers to N\

anything."” And the result of that -- well,
it's a little bit of intimidatioch.

The tonsequence Of this defensive strategy for some principals
b 2 4
was that they exaggerated the constralnts placed on them by

-

-

the contract. One Shady Heights prlnC1pa1 who was partlcula:}y

-dlscouraged saidg “ L _ L/

All of’ these things, in their cumdlatlve effect —Z
well they make you cautious. . You think Ehere W11;
be a ruckus, there will be complalnts, there W11;
be a grievance. And the total effect ig, intimidating.
So you avoid, and the principal ends u53501ng .
everything. You know, teacherf are bold; they're -
- outspoken =- not all by any means, but enough --
and the ones who are outspoken?ywell they { uence
the others. Now I won't go tojthe other!teachers
b for help because thenthe big union teachers will
go and tell them not to work./) They have influence.
You might say there are unwritten things, unSpokgn
things, that havye influence on the school. So A
instead of. getting yourself into trouble, you do .
the thlnga\:ourself T
} B 4

A Reciprocal Strategy '

Principals who utilize a reciprocal strategy are usually
v ’ e ¥
very .aware of their contractual constraints and obligations,

but intentionally de-emphasize,them with their teachers. This

stategy actually manifests itself in two,&formj. One is th\e;

"one hand washes the other” Approach in which there is a
' . . - .
consCious trade of favors bdtween principal and teachers.
_ . , . - .

.

-
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The .other is the*ﬁgste ng of a conV1ctlon bewteen teachers :
” M4 L
‘and\prldélpals that-thllgfsﬁccess is* ;aterdependent, ‘they must >

'S . .

. work tog_e'ther for the gocx\ofastudents and the good of the -

o - < e ». B e T .
- schoot, Prﬁnc1pals who adm1n1ster schools on these tdrms are ‘ -
- < "

- ﬁten~descr1beﬁ as dem0crat1c.; In each Lnstance, the pr1nc1pal/ -

O ou " \ 3 : )

/g N « seRks to have teachers regard the contract as a gumde rather °

. N R . |‘ -y . .
than a rulebook . i Y . "

Many' Jrincipals' who cons&iously .traded favors would
M 9 . o .

.occasionally'permit teachers to violate.the contxact with the .

unde nding that eventually they would reciprbcate. A
L3 y : - . .

. tegche? in one school where thelprincipal entouraged such a’

A 3 /
relationship said: /)
. > , . .
\ The pr1nC1pa) ‘benlls the contract on' behal? of oy
the teachers: Fos example, there's a three day
limit on prior notice for professional days. : )
sometimes peowfll can't give.that kin, “of notice. ,
- They've Bent that one for me alrea “Theé
adm1n1stra§€on here is not dogmatic and‘in
\ response, achers would respond w1th favors. "
. Thegprlnc1pal of another school characterlzed the adm1n1strat1ve ,
1 5 : o
side’ of th1s tradeoff "If you do someth1ng for them and,~
! '

. they're haopy, then they will do somethyng for you.' Keep ;

B

3

hq ) ?ebple happy,lf you can.

The favors traded
I i v " - k) "
typically occasional ather than regqular. Thelprlnc1pal would
allow teachers tb leave school early for medical agpointments~
) : : . —_../ “ - . . :
and they, -in tern, would acree towpick up. students early=from

L I y - p . .
lunch dn a‘rainy/day or attend an emergency meeting witpout

2 T T B
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importance to teachers.

~25-

. >\ . 1 e
.comment. In these schools there wRS a limited flexibility in

the‘cqntract that permitted bending provisions of secondary ’

.= . ' v ‘

The second type of reciprocal .strategy is based less

teachexs and admlnlstratbrs that they need ‘Each other: ‘d

" that tog her they make the school work In many schools,

teachers and‘prlnc1pals likened the rec1proca1 ties to those

of the family. .One principal emphasized that he does not
think of his teacher as "union members. They are part of the
family. There's nothing we can't work out among ourselvesﬁ"

One Vista principal described the reciprocal procese in his

school:

[3

S I belleve that if rapport and communication are

really, truly part of the educational process, hen’

there is no conflict in the roles of teacher-
educator and administrator-educator. As a
- principal I violate the negotiated agreement and
V\a the teachers know that I do. But they would
" never file a grievance because we have already
discussed and agreed on what was right for the

"kids.

