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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the existence of 

teacher unionization and collective bargaining in the state of 

Tennessee has had an effect on the principal's perception of his/her 

decision-making power. Such information can be used to help educa 

tional administrators in focusing on the proper role for the 

principal in relation to the collective bargaining process and the 

administration of the negotiated contract. 

A questionnaire designed to survey the principal's perceived 

power in the exercise of administrative prerogatives was distributed 

to 274 randomly selected public school principals in the state of 

Tennessee. The data were categorized into three areas of decision 

making: (1) Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel, 

(2) Administration and Organization, and (3) Curriculum and Instruc 

tion. An aggregate category, the power coefficient, was also 

identified. The data were treated to statistical analysis involving 

a series of t-tests and stepwise regressions and the following 

results were found. 

1. The t-test analysis revealed a significant difference 

existed between responses of principals employed by 

nonbargaining districts and principals employed by 

bargaining districts with regard to the aggregate cate 

gory, the power coefficient. In addition, there were 

significant differences between the two groups of 

m 



IV 

principals with regard to two of the response categories: 

(1) Administration and Organization and (2) Curriculum and 

Instruction. No significant difference existed between the 

responses of the two groups to the third questionnaire 

category. Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel. 

2. Through regression analysis, a specific relationship was 

found between the bargaining status of the school district 

and the principal's perceived power. Also, a significant 

relationship was found between collective bargaining and 

the questionnaire category. Administration and Organization. 

From these findings, it can be concluded that collective 

bargaining inhibits the decision-making power of principals in 

Tennessee. Effort, therefore, should be made, on the part of dis 

trict management teams, to encourage input from principals into the 

negotiating process. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Passed by the Tennessee State Legislature on March 8, 1978, the 

Educational Professional Negotiations Act (EPNA) provided the frame 

work for collective bargaining between school boards and professional 

employee associations. Although some school districts in the state 

had been negotiating contracts prior to the passage of the EPNA, this 

legislation required all districts to participate in collective 

bargaining when a majority of their employees so desired. The Act 

provided for recognition of professional organizations, negotiating 

procedures, establishment of unlawful acts, and penalties for the 

violation of these unlawful acts. 

In order to maintain unity within its membership, members of the 

Tennessee Education Association (TEA) lobbied for the classification 

of most administrators, supervisors and teachers as a professional 

bargaining unit. As a result of this lobbying effort, the line sep 

arating the bargaining adversaries was drawn, in the EPNA, between 

the school board (with a limited number of system-wide administrators 

to bargain for the board) and the remainder of the professional 

employees. Included within this second group were teachers, super 

visors, principals and all system-wide administrators who were not 

designated by the board to be management personnel. In this division. 
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Tennessee is unique among the states. Historically in management-

labor situations, the line is drawn between those who supervise 

employees and those who do not. 

Based on the opinions of educators in the literature, the fact 

that EPNA in Tennessee and similar legislation in other states has 

affected general educational policy is apparent. What is not so 

apparent is the effect of such legislation upon the participants 

including teachers, principals and central office personnel. 

2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

According to educators who have written on the subject of 

collective negotiations, the principal, in the bargaining process, 

is often placed in an awkward situation, especially in the state of 

Tennessee where, according to the law, principals are placed in the 

bargaining unit with teachers. It is the job of the principal to 

administer, on the building level, the contract which is the result 

of the negotiations process between the school board and the teacher 

association. Since the principal is included in the teacher associ 

ation bargaining unit, a conflict of interest may ensue especially 

if the principal has had no real input into the process and/or if 

the contract is unpopular with teachers. This perceived dualism may 

be responsible for creating a conflict in the principal's perception 

of his/her role especially in the area of decision making. In other 

words, which role should be paramount in exercising administrative 

prerogatives, spokesperson for teachers or managerial employee of 

the board? 
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There is widespread agreement among published educators that 

the principal should occupy a key leadership role within the school 

system. Many of these same educators, however, have expressed much 

concern about the possible negative effect of collective bargaining 

on the principal's perceived power in exercising his/her administra 

tive prerogatives. 

In addition to the possibility of a perceived role conflict and 

its resulting effect on decision making, collective bargaining may 

also affect the perceived decision-making power of the principal in 

another way. Although some principals are included in the negotia 

tion process as members of the bargaining team, there are many, 

according to the literature, who do not participate actively in this 

process. Perceiving the negotiation process as a fight for survival, 

many principals feel that when they are not directly represented in 

the process, their group will be the first to suffer. In other words, 

their prerogatives and decision-making freedom could be bargained 

away especially when negotiations include certain areas of adminis 

trative discretion. 

Drawn from the descriptive literature, there is little doubt 

that many principals feel collective bargaining has limited or 

decreased their power to make decisions in some administrative areas. 

Coupled with the dualistic bargaining role of the principal in 

Tennessee, this feeling, if it is widespread in this state, could 

create a morale problem among principals. This condition could 

eventually lead to separate bargaining units for principals and/or 

the inability of the public school system to effectively achieve 

its goals. 



3. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

This research proposed to determine if the existence of teacher 

unionization and collective bargaining, made possible in the state 

of Tennessee by enabling legislation, has had an effect on the prin 

cipal's view of his/her decision-making power. Several questions 

were studied. 

1. Is there a significant difference between principals in 

districts engaged in collective bargaining and principals 

in districts not engaged in collective bargaining with re 

gard to their perceptions of decision-making powers relative 

to personnel and education matters in the districts? 

2. If a difference in power does exist, can this difference be 

related to collective bargaining and the negotiated contract? 

4. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

From the literature, one ascertains that a most pressing problem 

for school principals today is role ambiguity, a condition that 

affects principals' ability to provide effective leadership. As a 

result of this study, an attempt to look at the effects of collective 

bargaining on the decision-making power of the principal, information 

regarding the present perceptions of principals in Tennessee can be 

obtained. Such information should aid educational administrators 

in focusing on the development of their proper role in relation to 

the collective bargaining process and in the administration of the 

contract which is the result of this process. This study will add 
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to the body of knowledge in the area of collective bargaining with 

the result that school administrators will incorporate its findings 

into their administrative philosophies. 

5. ASSUMPTIONS 

Prior to undertaking this study the following assumptions were 

made; 

1. The principal within the school system has a definite role 

to perform which is defined by the principal himself and 

the two major referent groups, the central administration 

and the teachers. 

2. The principal has a key role within the educational system 

and the development of this role is desirable. 

6. DELIMITATIONS 

Delimitations of the study included: 

1. Because of the impossibility of controlling certain 

variables in a multiple-state study, this study was limited 

to a population of principals within the state of Tennessee. 

2. Twelve of the 13 largest Tennessee school districts (student 

enrollment 1 10,000) participate in collective bargaining; 

therefore, due to the lack of an appropriate control group, 

these 13 school districts were eliminated from the research 

population. In addition, since there is no appropriate con 

trol group for the special school districts (most of these 
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districts do not participate in collective bargaining), they also 

were eliminated from the research population. 

7. DEFINITION OF TERMS 

For the purpose of the study, the following terms were defined: 

1. Administrative prerogative. Administrative prerogatives are 

exclusive rights or privileges peculiar to the person holding the 

position. In this study, the administrative position is that of the 

principal. 

2. Administrator. In a school system, any person holding the 

position of principal, supervisor, or superintendent is an adminis 

trator. 

3. Collective bargaining. The process of negotiating an 

agreement between the public employer and the union concerning the 

wages, hours, and conditions of employment of the employees in the 

bargaining unit is collective bargaining. Contracts negotiated 

through collective bargaining cover all employees in the bargaining 

unit including union and non-union members. 

4. Negotiated contract. A negotiated contract is a written 

agreement that arises out of negotiations between a school district 

and a union setting forth the conditions of employment and benefits. 

5. Decision making. The process of selecting the most promising 

of the available alternatives in order to prepare the way for 

effective action is decision making. 
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6. Middle management. This term can refer to more than one 

level in an organization. A principle responsibility of middle man 

agers is to direct activities that implement the policies of the 

organization. In a school system, the principal is in a position 

of middle management. 

7. Perception. The consciousness or awareness of objects or 

other data through the medium of the senses is perception. 

8. Power. Power is the ability to do, the capacity to act, 

or the capability of performing or producing. In this study, power 

is defined to be the ability of the principal to exercise adminis 

trative prerogatives. 

9. Principal. The principal is the person at the building 

level who is appointed by the Board of Education to assume ultimate 

responsibility for the operation of that school unit. 

10. Professional bargaining unit. A group of employees that 

the employer had recognized and/or the state administrative agency 

had certified as appropriate to be represented by a union for the 

purpose of collective bargaining is a professional bargaining unit. 

11. Power coefficient. The mean of the responses to all three 

categories of decision-making areas indicated on the survey instru 

ment. 



8. ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 

This study is divided into the following chapters: 

Chapter I (The Problem and Its Setting) contains the introduc 

tion, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, importance of 

the study, assumptions, delimitations, definition of terms and 

organization of the study. 

Chapter II includes the review of literature regarding the 

impact of collective bargaining on the principal. 

Chapter III pertains to methodology. This chapter includes the 

subjects, the instrument, and treatment of the data. 

Chapter IV contains the presentation of the data and findings. 

Chapter V includes the summary, conclusions, discussion, 

recommendations, and suggestions for further study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The framework of this study is based on the wealth of 

opinionative information concerning the impact or anticipated impact 

of collective bargaining on the principal and the less abundant 

literature dealing with empirical studies that have focused on this 

topic. Literature which is nonempirical in nature and deals with 

opinions of the authors is addressed in this study as descriptive 

literature. On the other hand, the empirical literature includes 

those works reporting actual research studies. Most of these studies 

deal with surveys of principals who have responded to questions con 

cerning their perceptions of how collective bargaining has affected 

them. There have been few longitudinal studies on this topic. Also, 

included in this review, as background information, is selected 

literature dealing with power, the role of the principal, and 

decision making. 

1. DESCRIPTIVE LITERATURE 

The descriptive literature includes topics such as the role of 

the principal and specifically role dualism (instructional leader 

versus administrator of the contract) which may lead to credibility 

gaps between the principal and central office. This literature ex 

amines the effect collective bargaining has had on these relationships 

and offers suggestions for overcoming the possible negative aspects 
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of this process and its outcomes. Also, to provide further 

information on the principalship, the area of power and authority 

are explored. 

Power and Authority 

Power, influence and authority are necessary elements of 

organizational life, including that of school systems. Stoner (1982) 

defined power as the ability to exert influence which is the action 

or example that either directly or indirectly causes a change in be 

havior or attitude of another person or group. According to this 

author, there are two views of formal authority. The classical view 

states that formal authority is a managerial right. On the other 

hand, the acceptance view, of which Chester Barnard is a proponent, 

bases the determination of authority on the influencee rather than 

the influencer. Stoner listed the five sources of power as: (1) re 

ward, (2) coercive, (3) legitimate, (4) expert, and (5) referent. 

Effective management, he maintained, tempers the use of power with 

authority and self-control. 

Agreeing with Stoner on the definition of power, Hersey and 

Blanchard (1982) added two more power sources, information and 

connection, and reported that power is finite. Managers only have 

a limited amount of power. 

These authors also believed that the appropriate power base is 

affected by situational variables and that effective power should 

vary accordingly with the maturity level of the follower. In other 

words, with followers of below average maturity, the emphasis of the 
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leader should be compliance. With followers of average maturity, the 

emphasis should be compliance and influence. With followers of above 

average maturity, the emphasis of the leader should be influence. 

According to these authors, it is the perception followers have about 

power that is important. 

