B 200 179 R S Y. s %  HE 013.571 Co T T

Q} | L ,\ L . RN ‘,. i
~ AUTHOR ] u;:._:wParelius, Robert Janes'?:' g P S ¥

TITLE 4 *”"?xPaculty Cultures and Instructional Practices.--- S

‘\x;-) © .. DOCUMENT RESUNE .

'SPONS AGENCY ~ HNational Inst, of Education (ED), Hashington, D.-.f
BPOB DATE [ Dec 80 ' CL

LS

_ Ganum a_;;-gaNIE G~ 79-0175 Q. c
NOIE ‘_, .j355p. IR S -
EDRS PRICE ”*TuP01/PC03 Plus Postage.» o ' S
DESCEIPTORS ‘Behavioral. Science Research; *College Faculty.v N

e .«;o*Educational Practicess. Educational Researchs *Group
:’%sﬁag:g,@Unityﬂ_Higher Education; Informal Leadership:
v s‘Instructional Development; *Interprofessional

" ‘Relationship: *Peer Influence:; Psychological Studies.

}?~gﬁ" nf;:g,f'*ﬁSocial_;gwence'Research- Social Values;" *Teaching

»ABSTRAC%

«-“Psychological Abstracts® (1967-7 ).

'(0ccupdt§on). Teaching Methods

oy
o

AP Besearch regarding-ﬂhe anteced:nts and consequences,’7
of faculty ‘cultures was survefed, bfﬁed primarily on computer -
seanches of BRIC (1966-79), n"Socidlogical Abstracts (1963-79); and
“j,lty cultures is used to
‘.refer to wogk-related (perceptions, nor ¥
by 'some or all of the teachers within a*diven school. Collegial
1nteract1on directe touard the solution of common and recurrent
. pfoblems is seen as/a’ fundamental' dynamic in the creation and. o
maintenance of informal cultural guidelines for instructional ST
practice.. Responses to six essential- probfems‘in teaching are
escribed. Those problems are: inadequate preparation, ambiguous
.goals, precarious autonomy, iustructiopal isolatiof;. and ,
-batch-processing of- students. It is concluded that despite

4

e
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relationships and faculty cultures are central. Research linking ..'

'faculty cultures to student achievement is highlighted;and the need

for further research is noted. (Author/SH) o
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A computer sea ch oﬁ ERIC (1966 -79), Soc1olog;ca1 Abstracts_ .
(1963 79), and Psychologlcal Abstracts (1967-79) data bases. et
revealed a scattered ‘@nd. uneven lhterature which contributes t0-
~an understandlng ofvthe nature and. impact of" faculky cultures. -
;By faculty culturesewe refer to work—related perceptlons, norms,
"’and values which ane shared by some or’ all of " the teachers within
a- glven ‘Séhool. - Colleglal Lnteractlon dlrected toward the SOlutlon;
{of ‘common and recurrent problems is seen as. a fundamental dynamlc .
;ﬁln ‘the creation and maintenence of 1nformal cultural guldellnes

- for ‘instructional practlce,_ilndlv1dual ‘and collectlve responses
“to six essentlal problems i 'schoolteachlng a descrlbed Those
problems are: 1nadequate pre aration,’ amblgu goals, precarlous
‘jautonomy, 1nstructlonal isolation and batch-processing of students.

Y

‘It.ls\concluded that desplte'professlonal d oxrganizational o
~ barriers ‘to faculty sglidarity; informal “work groups -do- develop and
that these primary: g-ﬁups offer their: members help, support,. o
'Aguldance, and conseysual validation regardlng appropriate. instruc-
" tional practlces._f“-soc1ologlcal model of the‘teachlng-learnlng
. process within whijt
. ‘are central is- prr

cultures to stud 4
‘ called for.




. - e . TR SR N
: . . . _ : : -

‘ . ' e v . .-,~ -' - ;--:.,—:.1'/ A .‘ ,I "_ ": .. //
Facult_y Cultures and Instr‘uct1 ona1 Practu:es '

N

Th‘lS paper presents a’ synthes1s of theascattered and uneven 11/ter
: / 1
_;‘wh1ch contﬂbutes to an. understand1ng of the nature and ampact of factl

3 ,cu'ltures As we use the tenm, faculty cuTturesy refers m work—relate§
. \ }

-?teachers w1th1n a g1 ven Srchool.A gThese cultural guldehnES for pra /
. ‘v -are, created and/or ma1nta1ned by mformal groups of tea?/
e

/have been no systemat1c 1nvest1gat1ons of coHeg1a1 in ncés upon '

classroom behav1ors. But as w1}1” be- demonstrated b' ow

suggestw ev1dencev~to Just1fy further rese rch i
P ~ - ; Ve - :
- cultures. o

1nteract1 om st perspect:xves. Both have o

oo)tr1b{.|ted ta th1s :? t1c '_ffort - - S Lo
//b/ureaucrames has lon g

/ 1nQUStr1a1 (Barnard

en recogmzed Such groups have been found w1th1n o
'v38, Roethh sberger and D1ckson 1947, Roy 1952

‘ Gouldner 1954/ s mﬂ/tary (Page 1946 475 Shﬂs and Janovntz 1948, Stouffer ’ _

11949; L1?e 1964 Moskos 1970) and profess1ona] settmg;s zi(Blau 1957, o | )

Beckerl, er and Hughes 1968\;, Fre1dson 1975 Baldr1dge 12971) wherever'

/
they ex1st 1nforma1 work groups develop the1r own unofﬁc1a1 yet h1gh1y U




* Y

1nf1uent1a1 dei&n)t1ons of the1r work s1tuat1on and product1v1ty norms."“ L

In S1tuat1ons where there 1s uncerta1nty or r1sk 1atera1 re1at1ons among

TN .
workers may be he1pfu1 through shar1ng 1nformat1on, problem-solv1ng and e

Pr0v1s1on ‘of soc1a1 suPPort (March and S1mon 1958, Blau and Scott 1962 _3f’ﬁ3-
Perrow 1972 Galbra1¢h 1973) The work group def1nes means ofhcop1ng .

w1th recurrent problems wh1c ané\soc1a11y acceptabTe'to ltS members and

“,\

-

of these generaT1zatFons about 1nforma1

“f'hools would appear to be a promis;ng and fru1tfu1

v ?V .
. or customers over others, no codes of behav1or w1th .

VRN

supporting 1nfori

fh.rank The th1ng'“as to d1scover in what form the problemq,'
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Lo turned up, how ser:.ous 1t was and how 1.t‘was handled e
| The essence of the comparatlve frame is that one: seeks

e

dlfferences 1n terms of dlmenslons common to a11 the

. tlonal cultures._./ ' _"_52,‘ M”'f ﬁ'.ﬁé} Li. a“f’ ?‘1 . f-?{f
7:-;'*¢ sz . 'A group f1nds 1tse1f shar1ng a common sltuatlon .'
T X

A ‘,?c

and common problems._ Vailous members of the group - r[

: experlment Wlth posslble solutlons to those problems and
report thelr experlences to the1r fellous In the

' course of the1r collectlve dlscusslén. the members -of - .

-

the group arrlve at a deflnltlon of €he 51tuatlon, 1ts
| prdblems and poss1b111t1es, and develop consensus as. to..l
' ;._.; " the most approprlate and effaclent ways of behavrng. Thls'
o re—-eengeﬂses—thenceforth constralns the act1v1t1es of 1nd1v-=
e = 1dua1 members of the group, who w111 prdbably act. on 1t,_

| \\ ngen the opportunlty. L e o o e S

- K g 7 .
ki . ¢ .
g °

The collectrve character of spclalrzatlonaprocesses

has a profo d effect on thelr consequences.' Because

~ v

.b the solutlons thelgroup reaches have,.far the~1nd1v1duab%

»

belng SOClallZed, ‘the character of‘”what‘everyone kﬁows
A P .

to\be true,“/he tends’ to accept them (1964 47) 'gf -
Cpmmon srtuatlons andaproblems spur workers to rnteract and to
"develop conse'eus on acceptab1e adaptatlon strategles.. 0ver t1me

. these culturaiiguldellnes are taken for granted and passed on hﬁr

"neOPﬁzSéslas they appear on the scene ;,t;'” ,1 C R

7 - ~ oty . oo " - . S o *
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Usé?u} as the descr1pt1on above 1s, 1t is. st111 somewhat overs1mp11f1ed ¥

The problem-solv1ng process is comp11cated 1f commun1cat10n is 1ncomp1ete and * .

y
,colleg1a1 trust 1s m1n1ma1 Under such c1rcumstances 1nd1v1duals may resolve

“

. thezproblems on the1r own and not’ share the1r soJut1ons wwth others. Stebb1m&
(1977 29) has made a useful d1st1nct1on betweqq consensua] shar1ng and

7nonconsensua1 shar1ng. Consensua1 shar1ng ar1ses from dtrect and. ongo1ng . .

1 4

_':commun1cat1on as in. the c1rcumstances descrvbed by Becker. On the other
t»hand it 1s p0551b1e %hat 1ndtv1duals w1]1 come to s1m11ar resolut1ons of

-4

{vcommon problems w1th m1n1ma1 coﬁversat1on*about them., Co-workers may be

“\!l:‘( -

perspect1ves, norms and values. ThuS) npnconsen5ua1 shar1ng and collect1ve

. -

°1gnorance are poss1b1e under cond1t1onsi'f_constra1ned 1nteract1on. Because .

the opportun1t1es for conversat1on, consu1tat1on and comm1§hrat1on amdng

v X
> teachers 1n most schools are hu1te 11m1ted 4 onconsensuaT shar1ng may develop

Further, tota1 consensus w1th1n a sthdol faculty may be 11m1ted to .

alfew very generaL and abstract pr1nc1p1es ,Later in thts paper c11ques .1
'and cleavages w1th1n teach1ng staffs w111 be descrfﬁ%d Hhere staffs are .
._1sharp1y d1v1ded by spec1a11zat1on, ph1losophy, techn1ques or other factors,.