;
N

An Assessmént of Strategies .

"No particular strategy proved to be a prescrlptlon for

success in managlng labor pract1ces at the schoolm51te. Each

had potentlal advantages and dlsadvantages.

ressive strategy of contract management was

The agg
'effectlvefihjachlev1ng certggn deflned ends -- transferring

-~ L

”~
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but it a159 encouraged formalism, literal contract inter-
pretaﬁion, and combattive responses from the union. It made
it difquaIf’?g(gain %aculty cooperation for non-contractual
responsibilities such as spdhsoring-clubs, covering classes
of-absenttteachers, or‘monitorggg the halls between classes.

ond& principal who used this strategy speculated about the

MEficulty of assessing it:

Even though I would win there would then be
) periods of strife when the union would go
after me for other things. I don't know °
whether this proach ' is good. I don't .
know what: in e end is effective. I “
know there are principals who get along
with all their teachers. I don't know
if that is what's good. .
! The defensive strategy of laissez-faire administrators 7
was successful in}mihimizing the promiﬁence of the union .and
. concern about the contract in the school. ‘BecéuSe'such.
° " principals rarely confronted teachers or violated the agreement,
there were few adversarial encounters in the school. 'When
the teaching staff was highlj qualified and dedicated to

the\school gather than to the union, this administrative style

.emabled teachers .to cooperate effectively.' However, in most
such schools feachers feported wanting mdre direg¢tion and
higher standards froh‘tﬁeir égihcipals.

o Reciprocél strategies élso»enabled édministrafors and

?;achers to successfully fend off'formalﬁsm and literal

contract enforcement., often to the advantage of students. These:




who emplqyed defensive strategies, for this was an interdependent
arrangement with obligations for both sides. However, because
this was based on trust and allegiance, it occasionally created

what one principal called "soft spots" where principals were

ﬁ 0 L)
’ reluctant to monitor performance closely and hold teachers
.. . . . / '
agcountable for shortcomings.

Of the various strategies used by prinCipals, the reci-
procal strategy was most cons1stent w1th the 1ng£rdependent
character of the school organization and w1th the notions of
shared management central to collective bargaining. quever,
the effectiveness of this strategy depends in large part on

e
¢ !

maintaining a $taff that sharescommon goals and on being able

to shape school site practices without interference from
district ievel union officers. 1In all sample disﬁricts.but
-oae that was readily achievable. Hewever, in Metropolis
where'administrative constraints were many, where.prineipals
retained no control over staff composition because of freqhent'

'seniority transfers, and where district union staff members

6\ .
were active in monitoring.contract compliance in the schools,

the maintenance of constructive reciprocal relationships was
extremely difficult. While one Metropolis administrator

-@pontended "the kinds of principals who succeeded before collec.

tive bargaining succeeded after it," it seemed that these
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principals now needed a combattive streak to survive. 1In
addition to beihg responsive to teacher concerns, the Metropolis
principal was expected by district administrators to be

"imperturbable," "have the COurage of his convictions," and

be willing to take the “risky step and the flak that follows."

.. A
One administrator elaborated:

He's a person who knows where he's going. He's
’ able to lay down the law and people in his ‘building

appreciate this kind of stability. But he also

has to be a kind of Type A person who is able to
say, "I have to set the limit here. I know that
the union will raise hell; they will scream and
yell and we will end up in grievances and even

in arbitration and the union will make a

.fool of me out of that, but I must do it anyway."

Some principals who cultivatéd cooperative relationships with
teachers_haa never before been required to £akeqthis hard stand.
As this administrator said, "There are a lot of princibals who
don't want to go ‘through that, who will back off making
decisions and' take the path ofhleast'rgsistance." Sometimes

that path leads out of education.

IV. CONCLUSION

3

The priﬁCipal's formal powers have been redistributed updef
collective bargaining. School administration is far more
’%omplicatea_than it once was. - Success is less.certain and

. shortcomings are more obvious. However, the interdependent

character af +he achool oraanization. the breadth of teacher
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‘”K concerns, and teachers' ambivalence about unionism all provide
/o) . p ’

/
1‘

Jo :
4')"’ yoT '

g i ’ ’ . .

Ethe pr1n01pal 'ifh the OppOrtunity to shape and moderate the

effécts of unlonlsm In the schools.