Morphet and Johns (1967) defined power as the art of men going 

about the business of moving other men to act in relation to them 

selves or in relation to organic or inorganic things. After reviewing 

a study of power by Wiles, the authors concluded that power is used 

differently by persons with different concepts of leadership. The 

"power over" approach decreases the possibility of releasing the full 

potential of the group. The "power with" approach develops the group 

power so that the goals of the group can be reached. The authors 

also maintained that authority cannot be exercised effectively unless 

the person exercising the authority is perceived by the members of 

the organization as having the right to do so. In the case of 

schools, the authors believe that no school group is autonomous in 

power. The ultimate group having the authority to determine the 

goals of the school is the public. 

With regard to the schools, Sergiovanni (1979) believes that 

newer forms of authority have emerged to challenge the traditional 

sources. A fourth source of authority, professional, has in recent 

years, been added to Weber's three sources, traditional, charismatic, 

and legal. According to a study by Peacock (Sergiovanni, 1979), 

teachers now value authority based on competence more than authority 

of person, position, or legitimacy. 
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Particularly vulnerable to change and erosion is the principal's 

position of authority. The increase in educational sophistication 

has required the principal to take an administrative position beyond 

the traditional roles. 

Sergiovanni portrayed power, authority and political behavior 

as neither good nor bad; however, he did indicate, based on a study 

by Bachman, Bowers and Mauers,that expert and referent power provide 

the strongest positive correlation with worker satisfaction. Coercive 

power has the most negative correlation with worker satisfaction. 

Schien (1977) defined power as the capacity of an individual or 

group to modify the conduct of others in the manner desired and to 

prevent this conduct from being modified in a way not desired. In 

dividual power, the author maintained, is the manifestation of three 

variables: (1) bases of power, (2) intent of power holder, and 

(3) means of power holder. In agreement with the power bases men 

tioned before, Schien defined intent as the reason why the individual 

chooses to use a particular power base. Two types of intent are: 

(I) to bring about personal goals congruent with organizational goals 

and (2) to bring about personal goals incongruent with organizational 

goals. The means variable is the strategic maneuvers an individual 

uses to influence another. If the intent is to bring about congruent 

personal and organizational goals, the means will be overt. If the 

intent is to bring about personal goals incongruent to organizational 

goals, the means will be covert. 
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Organizational Management of the School District 

Caldwell and Curfman (1979) wrote about the selection process 

regarding principals and the relationship of this process to collec 

tive bargaining. Large school systems, they believe, tend to hire 

principals from within. This sponsorship process produces adminis 

trators of like kind. On the other hand, small to medium systems 

seem to select more outsiders as principals due to the greater chance 

that teachers within the system have been involved in negotiations 

and, therefore, may not have the same outlook as management. 

These authors also found that certain collective bargaining 

environments have significantly affected the organizational management 

of the public school system. In bargaining districts of medium size, 

more principals are chosen from outside the district than in 

nonbargaining districts of the same size. Also, bargaining districts 

with average local resources hire more outside principals than com 

parable nonbargaining districts. As a result of the difference in 

perception of administrators in bargaining and nonbargaining districts, 

the implications for teachers wishing to become administrators are 

clear. According to the authors, in medium-size school systems of 

average wealth, these teachers should keep a low profile in teacher 

organizations. 

Howard Karlitz (1978) suggested that administrative and teaching 

personnel are moving toward mutual accommodation with regard to 

collective bargaining. According to this author, there are five 

phases in the development of accommodative behavior. 
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1. Primary Phase. The struggle for teachers to organize and 

gain recognition 

2. Compensatory Phase. The formulation of short term negotia 

tion goals geared toward better wages, hours 

and working conditions 

3. Professional Phase. Increased professional authority in 

areas related to educational policy 

4. Inter-Organizational Conflict Phase. Organized administra 

tor resistance to broader contractual 

provisions 

5. Acconmodative Phase. Accommodative behavior at both 

individual and institutional levels 

Karlitz believes that the cooperative behavior between teaching and 

administrative personnel serves as a buttress against pressures and 

threats from the environment which are a result of the accommodative 

processes. These dysfunctions may be the erosion of the traditional 

lines of authority at the building level or the exclusion of parents 

from the decision-making process (closed local unit environment). 

Roles of the Principal 

In Human Behavior in Educational Administration, Newel 1 (1978) 

discussed the role of administrators. He defined role as the be 

havior itself plus attitudes and values inherent in the behavior. 

Explaining that it is impossible to perform a variety of 

administrative roles without these roles being, at times, in conflict. 

Newel1 cited a study by Dodd who found that secondary school 
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principals were exposed to more role conflict than were elementary/' 

school principals. Even though administrative role conflict often 

leads to low job satisfaction, it provides tension which may foster 

creativity in regard to new ideas and insights. 

Newel1 also discussed the interpersonal roles of school 

administrators. He listed these roles as: (1) consultation, 

(2) counseling, and (3) supervision. In the consultation and coun 

seling roles, neither party evaluates or has authority over the 

other. In the opinion of the author both of these roles have been 

neglected in education. 

Morphet, Johns, and Reller (1967) believe that the role of the 

principal is determined by: (1) the role assigned to the school 

center, (2) the principal's perception of that role, (3) the percep 

tions of the local community, and (4) the perceptions of the staff 

of the school. Role conflicts exist because the principal is under 

pressure from superordinates to attain the goals of the organization 

and from subordinates to assist them in attaining goals. According 

to the authors, this conflict can be minimized by utilizing coopera 

tive measures which include teachers and administrators in the 

decision-making processes at the systems level. 

Another source of conflict is the definition of the role of the , 

principal in regard to the central office staff. Believing that the 

principal is the executive head of the school, Morphet and associates 

recommended that the principal be responsible for managing the 

employees and the educational program of hisyher school and for 
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executing board policies at this school. A cooperative relationship, 

however, should exist between the principal and the central staff. 

The authors also gave five functions of the building level 

principal; 

1. The principal and staff should organize a plan for the 

school. 

2. The principal should work with the staff. 

3. The most important task is to provide instructional 

leadership. 

4. The principal should work with pupils. 

5. The principal should work with the community. 

Two roles of the principal, instructional leader and personnel 

administrator, were discussed by Sweeney (1982) and Castetter (1981). 

Sweeney quoted Miller and Lieberman in making the statement that 

principals have such an overload of duties and such contradictory 

roles that they are powerless to provide instructional leadership. 

According to Sweeney, there are two reasons why principals give so 

little time to instructional leadership. In the 1960s and 197Qs as 

a result of the "relevance" movement, a principal had to be all things 

to all people, a jack-of-all trades. Secondly, the courses provided 

in principal training programs have generally provided the "nuts and 

bolts" of administration such as law and finance. Few training cur 

ricula provide methodology courses. 

Sweeney maintained that the most effective principals, in terms 

of student growth, are task and result oriented. They understand the 

element of persuasion and influence and have a knowledge of the change 

process and learning theory. 



17 

In his discussion of the personnel function of the principal, 

Castetter said that the principal is probably the most important 

administrator in the school system in terms of achieving effective 

realization of human resources. In dealing with teachers, the per 

sonnel role is important in creating loyalty, achievement and 

satisfaction. In this personnel role, the principal must be able 

to deal with these areas: 

1. staff relationships 

2. matching people and positions 

3. subordinate characteristics 

4. position orientation 

5. staff development 

6. performance appraisal 

7. supervision 

8. collective bargaining. 

Hughes and Ubben (1978) maintained that the position of the 

principal has developed during the years into one of the most im 

portant positions in the school system. They listed five functions 

of the principalship: 

1. school-community relations 

2. staff personnel development 

3. pupil personnel development 

4. educational program development 

5. business and building management. 

The authors also stated that there are two dimensions of the 

principalship. The first dimension is effective management of the 
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school for the purpose of accomplishing its goals. The second 

dimension is leadership. Two roles included within the leadership 

dimension are school-community relations specialist and educational 

engineer. In order to perform effectively in these roles, a princi 

pal needs to be able to organize and develop personnel and to delegate 

authority. 

Drake and Miller (1982) wrote that the role of the principal has 

changed greatly in recent years. Because the principal has spent 

much of his/her time maintaining the organization rather than in 

leading it, it is important for today's principal to assume the re 

sponsibility of interpreting district policy for the school and to 

create an environment with which students, teachers and parents can 

identify. Based on a study of the Southwest Conference for Community 

Education Development, the eight task areas for principals were 

listed by the authors: 

1. philosophy, goal setting and policy implementation 

2. program development 

3. program management 

4. developing climate 

5. personnel management 

6. financial management 

7. community relations 

8. program evaluation. 

On a pessimistic note. Links (1983) stated that even though the 

principal is defined in every textbook as the curriculum leader of 

the school, he/she actually is "a paper pusher at best and a stifler 
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of creative, reflective teaching at worst," (Links, 1983, p. 62). 

According to the author, the American school was patterned after the 

American factory and, therefore, adopted an industrial-managerial 

role model for its administrators. Maintaining that principals 

shuffle a great deal of paper and do little curriculum leading. Links 

recommended that our schools, like the British ones, have two princi 

pals, a headmaster chosen by the teachers with authority over 

curriculum and instruction and a clerk with authority over business 

and financial aspects of the school. He also recommended that the 

central office adopt a "hands-off" policy toward school principals 

and that all professionals in the system be paid on the same salary 

schedule. School administrators, he believes, should also be taught 

the philosophy that theirs is a service job. They should be facili 

tators, not erectors of hurdles. 

Collective Bargaining and the Role of the Principal 

In a pamphlet published by the Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development, Leslee Bishop (1967) suggested that the pro 

ponents of collective bargaining are trying to change the status of 

the principal and supervisor to staff and supporting roles instead 

of line roles. Since the persons occupying management roles may not 

be supported by teachers. Bishop believes it is likely that schools 

will continue to be administered by a hierarchy; however, a second 

structure may emerge in which teachers have a major thrust. 

Agreeing with Bishop's views on the management role of the 

principal, George Redfern (1969) suggested that school systems vary 

widely in the way they define the duties and responsibilities of the 
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principal; therefore, there is little concensus as to what is 

actually included within the principal's realm of authority. Those 

who see the principal's role as strictly managerial believe that the 

educational concept of principal will weaken and the management-labor 

atmosphere will prevail. Others see negotiations as bringing about 

a different process for decision making. The fact that individual 

principals may feel reduced in importance is a phenomenon of a given 

situation, not a reduction in the status of the principalship alone. 

The issue for principals is one of adjustment and reallocation of 

responsibility. 

In a second article, Redfern (1977) stated that collective 

bargaining has become the dominant medium of communication between 

educational management and the employees. Communication within the 

school system has deteriorated as the result of the use of adversarial 

and confrontational tactics. The author feels that collective bar 

gaining has always aided the development of a disenchantment between 

building level administrators and central office. 

In a discussion of the role of the principal and collective 

bargaining, Cunningham (1968) reminded the reader of Erikson's six 

images of the principal: 

1. The "housekeeper" who seeks to run a smoothly operating 

building is not considerably upset by bargaining. 

2. The "daddy", the teacher's protector, is shattered by 

collective bargaining. 

3. The "superteacher" who passes along the secrets of teach 

ing is compatible with collective bargaining. 
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4. The "foreman" who sees that teachers follow advice, is 

uncertain under collective bargaining. 

5. The "change agent" is reasonably successful in collective 

bargaining. 

6. The "systems analyst" knows the organization and is therefore 

not affected by collective bargaining. 

Cunningham believed that the concern of the principal regarding 

collective bargaining is real and is not difficult to understand 

since the issues at the heart of bargaining have been linked directly 

to what he perceives as his prerogatives. As mentioned in Erikson's 

images, principals with closed belief systems probably do not respond 

to collective bargaining as positively as principals with open belief 

systems. In a similar vein, Cunningham found that principals who 

come up through the ranks of one particular school system and view 

authority as almost totally vested in the office they occupy feel 

considerably more threatened by collective bargaining than the career-

bound principal who moves from system to system. 

Using the nominal group technique with 250 administrators and 

supervisors, Hoyle (1978)identified collective bargaining as the most 

critical teacher-administrator relations problem in public schools. 