>

:'interact1on may be restr1cted to small groupS\of 11ke-m1nded 1nd1v1duals

. Fact1ona11zat1on W111 reduce the potent1a1 for the recogn1t1on and d1scuss1on

'aof common prggkems and resolut1

s. Thus overall staff. sol1dar1ty w111

© v .. . . v

’be Iow., o =;f;£;.‘.
. in:"

The symb011c 1nteract1on1st perspec 've 1s useiul7an that it h1gh11ghts

the roles wh1ch facé’to face re1a€wonsh1ps ong workers piay 1n creat1ng

k and ma1nta1n1ng work patternsu However, we should not be bl1nded to the

"-r,

&t
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_fact that larger ecolog1cal, soc1ocultural, pol1t1cal~econom1c, ﬂ? e

technological,_prbfess1onal and formal organ1zat1onal factors l1m1t the’ _

~

% . .
:adaptat1on opt1ons available to teacher work groups. partmtular the. P

-~

processes. of’profess1onal and ongan1zat1onal recru1tment, select1on,, /;' T ,7f(
soc1alxzat1on, evaluat1on,reward and negot1at1on no ou t Shape work

’fpatterns in, ways wh1ch are not yet fully understood o f_jill'; ;»4 f§> |

r

J' Faculty cultures are*ﬁ/t eas1ly suscept1ble to emp1r1cal explorat1on
¢ A .

4fUnde7(i3rmal c1rcumstances many faculty\perspect1ues, norms and values are v .3
: taken or granted Faculty cultures,proV1de schoolteachers w1th a body |
'_of convent1onal w1sdom wh1ch may not be challenged explored or d1scussed
~wathout d1scomfort Thé’d1scomfort may ar1se not¥nﬂy from the process of
;_exam1n1ng cultural patterns wh]dh are not generally recogn1zed but also l

ALY /‘ .

“”from the fact that some of those patterns may be purposely h1dden from n i

LY A
‘ super1ors and outs1dérs. Some of the shared strateg1es for coplng w1th

recurrent problems may bypass or cqntrad1ct off1c1al pol1p1es. Publ1c
4knowledge of the1r ex1stence could quite poss1bly lead  to contQQVersy and ‘ﬁf?'
"efforts to el1m1nate those pract1ces.4 In add1t1on a %omplete understand1ng

'fof faculty cultures requ1res a dynam1c perspect1ve that takes 1nto account

f'the processes through__pnch faculty consensus develops, 15 ma1nta1ned and
41nst1tut1onal1zed Cop1ng tact1cs may be developed by 1nd1v1dual teachers;

z‘1nformal subgroups and/or professional assoc1atﬁons and the complex ff :
.interrelat1onsh1ps among these var1ous levels of adaptat10n are. Unknown.
At any one po1nt in t1me certa1n elements of a faculty culture may be

_ emergent wh1le others are formal1zed in standard operat1ve procedures or tu K\\;L

~n long stand1ng wr1tmen agreements. Perhaps 1t is because of these var1oUs
4 . . e . L

. 1 .
P y




.r.:‘

'complex1t1es that*faculty cultures have not been systematlcally stud1ed In.

N

;any case, it. is clearly a challenge to produce a coherent analys1s from the_

: scattered b1ts and p1eces of - evxdence ava1lable. N )

.ff | The Reseanlh‘PrOCess', Y

- ot L N - ,;“».

{} l‘

This research 1s pr1mar1ly based on computer searches of ERIC (1966 79),

Sowfogmi Abwuw@ (1963- 79) and Pbychoﬂagx.cal Abbmaté (1967 79y | & |
data f1les These searches’ of the Journal and report l1terature were e

]

4 des1gned to’ uncover research regard1ng the antecedents and consequences

- of faculty cultures. Social. background and profess1onal tra1n1ng were

’l

' treated as pred1ctors of faculty cultures and faculty cultures were treated

’

- as ed1ctoFs of 1nstruo¢1onal pract1ces and learn1ng outcomes. In these :
,‘searches mater1als were 1dent1f1ed both through the.use of controlled}SL |
"1ndex1ng vocabular1es and. "free text" 1dent1f1ers. However, the controlled
;i1ndex~descr1ptors were based pr1marlly on psycholog1cal concepts wh1ch were.

;jonly crude approx1mat1ons of our key concepts. ,Furthermoré the ut1l1zat1on ’
. .
\3of "faculty cultures" aSOa free text descr1ptor was of l1mnted ut1l1ty
) R

"because theﬁterm is not w1dely used Inev1tably then ‘the seanéh produced

~ many 1rrelevant c1tat1ons. z'g . 5 'f' ',f t L T

The searches produced the follow1ng y1elds aERIC 39 itemsﬁ;

| Soc&okag&caﬂ Abbiﬂaciz 136 1tems,.P6ycho£ocha£ Abstracts 67 items. “An -
abstractvaccompan1ed each c1tat1on. Through s1mple 1nspect1on 'f the abstracts

.y it was poss1ble to- el1m1nate a great many obv1busly 1rrelevant c1tat1ons. o

' After perusal of full cop1es of the" rema1n1ng art1clesK1:‘was ssible to
‘of 5

. . - N e . . . . . .

. N " . L N . . A
¢ A : . - _ : R . i
: ’ o N o : . .




| | S v;, - G
_felim1nate others--many because they presented only aggregated survey data*
. -t
. or because they d1d not use school fac111t1es or subgroups as un1ts of

"analys1s In the; end only.about one out of every s1x c1tat1ons proved atv

all useful

S

After the winnowing process was completed the research cont1nued 1n,-f5lﬁ“

B

Tess formal ways. Inmers1on 1n the mater1als uncovered fbotnotes to be

traced and new: concepts ‘and theoret1cal l1nes to be explored In the end a

general knovﬂedge of.the soc1 2 gyiof edbcat1on work. and formal organ1zat1ons
'pfoved.invaluab]e;gj | | .

oy ;ﬂ”' . L

‘féssential Problems an :éoplng‘strategies.
It appears<that v1rtually all,publ1c schoolteachersfhcedcerta1n common
‘problems which ar1se from the profess1onal and organ1zat1cnal contexts of
the1r work Thexessent1al problemsﬂto be dealt w1th here are: 1nadequate .
fpreparat1onw amb1guous goals precar1ous autonomy, 1nstruct1onal 1so15ETEH“*\,
. and ogtch process1ng of students. Wherever possible we irlll show how
Arecurrent problems, colleg1al 1nteract1on faculty cultunes and 1nstruct1onal
v"fpract1ces may e plaus1bly l1nked However, because “there are S0 many gaps K :
An the present knowledge of ‘such matters, causal 1nferences are necessar1]y

g,.-

Atenuous

.Inadequate Preparation . o L ;". .

V-
° - Co Ty

"; Beyond reinforcinggaivery general commitment to serwing youth -




(Lortie 1967 155 71 Etz1on1 1969) the pedagog1ca1 tra1n1ng of teachers |
contrﬁbutes 11tt1e to staff conséhsus and colleg1a11ty. In most cases jva y T}h
‘beg1nn1ng teachers are 1na6equate1y prepared for assumpt:on of the1r __; ']:;,w:
c1assroon dut1es (e. g Becker 1952, S11berman 1970 373 522 Sarason 1971. ;
'v172 Lort1e 11975: 67- 79) The know]edge base upon wh1ch educat1ona1 praet1ce.5“
:1s bu11t is weak and as-a consequence teach1ng teChnology is pr1m1t1ve
uncod1f1ed and of uncerta1n effect1veness (Boocock 1966 44 Hermanomacz 1966, X
,'Jackson 1968; 159- 63 Radnor 1974 123 Lort1e 1975 58—70‘ B1dwe11 and
~Kasarda 19753 Barr and Dreeben 1977 Centra and Potter 1980) Furthermore, ;-»
';educat1on is a f1e]d w1th1n which d1verse goals and models are contend1ng
. far peneral acceptance.l Nutha11 and Snook 1dent1fy behav1or-mod1f1cat1on,' f
'd1scover1ng 1earn1ng and rat1ona1 mode1s as be1ng amonq,the domﬁnant contenders
at present. ' ) o '_5' _ , V y \\
_ f" ;; R Un11ke major models which. have been 1nf1uent1a1 in S , |

;the phys1ca1 sc1ence§ these mode1s do not compete W1th

_each other as a1ternat1ve Views of the same body of .
| 'estab11shed data.l S1nce there 1s 11tt1e, 1f any,
iestab11shed data about teach1ng wh1ch 1s w1dely
accepted they compete w1th each other as a1ternat1ve N o
"uays of v1ew1ng the pract1ca1 act1v1ty of- teachung | fﬁ . '?}:”.

(1963\J %9). o _
' Ind1v1d_311y prescr1bed 1nstr0ct1on (Glaser 1977) and mastery 1earn1ng

,’(Bloom 1976) are two more qu1te d1fferent approaches presently in: vogue

fOthers have noted that teachers vary in their or1entat1ons toward contrx

"content d1scovery and sympathy (S1eber and W11der 1967), human1st1c versus

\
T ke s
b

L T
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// custod1a1 1deoTog1es (Hoy 1968 1969) and 1ncorporat1ve versus deveTopmentaT
' goaTs (Metz 1978) After be1ng exposed to many conf11ct1ng approaches, 1t 1s
'Jnot surpr1s1ng that beg1nn1ng teache(s often feeT overwheTZed and confu%;d

_j,No wondertheycr1t1c1ze the1r tra1n1ng as: hav1ng been too theoretﬂqpl

Vf“Tack1ng in spet1f1cs about how to: dea1 w1th everyday classroom rea]1t1es

. "'(Hermanow1cz 1966; Ladd 19663 Lort1e 1975: 71). a

' As & resuTt of the1r typ1ca11y fragmented and 1neftéct1§e specta11zed

Tg:tra1n1ng, teachers w1th1n a g1ven schoo] are un11ke1y to share a common S

. techn1ca1 cuTture. Teachers un11ke profess1égals 1n other f1e1ds serom

"'use Jargon when ta1k1ng about the1r work (HaTTer 1967) And -as, Ldrt1e‘has

f1:observed | .' - R kg;[ | . | w'
B The concept1ons vo1ced by .o teachers ...jare'not'thosejfp:.'fi

of coTTeagues who. see themseTves as shar1ng a v:able,:v:dﬂéffkf“n: :

genera11zab1e body of knowledge and pract1ce There 1s .