Xé _The potentla{Jof .collective bargalnlng to impair effective

,gggpoi_operatlons has made the role of the principal more

’ . . ) ‘ [ IS S
rather "‘than 1@ss important. It is the principal who can
. . o .

moderate the impact ofAunioniém in .the schools and shape
construgtive labdr relations. Collective.bargaiging has
constrained'adﬁinistrative autqnomyﬁand empowered teachers to
challenge their supé;iors, but in‘doing_so has also increased
the need for le?dership in the school. Administrative

authority continues to'be exercised by principalss and welcomed

by teachers who remain ready to commit themselves ‘to a’ shared

educational venture. As one' Shady Heights union member said,

"Quite frankly, it depends on the principal. It depends on

‘who's leadlngtzhe parade.”

[
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APPéNDrx A

F RESEARCH METHODOLOGY - .

A I.selected-six districts that would represent a diverse
sample of those involved. in collective bargaining. Such a
sample would permit me to map the range and variation of
labor relatiops practices. Clearly, there are types of ‘
districts that are not~represented in the sample. However,; §
the districts included in this'sample aré diverse in size,
controlling'state stat AFT/NEA affiliation, regional
location, urban/subur;§:::lral‘character, racial and hnic
composition, enrollment and economic trends, strengJ;e:nd
act1V1ty of the union, and strength of the contract. On
_ the basis of preliminary data, I began W1th hypotheses that
suggested that the effects of teacher Unionism might be less
extensive, formal and fixed. than theybare generally thought
to be. Consequently, I intentionally included districts
reputed to have militant unions and experience W1th strikes.
There were many possible combinations of districts that
might have comprised this sample. Generally, districts
vwere selected because they were recommended by thosé familiar
with local districts (SEA administrators, union leaders, e
community leaders, other schoo administrators) as.ones - ’y'
that matched the combinations of characteristics I was *

seeking. _I selected the sample sequentially to ensure that
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‘the balance of variables ‘could be maintained. I requested
entree into eight districts. Two refused my request; the
remaining six make up the final sample. | ‘
Within each district, I conducted in-depth ip)GIVleWSA
with central office administrators, union leaders, princapals
and teachers'. Beqause of the relatively small number of
central office administratcrs and union officers, I inter-
viewed all who were identified as relevant to Ehe research.
The selection,of principals Qas made with the help of district

administrators and union leaders. I requested a balanced

Fs.

selection that varied in_age and experience,‘sex, schooll

level and location, labor attitudes, and administrative ,

style. I eatedly asked those inte$v1ewed whether the '
[

sample was. I'balanced and representative of the range of

~

‘principals in the district.” : A . ..
After completing the interviews with principals, I
'selected three to'five schools'in each district that seemed
to represent the range of grade level location, administra—

" tive style, and union activity within the district. With
the principal, I selected}a sample of seven to fifteen
teachers, once again seeking diversity ori a number cf ' )
variables:lgrade, subject, sex, union vieas,-support or )

opposition to principal, degree of involvement in school
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activities. The union building representatiVe,.who wasié
always included in this sample, helped'select'the teacher~
sample in some cases and always reviewed the selectlon for. ¥

balance. I spent one or two full days in each of twenty .3

schools, with the length of visit depend1ng on thélr slze.éf
' The 289 1nterv1ews of th1s study were sem1-strﬁcturedv

and'varled in length from th1rty minutes to two hou:

Throughout the research I made a concerted effort to

4

tr1angulate information and responses, to disconfirm”

S

hypotheses, and to seek a range ‘of V1ews. Extensive notes{' .'TJ

: L
were taken during all 1nterv1ews. These were later dlctaﬁgd

¥

onto tape and transcribed, y1eld1ng 2500 pages of fxeld notes.
»

\».
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In addition to the 1nterv1ews, I 1nformally observed‘ j‘} .
v

classrooms, corr1dors, cafeterlas, main offlces, teachersﬁ‘
*L

rooms and after-school activities. I attended sevgral
] e

faculty and one school board meeting when labor fisu;ggyere )

on the agenda. I collected copies of contractd’ statdtes, , .

-

memos,.teacher handbooks, union publlcations, district~- |
publicatibns, and board-policies from each of the'six§districts.

I have subscribed to local newsgapers_for gix months follow-
ing site visits in'order'to follow current issues, e.g.,’

negotiations, strikes, pending arbitrations. v

i