The major concern is the knowledge gap between teacher and adminis 

trator perceptions of the role each plays. Hoyle concluded that if 

the principal views his authority from the nature of this office 

rather than from his sense of human dignity and professional concern, 

he will most probably be threatened by and have trouble adjusting to 

collective bargaining. 
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King (1979) maintained that state legislatures are beginning to 

want to define more clearly the legal status of the building princi 

pal. The reorganization of the unique role of the principal is, in 

part, a reaction to the rapid buildup of a bureaucracy of administra 

tive staff support positions. According to King, the intent of some 

state legislatures is to define the role of the principal in such a 

way as to place on the principal rather than on teachers and support 

personnel the burden of responsibility for assuring that appropriate 

educational programs are planned. 

In regard to collective bargaining, principals have been more 

recently included with management. As such, they are excluded from 

bargaining in many states. Some states now permit separate bargaining 

by principals. 

Wendall Sparkes (1981) suggested that collective bargaining has 

shattered the image of a united profession and has affected the 

leadership role of the principal. Because of his belief, he main 

tained that today's principal should play the role of a corporate 

executive who "serves as a plant manager in the designing, producing, 

packaging and marketing of the product--education." (Sparkes, 1981, 

p. 34) The principal should align himself with the central office 

and should be a part of decision making. 

According to Harry Randies (1975), the principal's role dilemma 

can be partially explained by the fact that principals are usually 

former teachers. Their attitudes concerning labor and management 

are not significantly different from those of teachers. On the other 

hand, superintendents' management-oriented attitudes toward bargaining 
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are not significantly different from those of board members which 

are not the same as teachers and principals who are labor oriented. 

Principals, therefore, often find it difficult to deal with diverse 

expectations. 

Many authors were concerned about the adversarial relationships 

between teachers and principals brought about by collective bargaining. 

In a discussion on the changing role of the principal, Lutz and 

Caldwell (1979) agreed that the principal's traditional role has 

been affected by collective bargaining. Middle management is, at 

this time, viewed negatively, therefore, the principal is often by 

passed by the teacher organization and also not included in the 

management team by the central office. 

In agreement with this basic premise. Wood (1969) stated that 

the basic task of principals has not been changed. What has changed 

is the environment in which the principal operates. Accordingly, 

the principal must be a manager of change and an instructional 

strategist. 

Stone (1978) was also concerned about the principal as the 

instructional leader of the school. The fact that principals are 

now being used as spokespersons for the management bargaining team 

often plays havoc with the teacher-principal relationship. Believing 

that the principal should maintain credibility as an instructional 

leader, this author maintained that the provisions of the negotiated 

contract should be used to groom better teachers who will cooperate 

with the principal to bring about constructive change in the educa 

tional system. 
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Mclntyre (1971) also agreed that the old idea of principal 

paternalism is out-of-date. A major change in the principal's pro 

fessional life has occurred in his relationship with teachers who 

are now organized, aggressive, outspoken and self-assured. 

Kraig (1981) agreed that adversarial relationships between 

teachers and principals are being brought about by collective bar 

gaining. Like others, he feels that the decision-making discretion 

of the principal will be bargained away, and those who are hurt 

most by collective bargaining are those principals who do not use 

participative management policies. Since the learning supervisory 

role of the principal is in conflict with the situations of 

collective bargaining, the results and effects of negotiations are 

dependent upon the climate in which the process occurs. 

Lester Anderson (1969) wrote that collective bargaining has 

disrupted one traditional role of the principal--that of official 

spokesperson for the interests of teachers. In the formation of 

labor associations, teachers have rejected administrators as their 

representatives to the board of education. This rejection, in some 

cases, has caused principals to feel unwanted by the people with 

whom they work daily. Although the school board should expect 

loyalty from its administrators, it should also be aware of the 

conflict of interest inherent in the position of the principal. 

The loss of the principal's discretionary power was a topic of 

interest to many authors. Addelston (1969) maintained that collec 

tive bargaining has eroded the principal's authority without any 

corresponding decrease in responsibility. In other words. 
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accountability has increased while power has decreased. Each time 

teachers gain a right in the contract, the working conditions of the 

principal are affected. John Neill (1978) viewed this erosion of 

power through negotiation as the prime motivating factor in the move 

ment to form a separate bargaining unit for principals. 

Lutz and Caldwell (1979) viewed several factors as reasons for 

a decline in the principal's discretionary powers. First is the 

growing number of specialists with specific knowledge. The use of 

specialists within a school system causes a loss of the principal's 

discretionary power. Secondly, teachers are showing greater interest 

in management and thirdly, the move toward larger schools has encour 

aged more uniformity at the expense of the principal's discretionary 

power. The loss of power is most readily apparent in the day-to-day 

administrative operations. These authors feel that there is a gap 

between the principal's perception of strong leadership at the 

building level and the loss of power to both superiors and subordin 

ates as a result of collective bargaining. 

Ford (1980) found that two areas of the negotiated contract are 

especially troublesome to principals: (1) working conditions 

language and (2) maintenance of standards clauses. The restrictions 

demanded by teachers on the flexible use of their time and talents 

limit a principal's leadership alternatives. Also, the maintenance 

of standards clause requires that a majority of teachers must agree 

to act simultaneously on an innovation or change. Since this 

development is unlikely to occur, the imaginative teacher and princi 

pal can be held captive in the hands of the teacher majority. Highly 
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restrictive contract language can "replace human understanding and 

relationships that foster challenge, motivation and self-fulfill 

ment." (Ford, 1980, p. 42) 

Rudman (1969) discussed a dozen items which if included in the 

negotiated contract tie the hands of the principal. If included in 

the contract, these items may invite disaster and the end of educa 

tional leadership among principals. This dirty dozen includes: 

1. textbook selection and use 

2. curriculum improvement 

3. achievement and intelligence testing 

4. school building and district organization 

5. class size 

6. number and time of teacher meetings to be scheduled 

7. reporting to parents 

8. emergency weather conditions 

9. committee participation 

10. personnel assignments and transfer 

11. discipline 

12. building representatives and administrators. 

In his previously mentioned discussion of the impact of 

collective bargaining on the principal, Cunningham (1968) stated 

that bargaining has: 

1. intensified involving large numbers of power groups 

reflecting specialization 

2. resulted in increased and sustained tension between 

bureaucratic authority and collegial authority 
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3. resulted in positive educational improvements in many 

school districts. 

In the same vein, Pisapia contended that instead of incorporating 

principals' viewpoints, one result of teacher collective bargaining 

has been a tendency to centralize decision making in the central 

office. 

Joining the ranks of the relatively few authors who feel that 

collective bargaining has had a positive effect on the principal. 

Randies (1975) stated that principals with negotiated contracts may 

have more power potential than they have ever had. The contract 

gives the principal more legitimacy in enforcing contractual provi 

sions than the enforcing of rules and regulations over which the 

teacher had little influence. Resolving grievance procedures at 

the lowest level also is an exercise of power for the principal as 

it is precedent setting and tends to tighten up administrative 

processes. Administrators, then, according to Randies, have not 

lost power but have lost the right to be arbitrary. 

Contending that collective bargaining has had a strong, 

although not necessarily detrimental, impact on the principal, Houts 

(1975) said that principals perceive themselves as "in the middle," 

a concept which has done more damage to the principalship than any 

other. He maintained, however, that bargaining may not be the 

original cause of the formation of a gulf between principal and 

teacher. Such a gulf is usually the manifestation of another prob 

lem within the school. Also, Houts believes that bargaining has 

succeeded in preventing some of the worst excesses of autocratic 

behavior. 
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Suggestions for Solving Current Problems 

Many of the authors reviewed expressed the belief that team 

management is a sound concept in dissolving credibility gaps between 

the principal and teacher and the principal and central office. Also, 

a number of authors gave opinions on the roles the principal should 

assume in an attempt to bring about positive results from the pro 

cess of collective bargaining. 

After finding that 86% of principals favor administrative 

bargaining rights, James and Lovell (1982) proposed a team manage 

ment bargaining model that recognizes and amplifies the role of the 

school principal in all stages of bargaining. The model allows the 

means for principals to add their input to bargaining proposals and 

to analyze proposed union contract provisions for building level 

implications. These authors maintained that the greatest loss of 

administrative power comes from poor contract management and not 

from the negotiating table. Anderson (1969) also espoused the team 

management plan and suggested that such a plan would involve all 

administrators in planning and policy formulation and would increase 

communication horizontally and vertically. 

Salmon (1977) gave his reasons for supporting the administrative 

team approach. With this approach, each member has the opportunity 

and responsibility to analyze proposed policy from his respective 

point of view. Also, it requires responsible and continuing partici 

pation by each member of the team. Communication is the key. If 

middle management is involved with and respected by the board and 

superintendent, it will develop loyalty to those two. 
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Lutz and Caldwell (1979) agreed that the only viable role for 

principals in the future is that of board-administrative team member. 

The principal's new role as a member of the team and organizational 

administration at the building level should give this position even 

more importance. The principal, however, will no longer be "captain 

of the ship" but rather a creative administrator of work activity 

within the parameters of the contract. This new role is different 

from that of the traditional teacher trainer or inspector. Along 

this same line, Bennien (1969) who believes that the principal will 

not be able to function effectively as both a professional adminis 

trator of the schools and a clinical professor of teachers, advocated 

the role of manager and liaison contact with the central office. 

In utilizing the team approach, Kehler (1980) stated that the 

ultimate success or failure of the negotiation process depends on 

the first level supervisor or principal. There are four reasons for 

this conclusion: 

1. The principal is the day-to-day contract administrator. 

2. The principal is the key management member in the resolution 

of every day work site employee management conflicts and 

problems. 

3. The principal is the eyes and ears of management in obtain 

ing information about and insights into employee feelings, 

attitudes and behavior accomplished through normal working 

relationships. 

4. The principal communicates management policies obtaining 

employee acceptance and identification with management and 

district goals. 
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After describing the Dallas School System's model for shared 

decision making, Estes (1973) expressed the belief that all line 

administrators should be thought of as extensions of the superinten 

dent with appropriate authority; therefore, he agreed with the use 

of the professional model for shared decision making. Lieberman 

(1977), on the other hand, warned that the administrative team should 

not be allowed to function as a legislative body. The individual 

administrator should not be allowed to undermine management's posi 

tion before, during, or after negotiations. 

In an attempt to counteract the negative impact of collective 

bargaining on the principal, Cunningham (1968) suggested that: 

1. provisions be made for participation on the part of the 

principal 

2. principal preparation programs need to include superior-

subordinate relationships in complex organizations 

3. assessment needs to be made of which administrative skills, 

conceptual, human, or technical have the highest payoff for 

the principal 

4. research on the impact of collective bargaining is needed. 

Expressing the same thoughts. Reed (1977) maintained that 

success in collective bargaining is determined by the degree to which 

the principal practices human relations. The principal should always 

consult with persons whose working conditions would be affected be 

fore changing a policy. He can accomplish this task by maintaining 

good relations with the building representative. Believing that 

sharing authority is not giving it away. Reed stated that living 
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successfully with a teachers' contract takes "a little common sense 

and a lot of human relations." (Reed, 1977, p. 81) It is also 

possible that administrators can manipulate a contract to serve their 

own interests. 

According to Thomas George (1978), the broad interpretation of 

bargaining scope in many states has made possible the negotiation 

between teachers and school boards of items which have traditionally 

fallen within the principal's authority. In order to preserve his/her 

power, therefore, it would follow that the principal should have a 

role in the bargaining process either as a representative on the 

teacher bargaining unit or the board's bargaining team, or as a con 

sultant to the board. A conflict of interest may ensue if the 

principal is a member of the teacher unit. On the other hand, adver 

sarial relationships may result from a principal's membership on the 

board's team. The consultant role, therefore, may be the best one. 