- 11tt1e 1dea of a "statei?f the art.“ Such a vxewpo1nt 7 :

| presumes that there are #d nfif*‘ble pr1nc1g1es “and

; \
o soTut1ons wh1ch are possessed by aTT those w1th1n the
'colleague group. The 1mage proJected 1s more L '_:5[132 DA )

1'1nd1v1dua11st1c,qteachers are portrayed as an aggregatev. _1';-
“~'of persons each~assemb11ng pract1ces cons1stent w1th o
;'& 2ot ﬁh1s exper1ence and pecu11ar persona11ty It 1s not what

"we, the' coTTeagues" know and share wh1ch is paramount,t';
| but rather what I have Tearned through exper1ence. From
| 1thxs perspect1ve, soc1a11zat1on 1nto teach1ng’1s TargeTy

Z.;AeﬂéPAOCAaZLzat&On, one's personaT pred1spos1tlons are L,

+
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// custod1a1 1deoTog1es (Hoy 1968 1969) and 1ncorporat1ve versus deveTopmentaT
' goaTs (Metz 1978) After be1ng exposed to many conf11ct1ng approaches, 1t 1s
'Jnot surpr1s1ng that beg1nn1ng teache(s often feeT overwheTZed and confu%;d

_j,No wondertheycr1t1c1ze the1r tra1n1ng as: hav1ng been too theoretﬂqpl

*f“Tack1ng in spet1f1cs about how to: dea1 w1th everyday classroom rea]1t1es

. "'(Hermanow1cz 1966; Ladd 19663 Lort1e 1975: 71). a

' As & resuTt of the1r typ1ca11y fragmented and 1neftéct1§e specta11zed

Tg:tra1n1ng, teachers w1th1n a g1ven schoo] are un11ke1y to share a common S

o techn1ca] cu]ture. Teachers un11ke profess1dgals 1n other f1e1ds serom

"'use Jargon when ta1k1ng about the1r work (HaTTer 1967) And -as, Ldrt1e‘has

f1:observed | | .' - R kg;[ | . | w'
B The concept1ons vo1ced by .o teachers ..-tare'not'tho;ejriz.'ff

of coTTeagues who. see themseTves as shar1ng a v:able,:v:eﬂéffkf“n: :

genera11zab1e body of knowledge and pract1ce There 1s .

- 11tt1e 1dea of a "statei?f the art.“ Such a vxewpo1nt 7 :

| presumes that there are #d nfif*‘ble pr1nc1g1es “and

; \
o soTut1ons wh1ch are possessed by aTT those w1th1n the
'colleague group. The 1mage proJected 1s more L '_:5[132 DA )

1'1nd1v1dua11st1c,qteachers are portrayed as an aggregatev. _1';-
“~'of persons each~assemb11ng pract1ces cons1stent w1th -
;'& 2ot ﬁh1s exper1ence and pecu11ar persona11ty It 1s not what

"we, the' coTTeagues" know and share wh1ch is paramount,t';
| but rather what I have Tearned through exper1ence. From
| 1thxs perspect1ve, soc1a11zat1on 1nto teach1ng’1s TargeTy

Z.;AeﬂéPAOCAaZLzat&On, one's personaT pred1spos1tlons are L,

+
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”"12 not only relevant but in fact, stand at tﬁe core °f vf-;l'7:

) .“ ~’ . A
Y .

becom1ng a teacher (1975 79)

Leacock a1so rad1ca11y d1scounts the 1mportance of profess1ona1 tra1n1ng as o

f:a guide for c1assroom pract1ce (1969 201) _ SRR _“f;*]jg;;;
| However, it may be that tra1n1ng w1th1n academ1c dlsc1p11nes, as opposed
fto genera1 1nstruct1on 1n educat1ona1 ph1losophy and methods, does Iay some
foundation for colleg1a1 1nteraet;on~and‘sol1dar1ty among teachers who share
'_'a spec1a11zat1on. ~At. the h1gher educa 1on 1eve1 many stuﬂaes have documented
Lthe ex1stence of what m1ght be ca11ed subcultural var1at10ns between d1sc1p11nes
.'1n terms of bas1c or1entat1ons in undergraduate teach1nglfLazarsfe1d and
'Th1e1ens 1958 Gamson 1966 Gusf1e1d and R1esman 1966 _Vreeland and B1dwe11
| :1966 Lew1s 1967 Moore 1970 Gaff and W11son 1971 Lodal antd Gordon 1975
- Ladd and L1pset 1975 L1ebert and Bayer 1975 W11son 1975-'Stark and Morsta1n ,5
1975 Th1e1ens 1978) In general, natural sc1ent1sts as compared w1th d;nn,'r
‘zsoc1a1~sc1ent1sts are more conservat1ve, d1stant from stwdents and more ‘lﬁf o
: concerned w1th techn1ca1 than moral goals. These d1fferences are 1mportant
. bases of conf11ct betweeh departments. Parailel c1eavages among schoolteachers

' Fhave occas1ona11y been noted (e 9. McPherson 1972, Lacey 1977 Metz 1978)

1inhus, 1t may be that the members of subgroups d1v1s1ons or departments .

',_w1th1n a. school may share certa1n perspec&nves, norms and values wh11e

?consensus”may be 1ack1ng w1th1n the school ‘as a° whole. The overa11 effect

B

Ij‘JE spec1a11zat1on and d1fferent1at1on 1n tra1n1ng and consequent organ1zat1ona1
:ﬁﬁplacement may bevtobfragment school facu1t1es JUSt as coliege and un1vers1ty f}
‘*hfacultﬁes ‘have been sp11ntered by the same processes. - | o | L
If formal profess1ona1 soc1a11zat1on does not produce staff consensus -
-i and s011dar1ty, perhaps formal organ1zat1ona] procedures are more effect1ve.}

U v
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,Off}cial procedures for recru1tment, select1on,. oc1al1zat1on, ass1gnment,
' transfer and promot1on of teachers mayﬁgll affect the degree of consensus BN
b'in a teach1ng staff However, in the absence of stud1es of these formal | E
'organ1zat1onal procedures and the1r 1mpacts one can only speculate about
the1r impor nce’ 1n shap1ng faculty cultures and ﬂnstructlonal pract1ces.
?’%;e Because teach1ng technolpgy 1s.uncerta1n and student teach1ng
::exper1ences are generally dU1te l1m1ted beg1nn1ng teachers (espec1ally
;those -in the most d1ff1cult)1nnerwc1ty schools) often exper1ence a real1ty
'shock when they assume full classroom respons1b1l1t1es (Becker 1952 ::,e ;{; -i
"Hermanow1cz 1966 Foster 1974) In add1t1on to draw1ng upon the1r own past
exper1ences nov1ce teachers often seek help from the1r older, more exper1enced
' colleagues. Although 1deal1st1c newcomers may be 1n1t1ally repulsed by

some of the trad1t1onal pract1ces w1th1n their schools (Locke 1974 103 | -<5[5*“

"Levy 1968), din the end they often seek guidance from elder colleagues When

ki

" the newcomer is appropr1ately deferent (Brookover and Erxckson 1975: 200),

‘iihe or she is l1kely to rece1ve “advice and gu1dance on a number of mundane '
"vyet centrally 1mportant matters These 1nclude the development of classro,ﬂl
) rout1nes, curr1culum development, acqu1s1t1on of teachlng mater1als preparat1onf
fg of plan books record keep1ng ‘and classroom management'(Becker 1951 ._7 N
) Hermanow1cz 1965 20 Eddy 1969 107 N1llower, E1dell and. Hoy 1967 |

4Hoy 1969; Leacock 1969: 201) Becker (1952) and Eddy (1969) both found

that teachers who did: not transfer out of 1nner-c1ty schools tended to
.: adopt more phys1cal d1sc1pl1nary technaques, Towered academ1c standards ::

and a def1n1t1on of the s1tuat1on as. one 1n wh1ch l1ttle academ1c progress E ‘.

could be exp"ted because the students came from 1mpoverlshed fam1ly

' backgrounds

.Pu..

A
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ﬁ | It has- been noted that 1nforma1 work groups among teachers often deveTop
aTong,generat1onaT T1ngs (Eddy 1969 111 Brookover and Er1ckson 1975\¥4¥1 t;
,CoTl1ns and Noblit 1978\\154ﬁ\Metz 1978) One can onTy speculate about
the content of conwersat1ons among beg1nn1ng teachers 1n'the*staff room.‘

"But it seems 11ke1y that coTlect1ve bTame—pTac1ng, comn1serat1on and

>

consensuaT vaquat1on of s1tuat1ona1 adJustments are commnn 1n peer

1nteract1ons (Lacey 1977 86,\House and Lapan 1978 13), ": ' "

There is probabTycons1dérabTevar1atlon among 1nd1vxdua1s ang‘staffs

; 1n terms of the extent to wh1ch heTp 1s openTy sougﬁt and 1nformat1on freelywﬁj_:
shared N}n a study of. student teachers 1n EngTand Lacey fbu\d that nov1ces f
vi adapted t{ﬁ;hé probTems and fa1Tures they faced 1n two maJor ways. ?f‘}

The f1rst category 1nvoTves a “coTTect1v1zat1on“ of

:;.'u : ythe probTem. The probTem 1s shared by the group whose
'coilect1ve op1n1ons Teg1t1m1ze the d1sp1acement of bTame

The second category 1nvoTves the “pr1vat1zat1on of the :

‘__problem. The student doesn t speak about 1t, except 1n a .
B most guarded way, and may refuse to adm1t {s) any probTem T‘
.i‘_at all in certa1n c1rcumsta7p Once aga1n some)students
~ f-'.i,ipﬁ'“rema1n true to one or other of these bas1c strateg1es

N ﬂ;'rthroughout the course, manysh1ftfrom one' to another,:vﬂf
_""i:depend1ng on, the s1tuat1ona1 constra1nts (1977 86) _’f o 5~'f
Th1s k1nd of var1at1on can be expected to cont1nue after compTet1on of the :
_ per1od of superv1sed teacher tra1n1ng _ ' R

| ’In summary then, it does appear that beg1nn1ng teachers share the :

common probTem of 1na?equate preparat1on. And there is scattered ev1dence

-




13
that the problem is handled 1nformally through 1ntergenerat1onal consultat1on ','
and pEer suppo?t It 1s not poss1ble to guage the efftcacy of the: Enformal

social1zat1on process from these few observat1ons But 1t is easy 0 see
that such patterns ma1nta1n the status quo W1th1n a scpool ‘and are obstacles
to change. o VA , f;"*é :_”}Z:' '

N S Sy

- .' Goal Amb1gu1ty 4-

-

It 1s useful to d1s;1ngu1sh between the 07f1c1a] or’ consensual goals

| of a school or school system and 1ts operat1ve goals (Perrow~1961 Mohr 1975)

E

- 4
\ The former are typ1cal§§;4perhaps purposely, stated 1n extremely vague

and general terms For_example school board m1ght adopt a ~goal statement*'

uiy.

. -5 S
' wh1ch calls for max1m1z1ng the £u§h1t1ve and moral growth of each and QJ

1

every ch1ld w1th1n the system Although anyone would be hard’put to’ .i::.\\ -

\

- spec1fy prec1sly thﬁ*ﬁct1ons and programs wh1ch would achrgve such an

L abstract goal, 1t meets the formal requ1rements'for some statement of

. . o

gu1d1ng purpose.. It is relat1vely easy . to ach1eve consensus on a goal ' ¥

such as th1s because 1t does not mean1ngfully constra1n the act1ons of SR
adm1n1strators or teachers Expressed comm1tment to an amb1guous goal

- often serves to mask deep d1v1s1ons regard1ng educat1onal ph1losophy and B
| t technology In fact, abstract goals may leg1t1mate a very w1de range |
of 1nstruct1onal pract1ces Certa1nly that seems to be ‘the case at the

: un1vers1ty level where OthEHWlSe badly d1V1ded facult1es and adm1n1strators j':.

- reach consensus on. the value of acad§m1c freedom (Gross 1968) In effect,, |

they agree that 1t is appropr1ate for professors to eany broad d1scret1on |
1n 1nstruct1onal matters and that d1vers1ty is deS1rable. The operat1Ve

BY

goals are embod1ed 1n the actual operat1ng pol1c1es and procedures

.
R

R
o




. (perrou\lg\l) These standard operat1ons may be understood as represent1ng/.ﬂp
the outcomes. of barga1n1ng among power blocs w1th1n the organ1zat1on }_*'fp
"(Cyert and March 1963 Lauter 1968 236 38, Radnor 1974 7-9) 0bv1ously .

there may be cons1derable d1s3uncture between off1c1al and operat1ve goali;

operat1ve goals may be to max1m1ze research product1x~ty even 1f it has foe
a . E |
detr1mental effects upon undergraduate teach1ng 0r a publ1c school may |

ro

!

&\hf formallyq%omm1tted to maximizing student growfﬁ’but actually settle/#or N

a‘nta1n1ng an orderly custod1al operat1on., ‘,.,

un1vers1t1es have beeh g1yen(3ite and more tasks to perfonmc
\

<

ﬁ Amer1cans have nreal1st1c expectatlons\of publ1c

schools. The accompl1shment§\they expeot are dazzlJng 1.¢;

. —

T dn amb1t1on and variety, Publ1c schools. should g1ve P

o ‘ / }“’ J e

w._every ch1ld a sound grasp of the three Rs, foster A Lﬂ
~creat1v1ty, 1mpart a thorough knowledge of our~uorld ;“f;

.h1story,'l1terature and art, tra1n m1nds in the sc1ent1f1c R
method of 1nqu1ry, offer vocat1onal tra1n1ng, develop
problem-solv1ng ab1l1ty, foster 1mag1nat1on, develop

1ndependence, 1mpart sk1lls of soc1al 1nteract10n W1th

3

. adults and peers, and support good moral character i ) !
(Metz1978:1). . o

In sl1ghtly more abstract terms our educat1onal 1nst1tut10ns hSVe been f

- A

. " L
s n% ~
. . . .
N .
'
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zcharged w1th the respons1b111t1es to contr1bute to cuTturaT product1on, o
: diffus1on and. reproduct1on the ma1ntenanc§=of pTura11sm and aTso the o
:4promot1on of social mob111ty~and ass1m11at1on the development of pos1t1ve
ylseTf-qonce ts and mot1vat1oh among aTT students S0 that they m1ght ach1e€%

o

f‘bas1c e Toyment sk111s and the: processes of seTect1ng, sort1ng and
aTTocatT%% students to w1de1y d1vergent occupat1ona1 roTes on- the baS1s of

g.d1fferent1a1 ach1evement' the performance of both custod1a1 and tne1n1ng |
:Hfunct1ons (Pare11us and.kare11us, 1978 \22 32) The teachers d1ff1cu1ty 1n

' d1scern1ng off1c1a1 organ1zat1ona1 d1rect1on is” compounded by t E that

?

lreducat1on 1s a f1e1d character1zed by f Adism and rap1d1y chang1

h moﬁtws
' ;(NeTson and Sieber, - 1976' Dornbush 1976 9) F1na11y, the goa]s of schooTs
are typ1ca11y h1gh1y 1dea11st1c, even utop1an (Becker 1964; Sarasor 1971‘

) As warren ted o o ) |

‘: o i ‘Ef' There 1s a d1spos1t1on by off1c1a1s to express every

'J‘\:?_ ‘ aspect of the educat1ona1 process in 1ts 1deal.;or;t that

o R 1s&to Speak of at ought to happen rather than what is _
11ke1y to happen.: Th1s obsessﬁve preoccupat1on w1th goaTs £
makes 1t more d1ff1cu1¢ to commun1cate about the rea11ty of} |
processes 1nstrumenta1 to the goaTs (1975 140) .

The 1mp11cat1ons of these sh1ft1ng, jdea11st1c and conf11ct1ng goaTs

;for act1on w1th1n the schooT ‘and the c]assroom are rareTy thought out and

openTy debated It s Teft to teachers as 1nd1v1dua1s and groups to resoTve

d11emmas, deveTop pr1or1t1es, make d1ff1cu1t and unpopula o

“grat1ng

‘udec1s1ons and generaTTy to 1nterpret a

'teachers dec1s1ons are expressed in the standard operat1nq procedures of

e
7N

|

ot



) schools. Presumably, these SOPs are cruc1a1 determ1nants of c]assroom

>

practice, but they have not been systemat1ca11ystud1 ed. It would ‘be ,-j~e'. ‘ /

,;;11terature on work and organ1zat1ons suggests that 1"

‘e

fasc1nat1ng to know much more about the degree tg wh1ch there are _standard1zed
g?ouptng, test1ng, grad1ng and homewor& pol1c1es and pro;é%ures W1th1n and ;,i"«

between schools and about’ the processes through wh1ch they are developed
A

A . T,
~and ma1nta1ned A S ,’\* | A

v ’ gy
Crec1ne (1&\§l/25) and Radnor (1974 12) have noted the dearth of o .//
R

_ emp1r1ca1 research on organ1zat1ons wh1ch have amb1guous goals and the &
' consequences of such goals. . It 1s,not clear JUSt how ser1ous a probﬂem :

h'teachers cons1der goal amb1gu1ty to be. Although he socIoIog1ca1

Judg1ng from th9 pauc1ty of references to it. 1n the educatxon 11terature,

¥

- one must conclude that it ﬁs certa1n1y not sa11ent. -In fact, many
'teachers may feel that on ba1ance *{’1s better to work W1th1n organ1zat1ons

'-w1th vague and amb1guous goals than w1th1n ones whose goa1s are,spec1f1c

and therefore, potent1a11y constra1n1ng. Amb1guous and even contrad1ctory

:goals max1m1ze teachers d1scret1on and are probab1y apprec1ated for tgat.

On the other hand such gg' ay create anx1ety among other teachers .
‘/ .

L

fbecause they do not prov1de cﬂ r gu1dance for act1on or standarqs for

.h,.bemng.amplemented Thus, amb1guous goals may preserve the status quo and )

evaluat1on (Lort1e 1975 f£4 Bess 1977 250), and because they effectxyely

pass the burden of mak1ng controvers1a1 dec1s1ons down to 1owest~1eve1 of ;‘;ﬁ

'Jithe organ1zat1ona1 h1erarchy As teachers 1nterpret.%nd.1mp1ement off1c1a1

goals they are open to cr1t1c1sm “from™ c1t1zens, syper1ors.and spec1a1

_f1nterests 'who can ergue ‘that the1r 1nterpretat1on of off1c1a1 goa]s 1s not



decrease freedom by 1ncreas1ng the potent1a1 for pub11c controv sy and
_} mak1ng personnel overly caut1ous about propos1ng changes QLort1e 967)
St111 vague goals do allow for the 1ntroduct1on of 1nnovat1ons at the -
classroom and school 1eve1g rather than from the top may in- that way
fac111tate change where school community‘helgglgns re pos1t1ve and/or j
: where commun1ty awareness of teach1ng Pract1ces is m1n1ma1, vague goals »;1.5.'.
may be apprec1ated much more than~at other t1mes When. conf11ct and |
controversy do deVelop teachers may 1ook.to adm1nu§trators 1oca1 boards
} or state educat1on agenc1es for more - concrete pol1ey gu1dance
A Because the 11terature on the 1mp1ementat1on af goa]s in educat1ona1 L

'3

€ systems 1s SO sparse, th1s d1scuss1o‘ has ra1sed many more quest1ons than o

*.

.,fﬁirhas answered : But 1t may | be obsewved that the absence 6f c1ear goals S

o 1ncreases the probab111ty that teachers\ 1nstruct1onaT pract1ces w111 be

:' heav11y 1nf1uenced by 1nforma1 work g{oups and the cu1turab gu1de11nes for

teach1ng that they deVelop | Ce o Lg“'< . >l ;
o T L s B

IR - Precar1ous Autonomy
q(". e . . )
There has, been some scholarly d1spute over the quest1on of ﬁow much . v‘

'“

d1scret1on teachers enJoy 1n determ1n1ng he ature, 1eve] and d1rect1on o

of 1nstruct1ona1 effort On the one hand 1t 1s clear that pol1t1ca1 Iegal
__.J
~ econom1c soc1oqutura1 bureaucrat1c and profess1ona1 factors~1mpose Some
11m1tat1ons on teacher gutonomy (L1eberman 1956, Hughes 1959 451 j\\*

Lea?ock 1969 202 Hasenfeld and Engl1sh 1974 98) Eddy (1969) be11eves
" ‘that the restr1ct1ons are 50 severe that teachers more closeﬁy resemble -f&f'v

techn1c1ans than profess1ona1s. Others (e. g. B1dwe11 1965 Dreeben 1973

-

-

Ne1ck 1976) be11eve that teachers, 11ke other human serv1ce profess1onals,

A
v. N o .