Much controversy has arisen over the question of whether principals 

are supervisory or management employees; however, in the majority 

of school districts, they have been designated as management 

employees. 

Ingils (1972) advised that the school principal should know 

his/her role and the labor contract. Stone (1978) agreed that the 

principal should be keenly aware of the provisions of the contract. 

He also advocated the use of negotiated agreements constructively 

to groom better teachers who, in cooperation with the principal, 

would bring about constructive changes in the educational program. 
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Ford (1980) suggested that a principal can be successful as both 

a contract administrator and instructional leader if he is assertive 

and uses participatory management. He recommended that the principal 

should: 

1. study what constitutes a healthy organization 

2. discuss ideas with teachers 

3. share with staff implications of negotiated clauses 

4. present oral and written information to the central 

administration. 

Barkelew (1979) emphasized communication during the bargaining 

process. Good communication keeps the principal fully informed about 

the process of negotiation and issues being negotiated. 

In discussing what the new role of the principal should be, 

Bennion (1969) suggested that the principal should: (1) do everything 

in his/her power to create conditions under which effective teaching 

and training can take place, (2) be a perceptive generalist and act 

as a catalyst, and (3) help clarify and interpret to the faculty the 

major educational aims of the district and school. According to 

Bennion, principals can participate actively in bargaining and still 

relate to teachers constructively and professionally since teachers 

have increasingly considered principals a part of management. 

Lutz and Caldwell (1979) expressed the belief that the principal 

should use the grievance procedure to accentuate his role. Grievances 

are continuous feedback for negotiations and should be a valuable 

asset to the principal in the performance of his duty and the clarifi 

cation of his emerging role. 
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Summary. The consensus of the authors reviewed here is that the 

role of the principal has indeed been affected by collective bargain 

ing. The belief that collective negotiations has resulted in a 

decrease of the principal's power in exercising administrative prerog 

atives and in strained relationships between principals and teachers 

was generally held by the authors reviewed here. It is believed that 

in many cases, principals learn what has happened in negotiations 

only after the agreement has been reached. 

In an effort to elevate the role of the principal, most authors 

agreed that principals must be included in every phase of collective 

bargaining that determines their own fate and the fate of the schools 

for which they are responsible. In turn, the principal should be 

communicative and fully knowledgeable about the process of negotia 

tions and issues being negotiated. 

2. EMPIRICAL STUDIES 

Decision Making 

Using 17 East Tennessee School districts as the research 

population, Ross (1981), LeCoultre (1979), Staff (1979) and Wilson 

(1979), in four individual studies, researched aspects of decision 

making and professional attitudes regarding collective bargaining. 

Ross (1981) researched the relationship between levels of partici 

pation in and satisfaction with the decision-making process and 

employee militancy or sympathy with collective action. Using 

two questionnaires, the Critical Decision Inventory and the 

Collective Action Scale, he surveyed teachers, principals and 

central office administrators and concluded that attitudinal 
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militancy cannot be predicted by any of the variables used in the 

study (participation in and satisfaction with decision making in the 

six areas studied). 

LeCoultre (1979) studied male and female teachers in the same 

East Tennessee school systems with regard to their perceived partici 

pation in and satisfaction with the decision-making process and their 

potential for collective action. She found that a significant 

difference existed between male and female teachers in perceived 

level of participation and personal satisfaction in decision making. 

Female teachers were more dissatisfied with their perceived level 

of participation in decision making than were male teachers; however, 

females were not more inclined toward collective action. LeCoultre 

also found that teachers who had few years of service were more in 

clined toward collective action than those who had been employed a 

number of years. 

Staff (1979) examined the extent to which job position, sex, 

and individual system membership affected opinions of teachers, 

principals and central office administrators toward professional 

negotiations. Using the school districts mentioned in the previous 

two studies. Staff compared five negotiating special school districts, 

five nonnegotiating special school districts and seven county school 

districts on the opinions of the respondents concerning agreement 

with items categorized as collective action, sanctions, and goal 

items. He found that males were more militant than females and 

that the respondents in county school districts showed the most 

overall agreement with the negotiation items. From the findings, 
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he concluded that a difference in opinion among teachers, principals 

and central office administrators would lead to disagreement in the 

collective bargaining process. 

Using the same research population, Wilson (1979) studied how, 

by whom, and with what quality decisions were being made in the areas 

of: (1) curriculum and instruction, (2) pupil personnel, (3) school 

plant and facilities, and (4) community relations. He found that 

the area of pupil personnel was perceived by all three groups (teach 

ers, principals, and central office personnel) as the area of 

greatest participation in decision making. All size groups (small, 

medium and large) had significant relationships between participation 

in decision making and satisfaction with decisions made. Nonnegoti-

ating teachers reported higher levels of perceived participation and 

satisfaction with decisions in each decision area. From the findings, 

he concluded that increased participation in decision making is 

necessary. 

Peach (1978) also investigated the levels of participation in 

and satisfaction with decision making in six policy areas. Using a 

random sample of teachers and all principals and central office 

personnel in the Knox County School System as the research sample. 

Peach found that higher levels of participation had produced 

higher levels of satisfaction. Central office personnel reported 

the highest level of participation and satisfaction. Next, in 

descending order, were the superintendent/board, principals and 

finally teachers. Teachers had the highest correlation between 

levels of participation and satisfaction. Principals had the second 
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highest correlation. All three groups perceived the central office 

personnel to have the highest level of participation in decision 

making in all areas except for finance and business. Also, the three 

reference groups perceived the principal's level of participation to 

be higher than the teacher's level of participation in all six areas. 

The three groups reported the highest levels of satisfaction in the 

area of school-community policy and pupil personnel. 

Impact of Collective Bargaining on the Principal 

As previously mentioned, empirical studies regarding the effect 

of collective bargaining on the power of the principal have been re 

latively scarce. These studies vary considerably in the quality of 

their design, analysis and reporting. The findings have been mixed. 

The American School Board Association, in a national study of the 

principal's perception of his/her role in school management (Williams, 

1979), found that bargaining has had a negative effect on the princi 

pal. Of the principals surveyed, 86% favored legislation to form 

their own bargaining unit. According to Williams, the conclusion was 

not clear and the dictates of good research were not followed. 

After examining 150 teacher contracts, McDonnell and Pascal 

concluded that administrators have accommodated to collective bargain 

ing just as they have to other forces such as desegregation and 

declining enrollments. They concluded that collective bargaining 

has produced mixed results in most school districts. 

In a study conducted under the auspices of the Pennsylvania 

School Board, Heddinger (1978) found that the majority of principals 
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polled believed that their authority to make decisions that count is 

adequate. Also, power over monetary decisions was found to be ade 

quate. The data indicated that principals feel they have less 

authority in collective bargaining than in the other two areas studied 

(staffing and budget). Only 23% felt their direct participation in 

the bargaining process was sufficient. The results, however, are 

difficult to generalize to Tennessee because in Pennsylvania, the 

principal is often included in the school district management team. 

In another Pennsylvania study, Caldwell and Hartzog (1981) 

looked at the job satisfaction of secondary principals as related 

to collective bargaining. They concluded that participation in the 

bargaining process has a positive effect on the principal's role 

satisfaction; however, at the table bargaining roles of principals 

may damage the principal-staff relationship. The findings supported 

the use of principals in the managerial aspects of the bargaining 

process. The authors also concluded that the perceived level of 

dissatisfaction with the negotiations process was not sufficient to 

decrease the overall job satisfaction for a majority of principals. 

In addition, they found that 72.5% of the principals considered 

self-interest bargaining as most beneficial and desirous for items 

such as salary and working conditions. 

In 1977, Nighswander and Klahn (Williams, 1979) surveyed 

principals, superintendents, and community college presidents in 

the North Central Association to determine the effect of collective 

bargaining on administrator roles and functions, institutional 

quality variables, and problems and issues of education. From the 
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data, it appears that principals feel that collective bargaining has 

a smaller influence on their ability to manage than do superintendents 

and community college presidents. 

Berg (1973) studied the effect of collective bargaining on 

principals in Illinois. He compared bargaining and nonbargaining 

principals on their perceptions in four areas: (1) rules orientation, 

(2) status anxiety, (3) role ambiguity and (4) perceived locus of 

factors influencing behavior between principals. Using questionnaires 

and interviews, he found no statistically significant differences; 

therefore, he concluded that collective bargaining has had little or 

no impact on the principal. 

Miskel (1974) proposed the question: Are the demographic 

variables of age, sex, experience, and marital status and the atti-

tudinal variables of primary life interests, satisfaction, voluntarism, 

aspiration and teacher association support significantly related to 

teacher and administrator attitudes toward the scope of collective 

bargaining? Using the Collective Negotiations Index (CNI), the 

author found that these demographic and attitudinal variables are 

poor predictors of the relative legitimacy that educators place on 

bargaining issues. 

In a nation-wide study conducted by the Bureau of Research of 

the U.S. Office of Education (Becker, 1970), the researchers found 

that the most important problem of the elementary school principal 1 

today is role ambiguity. The principal must enforce policies which 

he/she often has no voice in making. The researchers also predicted 

that negotiations will change the role of the elementary principal 

from that of instructional leader to management. 
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Hoiley, Serekra and Rector concentrated on the proper role of the 

school principal in professional negotiations. The study approached 

the role of the principal in professional negotiations from five per 

spectives (chairman of school boards, superintendents, presidents of 

teacher associations, teachers, and principals) related to the follow 

ing categories: (1) salaries and compensation, (2) fringe benefits, 

(3) personnel policies and procedures, (4) internal control of the 

schools and (5) curriculum change. The authors concluded that super 

intendents and board chairmen are strongly opposed to allowing 

principals to join teachers in negotiating salary but are not so 

strongly opposed to their joining to negotiate fringe benefits, 

personnel procedures, internal control and curriculum changes. Based 

on the results of this study, the authors recommended that if the 

principal is a part of the management team, he/she must be given 

legitimate managerial rights. If, on the other hand, the principal 

is a part of the teacher bargaining unit, the degree to which he/she 

is granted managerial authority should be limited. 

The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (1980) 

attempted to assess the current supervisory practice and the impact 

of certain factors on supervision. Collective bargaining was 

included as one of these factors. After gathering data by question 

naires and interviews from sixteen districts (urban, suburban and 

medium size cities), the researchers concluded that principals in 

large cities strongly associated collective bargaining with the 

decline in supervisory service; however, superintendents and teachers 
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did not feel this way. The results were not significant for 

principals in other categories. 

A study of the principalship by the North Central Association of 

Schools and Colleges (Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development, 1980, p. 9) determined that principals viewed their real 

and ideal roles as administrative. Instructional leadership was 

given secondary emphasis. These principals also gave low priority 

to evaluating school programs, providing in-service education and 

interviewing and recommending new personnel. 

In the Oregon School Study Bulletin, Robinson (1971) reported a 

study to determine the role expectations among principals, superinten 

dents, teachers and board members in two suburban school districts in 

Oregon. Specifically, as one objective, the study attempted to deter 

mine the level of agreement of these groups in regard to the 

principal's role in decision making. The data indicated that 

principals are in moderate agreement regarding their role in decision 

making. They were in high agreement regarding their roles in 

matters pertaining to personnel. Teachers, superintendents and 

board members vary in their agreement on the behavior of principals. 

Also, Robinson found that principals are in closer agreement with 

superintendents regarding the role of the principal than are teachers 

and board members. Principals and teachers are in the greatest dis 

agreement. Selected demographic factors appeared to have no effect 

on the views of the principal. Also, principals, superintendents 

and board members are not willing yet to have teachers involved in 

the decision-making role of the principal to the extent that the 

teachers desire involvement. 
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In a study of states that have public and higher education 

collective bargaining, Pisapia (1975) gathered data based on the 

content analysis of the clauses in contracts to determine the degree 

to which practitioners in management and in teaching are free to 

exercise their own judgment in specific cases (autonomy). The 

evidence indicated that while management still controls, teachers 

and professors have emerged with their own power. Pisapia concluded 

that we are in the midst of realignment of power relationships in 

educational institutions involved in collective bargaining. 