. - . g . o ° N N 3 : X v
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enJoy a rather h1gh degree of"- autonom; Etiioni:(1§69) takes'thevmfddle,._?_: -
ground by character1z1ng teachers as sem1-profess1onals with moderate e 1
amounts of d1scret1on. - o ) _ _ | | |
- . Perhaps al] wou]d agree that whatever autonomy and d1scret1on teachers
do enJoy 1s.precartous. Schoo]teachers are 11ke other workers in that
"they must continually'" .. strugg]e to ma1nta1n some contro] over one' s
deC1s1on of what work to do; and over the\dt5pos1t1on of one s€F1me and of\
N one 'S rout1ne of 11fe (Hughes 1971: 346) " As Becker has iﬁggested “The }.
p1cture ne shou]d get is that of- the teacher striving to ma\nta1n what ;7
" she reg rds as her 1eg1t1mate spheres of author1ty in the fa ‘of poss1b1e i
' cha11enge by others;" (1952 379) The teacher s c]assroam thority is
often cha]]enged by adm1n1strators, parents and students.; However, there
are 1nforma] and forma] norms wh1ch offer some protect1on. .
_ Schoo] prl\c1pals probab]y.pose the ch1ef threats to teacher autonomy
They ane forma]]y respons1b]e for all the educat1ona1 act1v1t1es in the1r f-fé%
bu1]d1ngs < As the ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cers pr1nc1pa]s are expected

\

by: the board and super1nténdent to be educat1ona] leaders Superv1s%rs,

i . . . 3o . ~

adv1sors and evaluators . _ ,ig 5,} ’ N B
' o © e R
However _hureaucrat1c ru]es and JOb def1n1§§ons do not c1ear1y
N ,A.

demarcate the bodhdar1es of adm1n1strat1ve and staff domm1ns of author1ty
. InJgeneral, ru]e dom1nat1on w1th1n ‘the sthools 1s low beCAUSe the teachers

have to make many on- the spot dec1s1ons in- the process of prov1d1ng service
i to d1verse c]1ents us1nq an- uncerta1n techno]ogy (Dreeben 1973 453)

L1ke other workers 1n s1m11ar c1rcumstances, teachers are expected to ;;;v

exerc1se the1r own Judgment in most c1rcumstances (Gou]dner 1954 105 180,; ;
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_~Gordon 1957 St1nchcombe 1959 Goss 1961 1363 Sm1gel 1964 Scott 1965
..Perrow 1970 75- 89; S1lberman 1970 Fre1dson 1975 Metz 1978) St1ll

- . .

there is cons1derable amb1gu1ty and overlap 1n the pr1nc1pals and teachers
JOb descr1pt1ons Consequently, teachers ‘as 1nd1V1duals and as- members of T

'profess1onal assoc1at1ons often come 1nto confl1ct w1thfbdm1n1strators

<

.over red tape, spec1f1c pol1c1es partrc1pat1on in pol1cy formatlon and

- i

breadth of d1scret1on (Corw1n 1970 105 71) These are the class1c po1nts

. of confl1ct between profess1onals .and bureaucrat1c off1c1als (Clark 1963

D -

-Baldr]dge 1978 92-03) ( = LT

In order to exerc1se leadersh1p and@promote 1nnovat1on or change

S~

w1th1n a school, a pr1nc1pal must’attempt to expand the "zone of acceptabl1l,;y"'

-of h1s or her commands (Hoy and Rees +1974: 269) In order to supplement o e
:the authorﬂty of off1ce w1th 1nformal author1ty, 1t 1s necessary for the '
-pr1nc1pal to foster 2 sp1r1t of loyalty among‘the teach1ng sfaff and/or

ato ut1l1ze power resources 1n 1nformal negot1at1ons w1th teachers ’ 0n the N :
I’_‘;pne hand the pr1nc1pal may play the sen1or colleague role (B1dWell 1965 |

;'1014) and use fr1endly persuas1on and appeals to common goals.t On the .

~

other hand the pr1nc1pal may d1str1bute scarce goods such as cho1ce

e

1teach1ng ass1gnments or 1nstruct1onal‘mater1als in such a way as to reward
' loyal staff < However, 1t is dangerous for a pr1nc1pal to attempt to expand

the adm1n1strat1ve doma1n too much If the staff‘feel tbexr turf 1s be1ng
: A
'1nvaded ser1ous morale problems may develop and the pr1nc1pal may meet, .

) S .
'res1stance—-1nd1v1dual or collect1ve, actJve or passive, open or covert'

F(Becker 1951 R1st 1971 Coll1ns and Nobl1t 1978) ”

A
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N : o . N PP _-f,~: o _
o In order to m1n%m1ze adm1n1strat1ve encroachment 1n the core matters -

"'of curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ce, teachers adopt def1n1t?ons of '

;the s1tuat1on wh1ch 1eg1t1mate broad staff dis stion and wh1ch ‘Narrow

rthe Sphere of acceptable adm1n1strat1ve act1,'; Most 6;51ca11y they c1a1m r‘ V?

to be" experts who are therefore ent1t1ed to pr_ e551ona recogn1t1on.

| 'Schoolteachers espec1a11y those w1th tenure and extens1ve exper1ence,_ S
' gexpect the pr1nc1pa1 to accept that c1a1m and to treat them w1th reSpect S
~and d1gn1ty (Lort1e 1967) . Most teachers cons1der 1t unacceptable for .

_pr1nc1pals to superv1se them closeﬂy and set forth deta1led rules to gu1de
f1nstruct1ona1 pract1ce (Hoy and Rees 1974 Lort1e 1975 House and Lapan
19783 0n1y beg1nn1ng teachers want the pr1nc1pa1 to take a more act1ve
' role in prov1d1ng 1eadersh1p and’ superv1s1on (Hermanow1cz 1966 Edgar and

. warren 1969) L1ke med1ca1 doctors, teachers are 11ke1y _'

4‘unsol1c1ted adv1ce as an adQerse ref1ect1on(on tH§1r pro~_'*' ‘1 competenc1es

: a11 teacher?:w}tth the1r schools, 1n pract1ce they often néglect to
;perform th1s v \duty (NEA 1969) It may be that pr1nc1pa15 are

|;S1mp1y too busy w1th housekﬁep1ng matters to spend t1me on observat1on E

and eva1uat1on.\ But there are deeper reasons rooted 1n the faculty cu1ture.
24%F1rst teachers value autonomy h1gh1y and correctly perce1ve that
}iievaluat1on is a key 1nstrument of adnnn1strat1ve control (Dornbush anq
”VScott 1975) Thus, teachers resent 1ntrus1on 1nto the1r c1a55rooms for
h1s purpose From the teacher S perspect1ve, the evaluat1on process is

‘espec1a11y anx1ety-produc1ng becau§e the evaluat1ve cr1ter1a are so

* . . N FER P A
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.AambigUous.ejSuch

9

TplatitUdes'or

' regard1ng the eva1uat1on of teach1ng is e

’ .
. B

:iter1a may~be stated in terms ‘of vague Jargon or
gy-may not be forma11y stated at a11 _ Dornbush (1976)
found that f1fty-one percent of a large and d1verse samp]e of teachers
had no 1dea about any of the cr1ter1a by wh1ch they were be1ng evaluated

G1ven what has already been noted about ambIgu1ty and controversy regard1ng

educat1ona1 goals and technfﬂues\ 1; 1s not surpr1sTng that. there is a o ‘:-:

1ack of consensus regard1ngeva1uat1vecr1ter1a (Ryans 1960) CJear and A

prec1se cr1ter1a would be unacceptable becausd they would ru1e out many

: approaches wh1ch are currently pract1ced C The samé 1ack of clar1ty

1dent 1n h1gher educat1on

(Meeth 1976). Teachers at a11 1eve1s are 11ke1y to share the percept1on :

oS \

that- evaluat1on 1s essent1a11y an arb1trary and capr1c1ous procedure
N
wh1ch s much more 11ke1y to dea] w1th m1nutae than w1th central educat1ona1

1ssues (Wolf 1972 Eddy 1975) \Of course, eva1uat1on is espec1a11y
threaten1ng to untenured teachers because pr1nc1pa1s observe and evaluate i:
them not only to 1mprove 1nstruct1on but aTso to prov1de a bas1s for ‘
tenu e dec1s1ons Add1t1ona1 comp11cat1ons 1m th%s eﬁ‘luatmn process ‘
ar1se from the fact that both pr1nc1pa1s and teachers perce1ve excellence |
1n teach1ng as be1ng pr1mar11y dependent upon unchaogeab]e persona11ty
charactengst1cs and that most teachers are rather securely protected by
tenure regulat1ons. Thus the eva1uat1on process may be seen as an -
exerc1se in’ fut111ty (Sarason 1971 120). It appears that 1n Educat1on

as in med1c1ne (Fre1dson 1975) the 1nforma1 occupat1ona1 culture created

and ma1nta1ned by\1nd1v1duals&c1a1m1ng profess1onaT status tends to |

neutra]1ze formal adm1n1strat1ve author1ty The_evaluat1on process in :
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mgst educational 1nst1tut1ons may be noth1ng nore: than an anx1ety

:?.-.:' B

produc1ng yet 1neffectua1 r1tua1 suffered by pr1nc1pa1s and>~eachers Tn' |

order to help 1eg1t1mate a very Ioosely-coupled organ1zat1ona1 strUcture.;3 ;

Not only do teachers expect the pr1nc1pa1 -to keep out,of their

-—

' pr1vate terr1tor1es, the‘c1assr?oms but they also expect h1m or her to -

m1n1m1ze 1ntrus1on from parents. Parents, espec1a11y those of thh

E status, pose se' ous' threats to the teacher s author1ty (Naller 1932

\68 81 Becker Lort1e 1975 88—91) Ths'teachers fee1 that the 1dea1

{}parent p1ays the role of “d1stant ass1stant“ (Lort1e 1975' 191) certa1n1y “,Jxx
lnot that of pers1stent cr1t1c ~ The pr1nc1pa1 is ekpected to p1ay a : | i
. 'undary maTﬁtenance role ‘by keep1ng the parent out of the classroom and '
by back1ng Spe teacher up whenever a parent comp1a1ns. Freldson quotes a *:,.j
phys1c1an as having sa1d “R1ght or. wrong, the adm1n1strat1on shou1d back

the doctor (1975: 110) " Many teachers probably feel the same way In
add1t1on, pr1nc1pals are expected to s1de w1th the teacher‘whenever =

' c1assroom authority is cha11enged by students

In summary then, it appears that the precar1ousness of the schoolteachér s

~ autonomy st1mu1ates the adopt1on of a number of defens1ve percept1ons,!;', -*

values and 1nforma1 norms.‘ These 1nforma1 protect1ons are supp1emented to

-

h some extent by bureaucrat1c regulat1ons (Katz 1964) and by 1abor contracts o i
negot1ated through forma1 collect1ve barga1n1ng (Jessup 1978 45). <Nonethe]ess,f
Lort1e (1975 186)"is cOrrect 1" P°1"t1"9 OUE that the 1nforma1 norms are_~ Ve

-"§:

frag11e and 11m1ted in t1nes of troub1e The bureaucrat1c regulat1ons<and'

, contract proV1S1ons ‘may prove somewhat more durab1e Houever, when .