Peach and Reddick (1981) studied the principal's perceived level 

of participation in decision making in the state of Tennessee and 

their degree of satisfaction with decisions made. They divided prin 

cipals into three categories: (1) those engaged in collective 

bargaining before 1978, (2) those engaged in collective bargaining 

after 1978 and (3) those who have never participated in collective 

bargaining. The policy areas of decision making studied related to: 

(1) finance and business management, (2) curriculum and instruction, 

(3) certificated personnel, (4) educational facilities--auxiliary 

services, (5) school-community relations, and (6) pupil personnel. 

The authors found no significant differences among groups of princi 

pals with regard to their satisfaction with decisions in any policy 

area except certificated personnel. In this area, principals in 

group one perceived a lesser degree of participation in decision 

making and less satisfaction than did principals in the other two 

groups. Also, the data indicated that principals in group three 

(never bargained) participated least with decision making in two 
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areas: (1) finance and business management and (2) facilities and 

auxiliary services. The authors concluded that the perceived levels 

of satisfaction among the principals within the school systems were 

not clearly affected by the negotiation process. 

In a study on administrator morale, Kline (1974) tested the 

hypothesis: there is no difference in administrator morale due to 

perceived school board operations among administrators operating un 

der traditional, procedural or comprehensive bargaining agreements. 

He asked middle administrators to respond to the School Administrator 

Morale Measure III and found that his hypothesis could be rejected. 

Administrators associated with procedural bargaining have the lowest 

morale. Next are those in comprehensive bargaining. The highest 

morale was found in the traditional bargaining group. 

In a study of the elementary school principalship in 1978, 

Pharis and Zakariya found a positive correlation between teacher 

bargaining and principals' morale and sense of job security. 

Eighty-four percent of the principals with low morale and 67% of 

principals with high morale worked with teachers who had a negotiated 

contract. The authors also asked the question: "Does collective 

bargaining have a good effect on the quality of education?" The 

authors determined that if ten principals are asked that question, 

one would respond "good," four would respond "bad," three "little," 

and two "don't know." The answer does not depend on age, sex, or 

experience but varies depending on the section of the country. 

Blumberg, Brannigan and Nason (1981) focused their study on the 

extent to which superintendents and principals feel the negotiated 
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contract has constrained their power to act on particular issues and 

the extent to which this constraint has hampered their ability to do 

their jobs. They found that principals were more affected by the 

contract than superintendents; however, the contract in no way ren 

ders them impotent. Also, neither the superintendents nor the 

principals found the constraints produced by the contract severely 

hampered them in their jobs. The more powerful and less hampered 

one felt, the more freedom one seemed to have to speak and act freely. 

The authors concluded that because of the contract, the superinten 

dent's job may be easier. He no longer has to make personal 

decisions about teacher requests which vary from district policy. 

Although not prisoners of the contract, principals appear to be less 

sure of themselves and their prerogatives than are superintendents. 

According to Gregory Benson (1979), contract management emerged 

as a major concern of New York state school administrators on a 

needs and interest survey. Forty-four percent of the principals 

surveyed saw themselves as contract managers, not instructional 

leaders. Forty-five percent of the principals felt collective bar 

gaining has had a negative impact on classroom instruction and 59% 

felt that the total educational program has been negatively affected. 

Nicholson and Naestron (1974) reviewed empirical studies on 

collective bargaining's effect on the principal and drew conclusions 

in four areas: (1) decision making, (2) the supervisory role, 

(3) functions and work load and (4) job satisfaction and working 

relationships. According to the authors, recent studies reported 

that the decision-making roles of the principal are affected by 
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negotiations. There was no indisputable evidence in these studies to 

indicate that collective bargaining has uniformly lessened the lead 

ership role of the principal. Supervisory roles have changed in many 

places; however, negotiations have not necessarily reduced supervisory 

authority. As a result of negotiations, considerable variation was 

found in the work load and functions performed by the principal. 

Although, as a result of negotiations, teacher-principal relation 

ships may become strained, the comprehensive negotiated agreement 

does not cause a serious decrease in the principal's job satisfaction 

or morale. 

Based on these empirical studies, the effects of collective 

bargaining on the power of the principal are not clear. As already 

mentioned, the responses of principals to discussions concerning 

collective bargaining differ for various reasons, many of which are 

difficult to control in empirical studies. The belief that bargain 

ing has had an extremely negative effect on the ability of the 

principal to make decisions has not been proven by these studies. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

1. THE SUBJECTS 

The population of this study consisted of all principals (with 

the exception of those in the districts discussed below) who are em 

ployed by bargaining and nonbargaining public school districts in the 

state of Tennessee. As previously mentioned, no control group was 

available for the group composed of school districts with student 

enrollment ̂ 10,000. Since 12 of the 13 districts in this category 

participate in collective bargaining, leaving too few left for com 

parison purposes, these 13 districts were excluded from the sample 

population. Also, because a very large percentage (86.7%) of the 

special school districts do not participate in collective bargaining, 

they, too, were excluded from the population. 

An examination of the 1982-1983 State Department of Education 

Directory of Public Schools indicated that within the parameters 

constructed for the population of this study, there are 930 princi 

pals of public schools in Tennessee. Of these principals, 624 are 

employed in bargaining districts and 306 in nonbargaining districts. 

The sample size obtained from Hauskin's "Table for Determining Sample 

Size from a Given Population" (Hauskin, 1963, p. 3) was 272. This 
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determination was based on the use of Hauskin's formula: 

X^N0(l-0)
n = 

d^(N-l) + X^0(l-0) 

Where: 

N = population size 

n = sample size 

2 
X = chi-square, with 1 d.f. and desired confidence level 

d = error range 

0 = (.50 for largest sample size or percent of population with 

a given characteristic) 

and: the level of confidence of 95% of selecting a sample that 

will represent the true distribution of the population. 

A random numbers table was used to select the sample. 

2. THE INSTRUMENT 

The researcher developed a questionnaire, based on a role-norm 

inventory constructed by John W. Robinson of the Oregon School Study 

Council (Robinson, 1971) and a study of selected contracts negotiated 

in Tennessee school districts (see Appendix A). This questionnaire 

was designed to survey the principal's perceived power in the exer 

cise of administrative prerogatives. The principal was asked to 

react to his/her ability to control and to make decisions in various 

areas of school management by means of a nine-point rating scale, a 

continuum from "practically no power concerning" to "almost complete 

power concerning." The instrument was also used to obtain informa 

tion on these demographic variables: (1) age, (2) sex, (3) number of 
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years of administrative experience, (4) highest degree earned, 

(5) type of school in which employed, and (6) bargaining status of 

the school district. Extracted from the literature, these particu 

lar variables were cited by researchers in this field as worthy of 

further study. 

To determine its validity, the instrument was submitted to a 

panel of eight experts. Included on this panel were three university 

professors, the chief negotiator for the Hamilton County, Tennessee 

School Board, and four Tennessee public school principals. The school 

principals represented both bargaining and nonbargaining districts 

and elementary and secondary school levels (see Appendix B). This 

panel was asked to eliminate any concepts that were irrelevant, add 

any that appeared to be missing, and change any that were ambiguous 

(see Appendix B). 

Based on the comments from the jury of experts, subsequent 

revisions were made before the instrument was field tested in a 

doctoral-level education class in the Department of Educational 

Administration and Supervision at the University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville and a masters-level class in the Department of Educational 

Administration and Supervision at the University of Tennessee, 

Chattanooga. The students in these classes were asked to complete 

the questionnaire and give their opinions of statements which were 

not clear. After the questionnaire was developed and field tested, 

it was mailed along with a cover letter to the randomly selected 

principals. Two follow-up mailings were sent to nonrespondents in 

two week intervals after the first mailing (see Appendix C). In 
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order to evaluate the reliability of the questionnaire, a Chronbach's 

alpha score was statistically computed. Using the 219 questionnaires 

returned, a Chronbach's alpha of .92 was obtained. 

3. TREATMENT OF THE DATA 

The data obtained from the questionnaire were treated in the 

statistical analysis in terms of the three categories indicated in 

the survey instrument. These categories were: (1) Selection, Evalu 

ation and Development of Personnel, (2) Administration and 

Organization, and (3) Curriculum and Instruction. Since the three 

categories did not contain equal numbers of items, a true comparison 

among them could not be accomplished without addressing this inequal 

ity. In this regard, responses to the items within each category 

were summed and divided by the total number of items minus the number 

of missing responses. This computation allowed the researcher to 

make comparisons among the three groups and to provide means which 

were in the same numerical form as the nine-point scale on the 

questionnaire. A fourth category, the power coefficient, which 

consisted of the mean of the total responses on the questionnaire, 

was also computed. 

The categorized data were summarized and reported as frequencies. 

In an effort to determine if there were significant differences in 

the responses of the two groups studied (bargaining and nonbargaining) 

and to relate this difference, if any, to collective bargaining, the 

data were submitted to two statistical tests. 
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To determine if there were differences in the perceived power of 

the principals in bargaining and nonbargaining districts, the data 

were analyzed through the use of t-tests. Each division of school 

management included in the questionnaire (Selection, Evaluation, and 

Development of Personnel; Administration and Organization; and 

Curriculum and Instruction) were subjected to this analysis. Also, 

responses of the two groups to the questionnaire as a whole (power 

coefficient) were subjected to t-test analysis. A confidence level 

of .05 was selected as an indication of significant difference. 

Stepwise regression analysis was used to determine the extent 

to which the independent variables (age, sex, highest degree earned, 

number of years of administrative service, type of school in which 

employed, and bargaining status of the school system) explained the 

variability in four dependent variables: (1) power coefficient (the 

responses of principals to all of the items on the questionnaire), 

(2) Category I (Selection Evaluation and Development of Personnel), 

(3) Category II (Organization and Administration), and (4) Category 

III (Curriculum and Instruction). 

With this analysis, the variables which were not actually 

involved in this study (all independent variables except bargaining 

status) were evaluated in an effort to eliminate them as predictors 

of perceived power. Stepwise regression entered the independent 

variables in their relative order of explanatory power. In other 

words, the independent variable that explained the most variability 

in the dependent variable entered the regression first. The second 

most explanatory variable entered the regression second and the 
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process continued. Using this process, the researcher was able to 

explain the variability in the power coefficient that was associated 

with collective bargaining. In addition, a determination was made 

in regard to the statistical significance of the collective bargain 

ing variable. 

The principals surveyed were also asked to write on the 

questionnaire any comments they might have. These comments were 

reported in the findings. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

As previously mentioned, the data used in this study was 

obtained with the use of an instrument designed to survey the prin 

cipal's perception of his/her power in the exercise of administrative 

prerogatives. In the initial mailing, questionnaires were sent to 

274 randomly selected principals in the state of Tennessee (see 

Appendix A). As a result of a follow-up postcard and a second 

mailing of the instrument to nonrespondents in two week intervals 

following the initial mailing, a response rate of 80% was achieved 

(see Appendix C). 

Of the 219 principals responding, 146 (66.7%) were employed by 

districts involved with collective bargaining. Seventy-one^(32.4%) 

were employed by nonbargaining districts and 2 (.9%) did not indi 

cate the bargaining status of their districts (see Table 1). 

Of the 930 principals composing the population of this study, 

624 (67.1%) were employed by bargaining districts and 306 (32.9%) 

were employed by nonbargaining districts. This composition of the 

respondents in these categories, therefore, corresponded very closely 

to the composition of the study population. 

The respondents were asked to indicate their ages by category. 

Five respondents (2.3%) listed their ages as 20-29 years, 80 (36.5%) 

indicated their ages were 30-39 years, 76 (34.7%) responded in the 
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TABLE 1 

BARGAINING STATUS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS FROM 

THE RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE PUBLIC 

SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Bargaining Status Frequencies Percent 

Bargaining 146 66.7 

Nonbargaining 71 32.4 

No response 2 .9 

Total 219 100.0 
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40-49 year group, 49 (22.4%) were between the ages of 50-59 and 9 

(4.1%) were ages 60 and above. The 30-49 age group comprised 71.2% 

of the respondents. Table 2 summarizes the age categories of the 

respondents. 

With regard to the sex of the respondents, 23 (10.5%) of the 

respondents were female, and 193 (88.1%) of the respondents were male. 

This item on the questionnaire was left blank by 3 (1.4%) of the 

respondents (see Table 3). 

The highest degree earned by the respondents was indicated on 

the survey instrument. Seventeen (7.8%) of the respondents had a 

Bachelor's degree, 89 (40.6%) held a Masters degree, 81 (37.0%) had 

attained the Masters +45 level, 30 (13.7%) held the Education Spe 

cialist degree, and 2 (.9%) had attained a doctorate. Table 4 

summarizes these data. 

Respondents were asked to supply information concerning their 

years of administrative experience. Thirty-one (14.2%) had been in 

an administrative position from 0 to 3 years, 53 (24.2%) had 4 to 7 

years administrative experience, 53 (24.2%) had 8 to 11 years ex 

perience, 34 (15.5%) had held an administrative position 12 to 15 

years, 25 (11.4%) had 16 to 19 years experience, and 22 (10.0%) had 

held an administrative position 20 years or longer. One respondent 

(.5%) failed to indicate years of administrative experience (see 

Table 5). 

Concerning the type of school in which the respondent 

principals are presently serving, 127 (58.0%) indicated they are 

presently employed as the principal of an elementary school, 23 

(10.5%) are holding an administrative position at a middle or 
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TABLE 2 

AGE CATEGORIES OF RESPONDENTS FROM THE 
RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE PUBLIC 

SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Age Category Frequency Percent 

20-29 5 2.3 

30-39 80 36.5 

40-49 76 34.7 

50-59 49 22.4 

60+ 9 4.1 

Total 219 100.0 
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TABLE 3 

SEX OF THE RESPONDENTS FROM THE RANDOM SAMPLING 
OF TENNESSEE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

FOR THE 1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Sex Frequency Percent 

Male 193 88.1 

Female 23 10.5 

No response 3 1.4 

Total 219 100.0 
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TABLE 4 

HIGHEST DEGREE ATTAINED BY RESPONDENTS FROM THE 

RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE 

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

FOR THE 1983-1984 

SCHOOL YEAR 

Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelors Degree 17 7.8 

Masters Degree 89 40.6 

Masters +45 81 37.0 

Education Specialist 30 13.7 

Doctorate 2 .9 

Total 219 100.0 
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TABLE 5 

YEARS OF ADMINISTRATIVE EXPERIENCE OF RESPONDENTS 

FROM THE RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE 

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Years of Administrative Experience Frequency Percent 

0-3 31 14.2 

4-7 53 24.2 

8-11 53 24.2 

12-15 34 15.5 

16-19 25 11.4 

20+ 22 10.0 

No indication 1 .5 

Total 219 100.0 
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junior high school, 48 (21.9%) are high school principals, and 21 

(9.6%) indicated they are serving as principal in another type of 

school. Within this "other" category, 11 respondents were princi 

pals in a K-12 school, 6 were principals of a vocational center, 

and 4 were principals of special education centers. A response of 

a combination of elementary and junior high grades was classified 

as elementary as long as the lower elementary grades were included. 

In the same manner, a response which indicated a principalship of a 

school comprised of junior high and senior high grades was classified 

as senior high as long as the eleventh and twelfth grades were in 

cluded. Junior high and middle school principals were combined into 

one category due to state-wide differences in grade levels in these 

two types of schools. Table 6 summarizes these findings. 

2. FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF 

THE PERCEPTUAL VARIABLES 

To study the relationship of collective bargaining to the 

principal's perceived power in exercising administrative prerogatives, 

the administrative tasks were categorized into the three response 

areas designated on the questionnaire. A fourth category, the power 

coefficient, was also established as a mean of the three response 

categories. 

The data were first analyzed by categories. Means were computed 

for each of the four categories. Within each category, the means for 

bargaining and nonbargaining principals were then compared by t-tests. 

This aspect of the analysis corresponded to the first research ques 

tion in Chapter I (see page 4). 
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TABLE 6 

TYPES OF SCHOOLS SERVED BY RESPONDENTS FROM THE RANDOM 

SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

FOR THE 1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Type of School Frequency Percent 

Elementary 127 58.0 

Middle--Junior High 23 10.5 

Senior High 48 21.9 

K-12, Vocational Center, 
Special Education Center 21 9.6 

Total 219 100.0 
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To determine if collective bargaining accounted for any of the 

variability in the power coefficient, a stepwise regression was com 

puted using the power coefficient as the dependent variable and the 

demographic variables as independent variables. Since a low mean of 

responses in one of the three questionnaire categories could possibly 

neutralize a high mean of responses in another category, the stepwise 

regression was also computed for each of the three categories of 

administrative tasks. In these regressions, the mean of responses in 

each category served as the dependent variable and the demographic 

variables served as the independent variables. This aspect of the 

analysis corresponded to the second research question addressed by 

the author (see page 4). 

In all cases while determining the mean, missing data were 

simply counted and subtracted from the total responses in each cate 

gory. Also, the mean of responses within a particular category was 

not computed if the number of items left blank exceeded 50%. This 

researcher felt that while some items in each category might have 

been nonapplicable to certain respondents, an omission of more than 

50% of the items indicated a lack of serious intent on the part of 

the respondent to supply the requested information. 

Findings From the t-test Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were computed for the responses in each 

of the questionnaire categories. A mean of 6.044 was found for 

Category I (Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel), a 

mean of 6.915 was computed for Category II (Administration and 
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Organization), and a mean of 5.454 was computed for Category III 

(Curriculum and Instruction). A mean of 6.210 was also computed for 

the power coefficient (see Table 7). 

To determine any significant difference between the means of 

the bargaining and nonbargaining principals with regard to their per 

ceived power, the data were treated to t-test analysis. For Category 

I (Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel), a t-value of 

-.66 indicated a probability of .508. Since the confidence level for 

the study was set at the .05 level, there appeared to be no signifi 

cant difference between the mean for bargaining principals (5.9763) 

and the mean for nonbargaining principals (6.1419). 

With regard to Category II (Administration and Organization), a 

t-value of -3.02 indicated a probability of .003. Therefore, a 

significant difference was found between these two means (6.7312 and 

7.2598) with nonbargaining principals perceiving greater power. 

For Category III (Curriculum and Instruction), a t-value of 

-2.23 indicated a probability of .027. Again, a significant differ 

ence was found between the bargaining and nonbargaining principals 

with nonbargaining principals perceiving more power in this area. 

The mean response for bargaining principals was 5.2680 and the mean 

for nonbargaining principals was 5.7459. 

In the t-test used to compare the means of bargaining and 

nonbargaining principals with regard to their responses to all of 

the items on the questionnaire (power coefficient), a t-value of 

-2.48 indicated a .014 probability. A significant difference 

existed between the two groups of principals with nonbargaining 
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TABLE 7 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE THREE ATTITUDINAL 

RESPONSE CATEGORIES OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
MAILED TO RANDOMLY SELECTED TENNESSEE 

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Standard 

Category Mean Median Mode Deviation 

Selection, Evaluation and 
Development of Personnel 6.044 6.316 5.550 1.600 

Administration and 

Organization 6.915 7.048 7.762 1.228 

Curriculum and Instruction 5.454 5.501 5.000 1 .506 

Power Coefficient 6.210 6.259 3.873 1 .235 
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principals again perceiving less restriction in decision making. 

The mean for bargaining principals was 5.2680 while the mean for 

nonbargaining principals was 5.7459. Table 8 summarizes the re 

sults of the t-test analysis. 

Findings From the Stepwise Regression 

The stepwise regression was calculated to determine if the 

collective bargaining variable could be associated with perceived 

power. With Category I as the dependent variable and demographic 

variables as independent variables, no variable entered the regres 

sion at the .05 level. With Category II as the dependent variable, 

only one variable, bargaining status, entered the regression at the 

.05 level. In this regression, the of .029 was significant at 

the .01 level. A beta coefficient of .38613 was produced. This 

stepwise regression yielded the equation: Y = 6.39980 + .38613X. 

Based on this equation, if the number assigned to bargaining 

principals (1) is placed in the equation for X, the perceived power 

with regard to administrative tasks in this category would be 6.78593. 

If the number assigned to nonbargaining principals (2) is placed in 

the equation for X, the perceived power is 7.17206. Nonbargaining 

principals, therefore, perceive themselves to be more powerful than 

bargaining principals. Since the response scale ranges from 1.0 

to 9.0, a comparison of 6.8 to 7.2 indicates only a slightly higher 

perceived power (4.3%). 

With Category III as the dependent variable and the demographic 

variables as independent variables, only one variable, sex, entered 
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TABLE 8 

RESULTS FROM t-TESTS OF PERCEIVED POWER FROM A COMPARISON 
OF BARGAINING AND NONBARGAINING PRINCIPALS 

FROM A RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE 

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Bargaining Nonbargaining 
Categories Mean Mean t-value Probabi1ity 

Selection, Evaluation 
and Development of 
Personnel 5.9763 6.1419 -.66 .508 

Administration and 

Organization 6.7312 7.2598 -3.02 .003* 

Curriculum and 

Instruction 5.2680 5.7459 -2.23 .027* 

Power Coefficient 6.0501 6.4884 -2.48 .014* 

significant t-value at the .05 level 
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the regression at the .05 level. The of .036, significant at the 

.005 level, indicated the beta value of .605. This regression 

yielded the equation: Y = 4.78036 + .60480X. 

With the power coefficient as the dependent variable, only one 

variable, bargaining status, entered the regression at the .05 

level. The value of .022 was significant at the .029 level. Al 

so, the beta coefficient of .335 was significant at the .029 level. 

This regression yielded the equation: Y = 5.76313 + .33543X. 

From this regression equation, if 1, the number assigned to 

bargaining principals, is placed in the equation for X, the resulting 

power coefficent is 6.09856. If 2, the number assigned to nonbargain-

ing principals is substituted for X, the resulting power coefficient 

is 6.43399. Nonbargaining principals, therefore, perceive themselves 

to be more powerful than bargaining principals with regard to their 

perceived ability to exercise administrative prerogatives. Again, 

since the response scale ranges from 1.0 to 9.0, a value of 6.4 

compared to 6.1 indicates only a slightly higher perceived power 

(3.7%). The findings from the stepwise regressions are summarized 

in Table 9. 

3. COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS 

Comments from the respondents were generally found to pertain 

to two areas: (1) state laws and board policy and (2) the negotiated 

contract. In regard to laws and policies, several respondents 

commented that the decision making regarding certain items on the 

questionnaire that dealt with the system as a whole is left to the 
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TABLE 9 

RESULTS OF THE STEPWISE REGRESSIONS COMPUTED ON DATA 
OBTAINED FROM A RANDOM SAMPLING OF TENNESSEE 

PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS FOR THE 

1983-1984 SCHOOL YEAR 

Independent 
Variable 

Entering 
Variable Regression r2 F Probability 

Selection, 
Evaluation and 

Development of 
Personnel none 

Administration Bargaining .02934 .0111* 

and Organization Status 

Curriculum and 

Instruction Sex .03564 .0051* 

Power Bargaining 
Coefficient Status .02187 .0287* 

* = significant F Probability at the .05 level 
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Board of Education. "I have input but not 'almost complete power'" 

was indicative of the comments in this area, although one respondent 

felt that he/she has no input on board decisions. 