' 1arge—sqa1e soc1a1 protests deve]op such ‘as those assoctated w1th the
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f!Civ11 R1ghts, fem1n1st, commun1ty contro] and accountabxl1ty movements,-
'state and fedenal courts and. educat1on agenc1es may 1mpose restr1ct1ons
‘ that 1mpact«upon 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces (Pare11us and Pare11us, 1978)

In: “other words - teacher autonomy is 1ndeed precarJou54 -

v:}ﬂffi' o y : Instruct1ona1 Isolat1on

It {EJQZ;;Eard pract1ce n Amer1can pub11c schooTs for 1nstruct1ona1

5.respons1g111ty to be ass1gned to 1nd1v1duals, rather tham teams . Teachers ; |

i |

) are assvpned to the1r own separate c1asses and claserpms and, are expected

i

*fto cope w1th most prob&ems 1ndependent1y There are-cleariy benef1ts to ,' ]
: LR -\ o ‘.‘- |
;'th1s segmented form of organ1zat1on Amb1guous goals and nonrou;1ne :“_ﬁf

'techno]og1es are. best accommodated by structures wh1ch requ1re m1n1ma1

4

ordqnat1on° nd allow for the uﬁ$11zat1on of 1ntu1t1on and 1d1osyncrat1c o

'”persona11ty tra1ts (Metz 1978 22) G1ven the dbntroversues over educat1ona1 .
- goa]s and techn1ques wh1ch have been d15cussed prev1ously,\\onf11ct and
vcompet1t1on are 11ke1y to deve]op among teachers.- Spatta]’and temporal
1solat1on he1ps m1n1m1ze staff fr1ct1ons The four waTTs of the classroom”_
rgstr1ct v1s1b111ty of teach1ng performance They prov1de pr1vacy and |
K enhance autonomy B o - |
However, encapsulat1on w1th1n the c1assroom also 11m1t5 colleg1a1 Ti nihg
-'1nteract1on and the potent1a1 for profess1ona1 support, stlmu1atlon, | |
.‘”Qonstruct1ve cr1t1c1sm and gu1danCe Teach1ng in 1solatlon 1s espec1a11y S
jmd1f’f'1cu1t for beb1nn1ng teacher§ But teach1ng is a “lonely ﬁrofess19n

3'for all schoolteachers (Lort1e 1965 Sarason 1971; Narren 19753 House and f'f17ﬂ

i

Lapan 1978: 16 19) o -'-. o :-:; s': S 'f.' R
Teach1ng staffs are. often d1v1ded 1nto c11ques (Sarason 1971 151 2, o
L iﬁ ) '5_ . X

L
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f!Civ11 R1ghts, fem1n1st, commun1ty contro] and accountabxl1ty movements,-'--
'state and fedenal courts and. educat1on agenc1es may 1mpose restr1ct1ons
‘ that 1mpact«upon 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces (Pare11us and Pare11us, 1978)'

In: “other words - teacher autonomy is 1ndeed precarJou54 -
- 'f;};;:. ; ,_'-' Instruct1ona1 Isolat1on ) o s
It {EJQZ;;Eard pract1ce in Amer1can pub11c schooTs for 1nstruct1ona1

1.respons1g111ty to be ass1gned to 1nd1v1duals, rather tham teams . Teachers ,"
J . v

~are assvpned to the1r own separate c1asses and claserpms and, are expected

i

*fto cope w1th most prob&ems 1ndependent1y There are-cleariy benef1ts to ,' ]
: L -\ [ T
;'th1s segmented form of organ1zat1on Amb1guous goals and nonrou;1ne f{\h?f

'techno]og1es are. best accommodated by structures wh1ch requ1re m1n1ma1

4

ordqnat1on°and allow for the uﬁ$11zat1on of 1ntu1t1on and 1d1osyncrat1c o

'”persona11ty tra1ts (Metz 1978 22) G1ven the dbntroversues over educat1ona1 .
- goa]s and techn1ques wh1ch have been d15cussed prev1ously,\\onf11ct and
| ompet1t1on are 11ke1y to deve]op among teachers.' Spatta]’and temporal
1solat1on he1ps m1n1m1ze staff fr1ct1ons The four waTTs of the classroom”_
rgstr1ct v1s1b111ty of teach1ng performance They prov1de pr1vacy and
K enhance: autonomy B v RS -
However,,encapsulat1on w1th1n the c1assroom also 11m1t5 colleg1a1 Ti ni\\
-'1nteract1on and the potent1a1 for profess1ona1 support, stlmu1atlon, | |
T.HQonstruct1ve cr1t1c1sm and gu1danCe Teach1ng in 1solatlon 1s espec1a11y S
jmd1f’1"1cu1t for beb1nn1ng teacher§ But teach1ng is a “lonely ﬁrofess19n '
5'for all schoolteachers (Lort1e 1965 Sarason 1971; Narren 19753 House and f'd17@
Lapan 1978: 16-19). R R

Teach1ng staffs are. often d1v1ded 1nto c11ques (Sarason 1971 151 2,
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MéPherson 1971 52 9 Natts 1974 27 8 Brookover and Er1ckson 1975 197, o
Eddy 13]5 111) Among the d1mens1ons of cTeavage w1th1n a schooT facuTty

. wh1ch have been noted are: age, exper1ence, gender, race or ethn1c1ty, ’

| subJect matter spec1a11zat1on, 1e1sure t1me 1nterest, pollt1ca1 |
11bera11sm/conservat1sm, and of course, educat1ona1 ph1losqphy and
techn1que. Somet1mes the cTeavages are super1mposed For exampTe, 1t '
may happen that’ fﬁmaTe pr1mary grade teachers share TeISure and p011t1ca1
lnterests as weTT as part1eu1ar educat1ona1 ph110sph1es. Gther cTeavages'

| may be cross cutt1ng Hermanow1cz (1966) reported that beg1nn1ng teachers o
were somet1mes d1smayed by the amount of conf11ct, goss1p and backb1t1ng
W1th1n the staffroom._ St111 we know very 11tt1e about‘the dynam1cs of

w 1nforma1 teacher>cl1ques and the ways 1n wh1ch these groups contr1bute to
the bu11d1ng of a s1ng1e facuTty culture or of separate subcultures

. Fact1ona11zat1on 1s 11ke1y to resuTt-1n a s1tuat1on uhere staff members_irz

onTy communlcate on a rout1ne baS1s w1th 11ke-m1nded and sympathet1c 1 ) |
1nd1v1dua1s . Fragmented commun1cat1on patterns are. conduc1ve to the |
development and ma1ntenance of pTuraT1st1c 1gnorance Thus, 1t is’ not
surpr1s1ng that Dornbush (1976) found that teachers typ1cally d1d not know

: what mater1a1s or grOUp1ng patterns were be1ng used by thezr coTTeagues
Commun1cat1on between members\of d1fferent c11ques 1s 11keiy to be conf1ned _'

| to top1cs upon wh1ch mutuaT agreement is. expected The etnquette of n.;f;'

' teacher reTat1onsh1ps may be Very 11he't:at 6% phys1c1ans and professors ~

| 1n that one generaTTy attempts to avo1d conf11ct, controversy and confrontat1on
(Bess-1975\ Fre1dson 1975 Meeth 1976) These 1nforma1 norms may aTso |
prec]ude the adm1ss1on of 1gnorance and the proffer1ng of unsoT1c1ted
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"advice. Thus, teachers who adhere to the colleg1al code are unl1kely to
tlexplore their d1fferences, doubts and confus1ons. Thus, common problems o
Amay go unrecogn1zed and consensus"igard1ng -the range of acceptable
solutu1ons to common problems may fa1l to develop -In some 1nstances the
%;«members of . d1fferent staff factions may agree to\“l1ve and let Tive" and

s

{js1mply avo1d one another. In other s1tuat1ons goss1p and confl1ct may

'-Lcont1nue unabated for long per1ods of t1me. | A
| The 1solat1on of the classroom and l1m1ted opportun1t1es for 1nteract1on.}
1 1n the staffroom make it d1ff1cult, 1f not 1mpOSS1ble, for effect1ve 7Iv.
' ;colleg1al control to develop (Dreeben 1973 469 H1nd Dornbush and Scott
"1974) Evaluat1ve 1nfonnat1on is fragmentary and not based on personal
A' observat1on o And teacher‘s, l1ke doctors (Fre1 dson 1975), college professors "
i;and other profess1onals may prefer to “Hear no eV1l, speak no eV1l and
}see no eV1l" because ser1ous attempts t exert soc1al control would
ilnecess1tate the 1nst1tut1on of str1ngent and conf1n1ng rules and mon1tor1ng o
3-rprocedures. Although teachers apparently do value warm, support1ve and -
.j*egal1tar1an relat1onsths w1th the1r colleagues (McPherson 1972 73 ‘
'LiLort1e 1975 194), sol1dar1ty w1th1n an ent1re faculty 1s rare. It has\jnfi ;;
'k;lbeen suggested that college professors who are extraord1nar1ly popularl§1th“'
'§llstudents are shunned by colleagues as ratebusters or charlatans (Mann 1968 _'A
:_iMeeth 1976) And teachers who compete(un 1rly for student favor by |
N lower1ng academlc standards may be. réject d by the1r peers (Waller 1961:- 428
.,'.ALort1e 1675: 1203 ColVins and Noblit 1978). |

- But 1f a prof@gsor or schoolteacher is tenured and unconcerned w1th '

'e;colleagues op1n10ns, 1nformal sanct1ons are unl1kely to. _be effect1ve. Nh1le

.-.A . . "' . B . - . ‘v‘, . c 3 X . . . ‘.,‘ : "‘.
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xiprivacy in pract1ce makes 1t d1ff1cu1t to deve]op and enforce common 4 ‘ D
'standards of performance, v1s1b111ty of teach1ng perfonnance may strengthen f
‘the 1mpact of cﬁﬁleg1a1 sanct1ons. For examp]e, Dornbush (}976 8) found |
vf that in open space schoo]s where teachers have much greater ‘than norma]

“ -~

'f=opportun1ty to observe one another s teach1ng sty]es and methods,

;;‘reTat1ve1y h1gh Tevels of trust and openness to co]Teg1a1 evaTuat1on deve]op :

There are probabTy 1mportant var1at1ons in tue normat1ve contexts

p,fw1th1n wh1ch teacher work (Foskett 1967 Sarason 1971) In some’ schoo]sﬁ

fn‘coTTeg1a1 re]at1onsh1ps may be cTose and the facu]ty cu1ture may prov1de |

usefu] gu1de11nes for 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ce Norms may be c]ear and w1de1y

"recogn1zed and the range of acceptab]e pract1ces we]] def1ned The teachers-

Qn‘may form a coheS1Ve in- group wh1ch may or may not stand so]1d1y in oppos1t1on

;'to students, parents adm1n1strators ahd/or the schoo] board In other
‘7:,schools where co]]eg1a1 conversat1on is guarded and shopta]k 11m1ted, 1t '
: is un11ke1y that a cohes1ve facu]ty cu]ture w111 deve]op (Fre1dson 1975 _
'Lort1e 1975; Con]ey and Verner 1978 14). Under such c1rcumstances there

fw111 be 1ncomp1ete recogn1t1on of shared prob]ems and 1ncomp1ete va11dat1on

1of common adaptat1ons. Teachers w111 se]dom reach beyond the 1nt1macy of
 their sma]] c1rc1e of . fr1ends 1n order to bu11d broader faculty so]1dar1ty
Batch Process1ng | 4

'Teachers are expected to prov1de effect1ve 1nstruct1ona1 serv1ces to E

; ffbatches of students wh1ch are oftén Targe, d1verse and res1stant to

l involvement in the educat1ona1 process Th1s is obv1ousTy a very ta]]

: s

~ order, espec1a11y in 11ght of the amb1guous goa]s and the uncertain and.