Another typical comment was, "Except for specifications set by 

the state, I have almost complete control on matters that concern my 

school." One principal wrote that he believes he has input in estab 

lishing or changing state policy. In the same vein, another 

principal commented that the ratings would have been higher if he 

were invited for input by the school board and central office. 

Concerning the negotiated contract, the second general topic of 

comment, several principals stated that they feel collective bargain 

ing restricts or limits them. One said, "The negotiated contract 

limits power." Another respondent felt that there is little 

authority to make decisions due to rules imposed by the contract 

and by TEA (Tennessee Education Association). This particular re 

spondent also felt that the principal should have more authority in 

regard to terminating tenured teachers. 

One respondent listed the items in the questionnaire which are 

addressed in his master contract. Feeling that the negotiated 

contract has greatly affected a principal's decision making in the 

areas of scheduling and transfers, another principal commented, "I 

personally have seen no benefit of the bargaining unit to our school 

system." 

Two principals indicated that a strong superintendent definitely 

limits the decision-making power of the principals within their 

systems. Also, one respondent commented on his special situation in 

which he holds a principal/teacher position. 
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4. SUMMARY 

In the analysis of the categorized data by t-tests, several 

significant differences resulted. At the .05 probability level, 

bargaining and nonbargaining principals were significantly different 

in their responses to items on the questionnaire that corresponded 

to administrative tasks concerning the areas of administration and 

organization and curriculum and instruction. Also, the two groups 

responded with significant difference to the total of the items on 

the questionnaire. In all cases, the mean responses for nonbargain 

ing principals were higher than the mean responses for bargaining 

principals. 

Further analysis using stepwise regression resulted in the 

variable, bargaining status, as the only variable entering the 

regression at the .05 probability level when the administration and 

organization category and the power coefficient were used as depen 

dent variables. The variable, sex, was the only variable to enter 

the regression at the .05 level when the curriculum and instruction 

category was used as the dependent variable. In all cases the 

resulting values were low. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes a summary of the study and a discussion of 

the conclusions which were drawn from the findings. Recommendations 

based on these conclusions are made and suggestions are given for 

further study in the area of collective bargaining and its effect on 

the decision-making power of the public school principal. 

2. SUMMARY 

The Problem 

Collective bargaining is, by its own definition, an adversarial 

procedure in which one party attempts to gain power held by the sec 

ond party. In the case of collective bargaining in the public school 

sector, the two parties are the local school board and the teachers' 

association. Based on collective bargaining legislation in the state 

of Tennessee, the principal is associated with the teacher bargaining 

unit, a fact which often produces role confusion and a resulting di 

lemma. To whom does the principal give allegiance, the school board 

for which he/she is a management employee or to the teachers with 

whom he/she acts as instructional leader? This role confusion may 

be the source of concern among many principals especially when they 
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are excluded from the collective bargaining process. In addition, 

many principals fear that a loss of their administrative power may 

be the direct result of their limited input into the process of 

negotiating a contract. Since school principals have a major respon 

sibility in the education of the young people of Tennessee, their 

perceptions of the effect of collective bargaining on their decision 

making power are critical for those seeking to improve public educa 

tion in this state. 

The Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to provide information which could 

be used to help understand the perceptions of public school principals 

in the state of Tennessee in regard to the area of collective bargain 

ing. An understanding of the perceptions of these principals could 

and should be used by school boards and central office personnel to 

improve the working relationships between principals and other school 

system personnel so that the goal of public schools, the education of 

students, can be reached more efficiently and more effectively. 

Specific outcomes of the study included: 

1. A review of current literature to determine the effects of 

collective bargaining on the principal and recommendations 

for improving the process with involvement on the part of 

the principal 

2. A survey of Tennessee public school principals with regard 

to their perceptions of their decision-making power 
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3. An analysis of differences between bargaining and 

nonbargaining principals in regard to their decision-making 

power 

4. A determination of the relationship of the collective 

bargaining factor to the perceived decision-making power of 

the principal 

Procedures 

In the initial stages of the study, a review of the literature 

was undertaken to provide the researcher with background information 

and opinions. From the literature, the researcher extracted the 

demographic variables and the administrative tasks used on the ques 

tionnaire. The survey instrument was designed to determine the 

perceptions of principals with regard to their decision-making power 

in exercising administrative prerogatives. 

Before the questionnaire was distributed, it was reviewed by a 

panel of experts and field tested in two graduate classes. Revisions 

were made and the questionnaire was distributed to a random sample of 

274 public school principals in the state of Tennessee. From the 219 

responses, a Chronbach's alpha coefficient of .92 was computed. 

Treatment of the Data 

Based on the divisions within the questionnaire, the data were 

divided into three categories; (1) Selection, Evaluation and Develop 

ment of Personnel, (2) Administration and Organization, and 

(3) Curriculum and Instruction. A fourth category, the power coeffi 

cient, was computed from responses to all items on the questionnaire. 
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Frequencies and percents were computed for the demographic variables 

(age, sex, highest degree attained, years of administrative experience, 

type of school, and bargaining status of districts) and for the four 

categories of attitudinal responses indicated above. 

T-tests were computed to determine if any significant differences 

resulted from the responses obtained from two groups, bargaining and 

nonbargaining principals. These t-tests compared the means of the 

responses for bargaining and nonbargaining principals in each of the 

three response categories and for the power coefficient. A t-value 

was calculated for each category and a .05 level of significance was 

established. 

A series of stepwise regressions were computed to determine the 

association between the collective bargaining factor and perceived 

power. Each of the stepwise regressions consisted of one of the 

three response categories or the power coefficient as the dependent 

variable, and in all of the regressions, the demographic variables 

2 
were used as independent variables. An R was calculated for each 

variable that entered the regression at the .05 probability level. 

The resulting regression equations were used to demonstrate the 

relationships. 

Findings 

Based on the literature reviewed for this study, the effects of 

collective bargaining on the principal's perception of his/her de 

cision-making power is inconclusive. The consensus of authors 

reviewed in the descriptive literature was that the role of the 
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principal has indeed been affected by collective bargaining. The 

belief that bargaining has resulted in a decrease of the principal's 

power in decision making and in strained relationships with teachers 

was the feeling of many of the authors. On the other hand, the re 

sults of the empirical studies reviewed here indicated mixed findings. 

The belief that bargaining has affected principals in an extremely 

negative way was not proven by these studies. 

The findings from the analysis of the data gathered from the 

questionnaire were used to answer the two research questions proposed 

by this study. These two questions with their appropriate findings 

follow. 

Question 1. Is there a significant different between principals 

in districts engaged in collective bargaining and districts not en 

gaged in collective bargaining with regard to their perception of 

decision-making powers relative to personnel and education matters 

in the district? 

Significant differences did exist between bargaining and 

nonbargaining principals with regard to their ability to exercise 

administrative prerogatives. Specifically, the significant differ 

ences were found in these response categories: 

(1) Administrative and Organization 

(2) Curriculum and Instruction 

(3) Power Coefficient (total items) 

In all of the above categories, the mean response of 

principals who are employed by nonbargaining districts was higher 
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than the mean response of principals who are employed by bargaining 

districts. There was no significant difference found between the two 

groups of principals in their responses to items in Category 1, the 

Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel. 

Question 2. If a difference in power does exist, can this 

difference be related to collective bargaining and the negotiated 

contract? 

Collective bargaining was the only variable to enter the 

stepwise regression at the .05 level when the power coefficient and 

Category II (Administration and Organization) were used as dependent 

variables. The variable, sex, was the only variable to enter at the 

.05 level when Category III (Curriculum and Instruction) was used as 

2 
the dependent variable. In all cases, the resulting R values were 

low. No variable entered the stepwise regression at the .05 level 

when Category I (Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel) 

was used as the dependent variable. The resulting regression equa 

tions indicated that the power coefficient for nonbargaining 

principals is a higher number on the response scale of one to nine 

than the power coefficient of bargaining principals. 

3. CONCLUSIONS 

The findings of this study were the basis for the following 

conclusions: 

1. Collective bargaining inhibits the decision-making power 

of the principal in Tennessee. 
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2. Principals employed by bargaining districts feel their 

decision-making power is restricted in two areas: (1) Ad 

ministration and Organization, and (2) Curriculum and 

Instruction. It can be concluded, therefore, that princi 

pals' administrative prerogatives in these areas have been 

bargained away. 

3. If not included in the bargaining process, principals may 

feel a loss of decision-making power. 

4. Since there was no statistically significant difference 

between bargaining and nonbargaining principals in regard 

to the selection, evaluation and development of personnel, 

it was concluded that principals appear to have more input 

into negotiations in this area. 

5. Since collective bargaining accounts for only a small per 

centage of the variability in perceived power, it was 

concluded that factors other than collective bargaining 

influence principals' perceived power. 

6. Age, highest degree earned, number of years of administrative 

service and type of school in which employed can be 

discounted as factors which explain principals' perceived 

power. 

7. In the decision-making area of curriculum and instruction, 

female principals feel they have more power to make decisions 

than male principals; therefore, it was concluded that 

school systems use the expertise of female principals more 

than they use the expertise of male principals in this 

particular area. 
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These conclusions support the majority view of the authors of 

the descriptive literature who maintained that collective bargaining 

does constrain a principal in the exercise of administrative preroga 

tives. This constraint cannot, according to the results of this 

study, be classified as severe. The findings of the previous empiri 

cal studies were inconclusive; however, the conclusions of this 

study support the evidence that collective bargaining is associated 

with a decrease in the principal's decision-making power. 

4. DISCUSSION 

It seems clear that, based on the results of this study, there 

does appear to be a relationship that exists between collective bar 

gaining and a perception of principals that their decision-making 

power has been decreased. It is interesting that with regard to the 

categories of administrative tasks analyzed by t-tests, bargaining 

principals felt more limited in their power to make decisions in two 

areas: (1) curriculum and instruction and (2) administration and 

organization. As indicated on the questionnaire by a number of 

respondents, many of the items in these categories reflected 

district-wide or state-wide issues. The category of responses 

involved with selection, evaluation, and development of personnel 

perhaps included more items that pertained directly to the princi 

pal's domain, the individual school. 

It may be the case that principals have never had much input 

into district-wide issues; however, one interpretation of the data 

could be that principals tend not to be a part of the negotiating 
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process, thereby limiting their input into district-wide issues. If 

left out of the negotiating process, principals could experience 

feelings of ambiguity and reduced power. In other words, the nego 

tiation process may tend to limit the upward flow of the principal's 

influence on the system as a whole. 

The low values resulting from the stepwise regression can be 

explained by the fact that although collective bargaining appears to 

be significantly related to perception of power, there are other 

factors which account for the additional 97-98% (see Table 9, p. 66) 

of the variability in perceived power. Although it is impossible, 

based on this study, to make a definitive statement about other in 

fluences, some possible factors may include: variations in school 

board policies under which principals work, differing leadership 

styles of principals, and different management philosophies of 

school board members and central office personnel. 

To summarize, the data suggest that collective bargaining does 

contribute to the principal's perception of his/her decision-making 

power. Although it cannot be stated that the impact is a major one, 

it is, nevertheless, a significant one. Clearly, among public 

school principals in Tennessee, collective bargaining is associated 

with a perception of restricted decision-making power. 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings and conclusions of this study supported the 

following recommendations: 

1. Efforts must be made by the central office personnel in 

Tennessee public school systems to encourage input from 
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principals into the negotiation process. In order to 

decrease the "man in the middle" concept, the principal can 

best provide input during the bargaining process on a con 

sultatory basis rather than as a member of either 

negotiating team. 

2. Regarding the role of the principal in the day-to-day 

operation of the school district, the consensus of the 

literature surveyed in this study was that the principal 

is and should be considered management. It is recommended, 

therefore, that efforts should be made on the part of local 

and state school personnel to view the principal as a part 

of management. 

3. Effort should be made by superintendents of local school 

systems to remain current with regard to empirical research 

in the area of collective bargaining, particularly as it 

relates to the principal. Based on the results of these 

studies, superintendents should analyze and revise, if 

necessary, their administrative philosophies. 

4. The Educational Professional Negotiations Act (EPNA) should 

be revised to include principals in management bargaining 

units. 

6. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

This study has contributed to the body of collective bargaining 

knowledge regarding principals in the state of Tennessee. There re 

main, however, other questions which need to be addressed in order to 
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increase the base of knowledge in this area and gain further insights 

into the impact of collective bargaining on the public school princi 

pal. 

Since principals may not be able to assess reliably a situation 

in which they play a major role, one suggestion for further research 

would be to survey the perceptions with regard to the power of the 

principal of other people involved in the collective bargaining 

process. These others may be teachers, parents, superintendents, 

board members and supervisors. 

It would be interesting also to study different principals who 

work under the same contract yet differ significantly in one aspect 

such as the number of grievances brought against them or in the 

philosophy of management they espouse. Also, in regard to management 

philosophy, another suggestion for further study is to compare the 

philosophy of management of the superintendent, school board members 

and central office personnel with the principal's perception of 

power. In addition, research on the effect of principals of varying 

school board policies would be beneficial. 

Finally, a narrower, longitudinal study of the principal's 

perception of his/her power would no doubt prove to be worthwhile. 

Such a project might take the form of a long-term investigation of 

one school system or of a small group of principals. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 



I.D. 

(1 - 3) 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire is designed to gather information regarding your 
decision making power as a public school principal. Your name is not 
required. 

(4) A. Age 

1._20 to 29 4. ^50 to 59 

2. ^30 to 39 5. 60+ 

3._40 to 49 

(5) B. Sex 

1. Male 2. ^Female 

(6) C. Highest Degree Earned 

1. ^Bachelor's Degree 4. Specialist 

2. Masters Degree 5. Doctorate 

3. Masters +45 6. Other, Specify 

(7) D. Number of years of Administrative Experience 

1._0-3 4. ^12-15 

2._4-7 5._16-19 

3._8-ll 6._20+ 

(8) E. Presently Serving Which Type of School? 

1. ^Elementary 4. High School 

2. ^Middle 5. ^Other, Specify 

3. ^Junior High 

(9) F. Bargaining Status of District in Which You Are Employed 

1. ^Collective Bargaining District 

2. Non-Collective Bargaining District 

89 
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Using the following rating scale, please indicate your response to 
each of the following administrative tasks by circling the number 
which best expresses your situation. Treat the horizontal line as a 
continuum from the extreme at one end to the extreme at the other. 
If the task is not applicable in your situation, please write in 
the right margin. 

practically almost 
no power 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 complete power 
concerning concerning 

I. Selection, Evaluation and Development of Personnel 

(10) 1. In selecting new 
teaching staff 1 23456789 

(11) 2. In identifying the 
nature of the 
position to be 
filled 1 23456789 

(12) 3. In identifying any 
specific qualifica 
tions for the 

position to be 
filled 1 23456789 

(13) 4. In selecting staff 
members for assign 
ments which award 

extra compensation 1 23456789 

(14) 5. In deciding which 
tenured teachers, 
if any, should be 
terminated 1 23456789 

(15) 6. In deciding which 
non-tenured 

teachers, if any, 
should be terminated 1 23456789 

(16) 7. In selecting 
teachers for grade 
level or department 
chairman 1 23456789 
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(17) 8. In selecting which 
staff members will 

be hired for summer 

school teaching 1 23456789 

(18) 9. In selecting non-
certificated staff 

members 1 23456789 

(19) 10. In selecting staff 
members for extended 

contracts 1 23456789 

(20) 11. In selecting a 
rating instrument 
for evaluating 
teachers 1 23456789 

(21) 12. In selecting or 
rejecting transfer 
candidates 1 23456789 

(22) 13. In selecting in-
service education 

programs 1 23456789 

(23) 14. In determining the 
number of observa 

tion hours for the 

purpose of evaluation 1 23456789 

(24) 15. In determining when 
the principal should 
visit the classroom 

for the purpose of 
evaluation 1 23456789 

(25) 16. In effecting grade 
level transfers 

within the school 1 23456789 

(26) 17. In determining which 
staff members should 
be 1aid-off, if necessary 1 23456789 

(27) 18. In selecting recalled 
staff members 1 23456789 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

92 

(28) 19. In administering 
teacher reprimands 

(29) 20. In recruiting profes 
sional personnel 

II. Administration and Organization 

(30) 1. In determining the 
number of teachers 

on supervisory duty 

(31) 2. In scheduling teachers 
on supervisory duty 

(32) 3. In assigning teachers 
to cafeteria duty 

(33) 4. In determining regulations 
concerning faculty atten 
dance at PTA/PTO meetings 

(34) 5. In determining teacher 
association use of school 
facilities 

(35) 6. In determining the arrival 
time of teachers 

(36) 7. In determining the depar 
ture time of teachers 

(37) 8. In determining teacher 
work hours in the particular 
building 

(38) 9. In determining leave proce 
dures or regulations 

(39) 10. In determining criteria by 
which students are assigned 
to classes, sections and 
teachers 

(40) 11. In managing faculty 
meetings 

1 23456789 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 23456789 

1 23456789 

1 23456789 

1 23456789 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 23456789 

1 23456789 

1 23456789 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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(41) 12. In developing a set of 
recommendations for educa 

tional specifications for 
an addition or remodeling 
of a building 1 23456789 

(42) 13. In deciding when faculty 
meetings should be held 1 23456789 

(43) 14. In determining priorities 
for that part of the system's 
budget which affects the 
building 1 23456789 

(44) 15. In determining the appropriate 
utilization of facilities 
for instructional purposes 1 23456789 

(45) 16. In covering classes for 
absent teachers 1 23456789 

(46) 17. In enforcing student dis 
cipline rules and regulations 1 23456789 

(47) 18. In determining which staff 
members may be released on 
professional leave to attend 
workshops 1 23456789 

(48) 19. In scheduling planning 
periods 1 23456789 

(49) 20. In determining the length 
of planning periods 1 23456789 

(50) 21. In determining the 
utilization of planning 
periods 1 23456789 

III. Curriculum and Instruction 

(51) 1. In selecting instructional 
topics for children 1 23456789 

(52) 2. In determining whether lay 
citizens should participate 
on curriculum committees 1 23456789 
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(53) 3. In selecting supplementary 
teaching materials for 
classroom use 1 23456789 

(54) 4. In selecting from state 
adopted textbooks 1 23456789 

(55) 5. In selecting equipment 
for classroom use 1 23456789 

(56) 6. In determining which teachers 
should serve on system-wide 
curriculum committees 1 23456789 

(57) 7. In determining procedures for 
evaluating newly instituted 
educational programs within 
the school 1 23456789 

(58) 8. In determining class size 1 23456789 

(59) 9. In determining whether pro 
posed resource units should 
be implemented 1 23456789 

(60) 10. In determining whether pro 
posed curriculum guides 
should be utilized 1 23456789 

(61) 11. In determining whether 
recommendations of a system-
wide curriculum committee 
should be implemented 1 23456789 

(62) 12. In deciding whether a pilot 
project pertaining to an 
instructional program should 
be accepted 1 23456789 

(63) 13. In deciding which community 
drives or contests merit 
school participation 1 23456789 

(64) 14. In determining the grade 
level of school programs 1 23456789 

Comments: 



APPENDIX B 

LIST OF AND COVER LETTER 
TO THE JURY OF EXPERTS 



JURY OF EXPERTS 

1. Dr. Dan Baker, Professor 

Department of Educational Administration and Supervision 

University of Tennessee, Chattanooga 

2. Mr. Thomas Cross, Principal 

Dyersburg High School 

Dyersburg, Tennessee 

3. Dr. John Lovell, Professor 

Department of Educational Administration and Supervision 

University of Tennessee, Knoxville 

4. Mr. Tom McCullough. Principal 

Hixson High School 
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Chattanooga, Tennessee 

7. Dr. Dewey Stollar, Chairman 
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8. Mr. James Towater, Principal 

Union City High School 

Union City, Tennessee 
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May 25, 1983 

Dr. Dan Baker 

Educational Administration and Supervision 
University of Tennessee, Chattanooga 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 
37402 

Dear Dr. Baker, 

For my doctoral research project in the Department of Educational 
Administration and Supervision at the University of Tennessee, Knox-
ville, I am studying the impact of collective bargaining on the 
decision-making power of the principal in the state of Tennessee. In 
this regard, I am designing a questionnaire to determine the princi 
pal's perception of his/her decision-making power in the exercise of 
administrative prerogatives. As a result of your expertise and 
experience in this area, you are invited to serve as one of a panel 
of seven experts to review this instrument and insure its validity. 

Please examine the enclosed questionnaire to determine how well 
it represents the intended content area. On the questionnaire or a 
separate sheet indicate any administrative prerogatives which have 
been omitted, any areas which should be deleted or areas which are 
not clear. Comments on the construction of the instrument would be 
helpful. 

Thank you for your participation in this study. Your cooperation, 
time and assistance in this endeavor is greatly appreciated. I would 
appreciate your response within the next five days. Enclosed for 
your convenience is a stamped, return addressed envelope. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Fulmer 
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September 13, 1983 

Dear Colleague, 

As a part of my doctoral research at the University of 
Tennessee, Knoxville, I am conducting a state-wide survey of 
the decision-making power of the public school principal. I 
would appreciate your time in completing the enclosed survey 
and returning it in the attached self-addressed envelope within 
five days, if possible. The survey will take approximately ten 
minutes to complete. 

The questionnaire has been coded for computer implementation 
and for the identification of non-respondents for follow-up con 
tact. You can be assured that confidentiality will be maintained 
as the data will be aggregated so that the identification of any 
individual respondent will be impossible. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara G. Fulmer 
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September 30, 1983 

Dear Colleague, 

HELP! You received a questionnaire on 
the decision-making power of the public 
school principal several weeks ago (9-13-83). 
My records indicate you have not yet responded. 

I really need your opinion to make the 
study truly reflective of Tennessee educators. 
Please take a few minutes of your time to re 
spond and return the questionnaire. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. 

Barbara G. Fulmer 

UTK Graduate Center 

University of Tennessee 
at Chattanooga 
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October 14, 1983 

Dear Colleague, 

I am again asking for your help! A questionnaire 
on the decision-making power of the public school prin 
cipal was mailed to you approximately one month ago 
(9-13-83) and a postcard followed several weeks later 
(9-30-83). My records indicate that you have not 
responded. 

In the event that the first questionnaire failed 
to reach you or was misplaced, won't you please take 
a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire 
and return it in the self-addressed stamped envelope. 
Your opinions are truly needed in making this study 
reflective of Tennessee educators. 

Once again, I thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara 6. Fulmer 
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VITA 

Barbara Godley Fulmer was born May 1, 1945 in Augusta, Georgia. 

She received her public school training in Clemson, South Carolina 

and her undergraduate training at Furman University in Greenville, 

South Carolina where, in 1967, she received a Bachelor of Science 

degree with a major in Biology. In 1968, she received a Masters of 

Arts degree from the University of Alabama in Tuscaloosa. 

After several years of teaching chemistry and science in junior 

and senior high schools in Alabama and South Carolina, she was em 

ployed by Wofford College in Spartanburg, South Carolina as a 

Lecturer in Education and Director of the Education Curriculum 

Laboratory. Upon moving to Chattanooga, Tennessee, she began work 

toward the Doctor of Education degree at the University of Tennessee, 

Knoxville while serving as a student teacher supervisor at the 

University of Tennessee, Chattanooga. 

She is married to John G. Fulmer, a professor of finance at 

the University of Tennessee, Chattanooga. They have three children, 

Russell, Shannon, and Zack. 