;¢;Tab%rﬁ1ntens1ve'techno]ogyl1n genera] use. St111 most teachers approach

[

.
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' the task wnth a h1gh degree of comm1tment lhey:want to.promote'maximal
growth on the part of all the ch1ldren entrusted to the1r care. And they_'.'
'want tp be even handed calm and gentle as they prov1de clasgroom ,fy" 4
leadersh1p (Sarason 1971: 152; Lortie 1967 168) '*_” ;,_ﬁ U

However, 1n pract1ce terta1n of these 1deals may prove contrad1ctory.

, For example, promot1on of student growth may requ1re the development of | |

f.personal1st1c relat1ons wh1ch are contrary to the pr1nc1ple of un1versal1sm B

'fl And 1n try1ng to 1nstruct large groups of reluctant students, rema1n1ng
'*calm, pat1ent and gentle, may not always work Unfortunately, l1ttle is
_ known about the soc1al processes through wh1ch 1nd1v1dual and collect1ve

: *adev1at1on from profess1onal standards develops and is leg1t1mated Most

4of the l1terature'rev1ewed below 1mpl1c1tly'v1ews dev1ance as an 1nd1v1dual |

,process and therefore ‘does not deal w1th the 1nfluences ofscolleg1al

1nteract1on and faculty cultures upon these aspects of 1nstruct1onal -'
4'}pract1ce Still it is 1mportant to discuss ‘le problems 1nherent in -

| )batch-process1ng and the fragmentary ev1dence regard1ng adaptat1ons to

those problems _ | " . ,' ) “ |
Teachers want to reach all the1r students and\are frustrated and
bfeel éu1lty because they cannot (Sarason 1971 152) They compla1n that 1;l

fi'there are s1mply ‘too many ch1ldren and not enough un1nterrupte 4 .
.:1nstruct1onal t1me (Jackson 1968 Lort1e 1975: 168-71) G1ven large ;

B batches of students and ava1lable technology, 1t is exceed1ngly d1ff1cult, ‘5 B
-nif nbt 1mposs1ble, for a s1ngle teacher to challenge and mon1tor the progress

;of each and every h1ghly 1nd1v1dual ch1ld Furthermore, large batch-l-'

Aprocess1ng of students robs the teacher of the psych1c rewards wh1ch are -

’ : \ . . o -, e
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iso important 1n teach1ng Teachers need to fee1 that they are hav1ng a T ‘ |
:;clear and dramat1c 1nf1uence on one- or more ch1]dren w1th1n a class (Locke -
'}f1974 Lort1e 1975: 134 Stebb1ns 1977 40-41) but the 1arger the class ‘

| o’the rarer those. rewards are N1thout regular pos1t1ve feedback about one s

’ teach1ng efforts, lt 1s hard to see how strong comm1tment can be ma1nta1ned

: >over t1me (Bess 1977 250)

‘b

The problem of c1ass size is often exacerbated by heterogenelty ;1ﬁ,»
'(Sarason 1971) It has often been asserted that teachers d1fferent1ate

'among students in terms of the extent to wh1ch they measure up to thenc

H"1dea1 student " Accord1ng to ma aqcounts the 1dea1 student stands out

L on both moral and academic dimen 1ons of the student roTe and is more

'?; often than not a wh1te child f m a. m1dd1e c1ass home (?ecker 1952 471- 2
',tJohnson 1963;. Klausm1er and- Go dw1n 1966 Kohl 1967 Kozol 1967 Lort1e
r1967 160 Eddy 1969 77 R1st 1970 8, Sarason 1971 156 Ogbu 1974
*’Narren 1975 144, Kh11ef 1976 71 Stebb1ns 1976 40 Metz 1978 181)
‘.These categor1zat1ons and preferences may be exp1a1ned 1n terms of personal
bias or s1tuat1ona1 adJustments to organlzatIonal rea11t1es Becauseu
5 c1a$s and ethn1c e1ements apparently enter 1nto the teachers social
i~typolog1es of students, 1t is. easy to see them as persona1 reflect1ons
. of Iarger cultural preJud1ces However, 1t is a1so poss1b1e to understand
© them as collective adaptat1ons 6f work frustrat1ons.‘ By adopt1ng a custod1a1
. attitude toward a 1arge category of students teachers effect1ve}y 11ghten _
7*the1r work Ioads They s1mp1y wrlte off many students who they def1ne as

N
..being 1ncapab1e of profitlng from the1r educat1onaﬁ serV1ces.51 3 ’

-

‘In classrooms where the proport1on of d1ssat1sfy1ng ‘

LS
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- academ1c performances reaches a certa1n cons1stent 1eve1'=':;'”'
and d1sorder1y behav1our1san except1ona1 problem, B
teachers ‘are apt to develop a cuAtad&aZ?oﬂ&entaxxon. o
They come to be11eve that s1gn1f1cant%§mprovement in.
academ1c performance 1s 1mposs1b1e for a: 1arge maJor1ty R
of the1r pup1ls, that they are, therefore, rea11y
"1 carry1ng out a mere caretaker funct1on for the

commun1ty.' In one way or another several wr1ters have _’V
d1scerned th1s outlook 1n teachers work1ng W1th f-;ng-_:’
Iow-ab111ty classes wh1ch are typ1ca11y assoc1ated |

‘kf, w1th slum env1ronments. In general, 1t tends to make

-P'

elementary teachers out of those 1nstruct1ng such "

groups at Jun1or and sen1or h1gh school Ievels, in the T
"1 sense that there is extraord1nary emphas1s placed -

:'; on control at the expense of teach1ng The or1entat1on f'
1s ep1tom1zed by a s1gn taped to the’ blackboard in one ’
such c1assroom'~ ‘"Be Lov1ng, Be' K1nd Be Qu1et.“;- 5
(Stebbms 1977 43). M

-

: If students are def1ned as\unteachable, fa11ure to 1earn becomes the fau1t

. of. the student and h1s famlly. Thus the teacher 1s protected aga1nst

: -'fee11ngs of self—doubt and personal respons1b111ty

» Another pattern of adaptat1on to heterogeneous c1asses has been ,
identifjed by Dahllof (1971) He found that 1n trad1t1ona1 classes where
}the gtudents are - taught in’a s1ngle batch rather than in mu1t1p1e subgroups,-'

:'teachers decide when to move from one top1c to another uhen the “cr1terion

o
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;group,“ those next to the bottom.of the }Tass in apt1tude have mastered
:4the materlal Mov1ng faster wou]d chaTﬂenge the more able students but
'insure the fa11ure of many others. MoV1ng at the rate of the slowest

. ch11dren.wou1d bore all the others. | BT L B |
"_ ’ However, Jt may be that such und1fferent1ated tegch1ng methods are:
{;used less andlless often. Cohen Meyer, Scott and Deal note that

"t c‘. the nature of elementary schooT 1nstruct1ow ,fg',:. ﬁ“‘

vttoday 1s cons1denab1y removed from the trad1t1ona1

o qH IO

'fﬁ?_“i"_ batch—process1ng of th1rty ch11dren through a §1ngle QI& Lo ?";fi\S
:‘.jf textbook or a un1form set of act1V1t1es.v For 1nstance, S
‘:ﬁnin.the survey of schools in the San Franc1sco Bay . | |
- Areaf S tea(bers descr1bed qu1te complex patterns’of

instructTon;. There is a great dea1 of d1fferent1at1on,
'T 1nvoTV1ng the use of mu1t1p1e mater1a1s and complex
. .student groupings (1979 20) o ?_ o - :
';Th1s dszerent1at1onfof classvoom 1nstruct1on 1s made poss1b1e by the
f‘ava11ab111ty of d1verse mater1a1s, supplemental teachers and the ut111zat1on
of . team-teach1ng arrangements.- Such teach1ng methods move toward the B
- 1deai of 1nd1v1dua11zat1on but comp11cate the 1ssues of Just1ce and ;,
4fa1rness 1n the c1assroom. The teacher who Judges students in terms of a y
'_s1ngle standard 1s open to cr1t1cism as be1ng over1y r1g1d and creat1ng
'problems for the fastest and slowest Tearners. Teachers who. use mu1t1p1e
;standards are open to charges of b1as in the creat1on and ma1ntenance of
4.'group1ngs. R . A

'_ Barr (1975) studied group1ng and paclng pract1ces employed by teachers




:*iwlthin three SChoolglas they,taught"readlng. 0perat1hg-w1thout off1c1al {t-:)
guidelines, teachers developed a. var1ety of procedures._ Some subd1v1ded 4‘
the1r students 1nto ab1k1ty groups wh1le others d1d not;xulhose who d1d

df not group for read1ng 1nstruct1on moved the1r classes at a s1ngleurate
Those who d1d employ 1nstruct1onal group1ng paced the1r groups d1fferently
And teachers of groups w1th s1m1lar ab1l1ty d1ffered exteﬁs1vely 1n the

Y

paces they set St1ll, she d1d f1nd that teachers pract1tes rema1ned
.3

table over t1me and that colleagues who 1nteracted frequently shared

T.o® v
oL . . ,

s1m1lar approaches SR o ‘5\' | ﬁv‘- ;s : {;'
Naller descr1bed the classroom as a "; : despot1sm in a per1lous ._

: state of equ1l1br1um " (1961 10) Although h1s statement may be somewhat
overdrawn, there can be l1ttle doubt that faculty cultures and 1nterests
are 1n substant1al confl1ct w1th student cultures and 1nterests _

| (Holllngshead 1949 Coleman 1961 1966 B1dwell 1965 973 -McD1ll ngsby |

" and Meyers 1969 foster 1974 179 235 Henderson 1975 395 Coll1ns and‘ _

‘ Nobl1t 1978: 121). Student res1stance ‘to teachers 1nstruct1onal efforts o
“can be 1nd1v1dual or collect1ve, act1vezor pass1ve oVert or covert 'I f
any case, that res1stance must be overcome 1f the teacher is go1ng to bef

: able to ma1nta1n order 1n the classroom and proceed W1th 1nstruct1on. L

., Therefore, the problems of how to manage the classroom and ma1nta1n
d1sc1pl1ne.are fundamentallones Waller (1961) and more recently Noods ; ;
(1977) have prOV1ded us’ w1th lists of classroom surv?Val strateg1es -
employed by teachers Apparently the range of control stratg1es wh1ch

are cons1dered acceptable w1th1n the colleague group is very w1de--so

* wide as to 1nclude strategles wh1ch d1r§¥tly contrad1ct off1c1al gu1del1nes

[
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~ For example, teachers somet1mes negot1ate w1th potent1a11y d1srupt1ve

. students and trade pass1ng grades for behav1ora1 comp11ance (Gordon 1957;

f fC0111ns and Nob11t 1978. 121) In 1nner-c1ty schools oldt1mens on the .U‘

.:staff teach newcomers that 1t is appropr1ate to use phys1ca1 means of
pun1shment to keep students 1n Tine even though off1c1a1 regulat1ons
vgexpressly forb1d the pract1ce (Becker 1951, W11lower and Jones 1963
Hoy 1967 “Kohl 1967 Levy 1968 Eddy - 1969 Sarason ‘19715 S11berman 1971
'1R1st 1972 Foster 1974: 179r235) Teachers are probab1y ashamed when they
’f:dev1ate from organ1zat1ona1 and profess1ona1 standards 1n attempt1ng to
'ma1nta1n c1assroom order (Lort1e 1967) But once aga1n the teacher 1s ab1e
vto turn to close assoc1ates who w111 prov1de soc1a1 support and réassurance
: regard1ng the "unfortunate necess1ty“‘of such s1tuat1ona1 adJustments o

(McPherson 1972 73 R1st 1972 350 51).
| R . :

.4"'

" Conclusions and Implfcationsi¥'~

when th1s research proJect began 1t was not at a11 clear that a body

: of 11terature deal1ng w1th facu1ty cu1tures actua11y ex1sted But by

o gathering w1de1y scattered 1deas and b1ts of . 1nformat1on and arrang1ng

-them, the follow1ng tentat1ve conc1us1ons or hypotheses fbr further research :
' Desp1te profess1ona1 and organ1zat1ona1 barr1ers to the development of -
foaculty sol1dar15¥, 1nforma1 work groups do develop among teachers These L
' pr1mary groups'. offer the1r members help, support gu1dance and consensual

'va11dat1on regard1ng appropr1ate 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces Forma1 -
® .

v



. profeSS1onaT observat1on, consuTtat1on and shoptaTk are 1nfrequent -among

o

teachers. NonetheTess, seTect1ve recru1tment and adm1ss1on to c11ques and

-

: cues passed dur1ng 1nforma1 conversat1ons produce a degree of shar1ng of

.;perspect1ves, vaTues and norms. Spec1a11zat1on, fact1onaT dTVTSTOnS,::

;'1nstruct1ona1 1soTat1on and restr1cted opportun1t1es for commun1cat1on

o

?:11m1t the recogn1t1on of common probTems and soTut1ons as weTT as the

;deveTopment of overaTT consensus Thus, in many cases it may be more usefuT

‘to focus on facuTty c11ques and subcuitures w1th1n a schooT than to v1ew

. the staff as a cohes1ve~group w1th a coherent cuTture However, 1n L

“5s1tuat1ons where the facuTty(perce1ves 1tse1f as be1ng threatened by the

"school board adm1n1strat1on, parents or students, 1nterna1 d1v1s1ons Tay

' be forgotten and soT1dar1ty 1ncreased In such s1tuat1ons the staff may ~

' fform a "de11nquent commun1ty" s1m11ar to those found among French

i schooTch11dren (P1tts 1963 259) French bureaucrats (Croz1er 1964 210)

,_and Amer1can phyS1c1ans (Fre1dson 1975 242 44) Teachers apparentTy are

*111ke these other workers 1n that they deveTop a consp1rator1a1 consensus

agafnst outs1ders wh1ch d1spaces b]ame, 1eg1t1mates dev1ance, promotes

““.secrecy and most fundamentaTTy perhaps protects the autonomy and

1ndependence of each group member.

As a resuTt of this: 11terature rev1ew a- soc1oTog1caT model of the

&

-:teach1ng-1earn1ng process has been deveToped (see F1gure 1 beTow)

5§¢h1gh11ghts the 1nterre1at1onsh1ps between student cuTture and peer\d//.'
: .freTatnonsh1ps (wh1ch have been extens1ve1y stud1ed) and facuTty cuTtures

- and networks (wh1ch have not been systemat1ca11y stud1ed) The modeT poS1ts'5

a d1rect reTat1onsh1p between educat1ona1 and profess1ona1 tra1n1ng and fz#h



S

iinstructlonal pract1ces on’ t, bas1s of 1nterna11zed norms and values.,-}»»-
“But it a1so allows for the 1mp\ct of 1nforma1 colleg1a1 groups 1n re1nforc1ng
v‘profess1ona1 or1entat1ons or 1n encourag1ng and 1eg1t1m121ng s1tuat1ona1 ‘_»_,5'
_ adJustments.j Further, 1t calls attent1on to the dynam1c 1nterp1ay between
*faculty cultures.and act1ons, on the one hand and student cultures and
act1ons, on the-other - Thus, patternsnyfnmtual adJustment and classroom 'd' b
1‘negot1at1on are accommodafed w1th1n the mode1 F1na11y, 1n the mode1 student
"J'achlevement 1s determ1ned by the soc1a1 contexts wh1ch shape the nature, o

PR .3‘

1eve1 -and d1rect1on of both student and faculty efforts

. - - -_.-4. - - R A
- . . T . Tl

F 'Facu1ty Cultures and Learning Outcomes -

-

To date, attempts to 11nk teache var1ab1es to student 'Iearn1ng outcomes‘
;v.have genera11y been unsuccessfu1 (Bod[ock 1966 18; Centra and Potter %-

€Q;1980 288) It may be that by reconceptua11z1ng the problem and focus1ng .. _
ﬁi‘on the nonnat1ve order of . the school rather than the 1nd1V1dua1 classroom, .1'

‘it w111 be poss1b1e to make s1gn1f1cant advancesy The tasks at’ hand are h":

s

: to understand more- fully the soc1a1 contexts of 1nstructlon and to 1dent1fy
' ;the social structural c1rcumstances wh1ch max1m1ze student acﬁ1evement..ﬂ

- ;Fortunately some*wery prom1s1ng quaJ1tat1ve and q%an’Jtat1ve research on

'f these top1cs has’ recently been pub11shed fl_ | :

Ethnograph1c stud1es of schools undergo1ng change can-proveQVerytgfffr B

e
. e
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71usefu1 by prov1d1ng deta11ed descr1pt1ve data We noted ear11er?that 1n @]'Jﬁ;

Iy
4
1

r

At present many schoo]s

for granted and therefore, d1ff1cu1t to study

B and consol1dat1on Such schools are 1dea1 researcbﬁs1tes prec1s 'gcaﬁ;§ﬂ§ﬁ

oy

to be ca11ed into’ quest1on.»

The Nat1ona1 Inst1tute of Educat1onﬁ

work norms and values (Co]11ns and Nob11t 1978 Scherer and SlawkS1 1978

!

C]ement E1senhart Hard1ng and leesay 1979,_Iann1, Su111van, Orr, Henry )

'i and Mavros 1979 Schof1e1d 1979) They document the pa1nfu1 1nd1v1dua1 and

i

collecthve adaustments wh1ch teachers made,Tn try1npiiolcope W1th desegregat1onf

,Common adaptations 1nc1uded 1ower1ng of academ1c expectat1ons adopt1on L
- of custod1a1 att?tudes toward slow 1earners, and concentrat1on on m1n1mum ,-73ﬂ3

5bas1c sk1lls reduct1on of academ1c demands both w1th1n the classroom and
.1n terms of homework and a preoccupat1on w1th ma1nta1hyng control Sharp :-k ;
'_kconﬁ{;cts developed between stgff%oldt1mers and newcomlr%}whdshhwere |
- exacd abated by fear, uncerta1nty and awkwardness in rqce relat1ons';;t

Focused ethnograph1c stud1es wh1ch help def1ne more precﬁsely thg}p!oblems L

processes

. o,g
, wh1chstaffperce1ve as resu]t1ng from desegregat1on and th;

¢ I ‘ .- hd
-through wh1ch these are. resolved coJ%d~have maJor practxc ;

: e ' | | C
*\ﬁ\\payoffs. ' .i'.ﬁ S ,i{ '_ P

@,y o In h1s synthes1s of e1ght case s i

x"

and theoret1ca1

except1ona11y successful 1nner-c1ty S
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o centraTTy impdrtant~factors.¢ The pos1t1ve 1eadersh1p roTe of the schooT ~:v

B SN ;

bunldlng pr1nc1pa1 was obv1ous to aTT observers. The fact~that

':hpr1nc1pa1 was abTe to‘hand,prck h1s:orﬂher staff aTso apparentTy contr1buted

: to the success._ Gregory noted that th ugh such a selectlon process 1t
'twas p0551b1e to bu11d a ".i. . strong 1nstruct1ona1 program because the

staff- shared common goaTs fordthe overaJ : chooT organ1zatlon (1980 133) no ;

- Teachers generale worked weTT togethe and shared 1deas as weTT‘as mater1als

*contexts for Téﬁrn1ng - ’.," ';’v-'”irlﬁisfiﬂ ;_.h . ";-~ ;‘~if.'j e
| Beady and~Flood (1980) ut111zed a comparat1ve case study approach

'1n an attempt to d1scover~soc1a1 psychoTog1caT school c11mate var1ab1es ,.'T

assoc1ated w1th ach1evement The four schooTs seTected fo"study were ”'i;"

b ’l

’ served a cT1ente1e w1th Tow soc1o-econom1c status However,_

the schooTs :f. | s

}ud1d vary 1n{terms of mean student ach1evement Levels and rac1a1 compo%1t1on. i

5ach1evement.v The 1nvest1gators found that 1n th 'h1gh ach1ev1ng

expected

Wfth1n the classroom they put these be11e




ffﬂ?Nithin 1ow ach1ev1ng schools teachers seldom d1scussed pedagog1ca1 concerns
f‘in the 1ounge except to comm1serate w1th one another -and to re1nforce fl |
';:;the1r shared be11ef that many students could 1eg1t1mate1y be "wr1tten off" o
"fbln terms of ach1evement because the1r homes were too poor and the1r f!sf """
ll:ab111t1es too 11m1ted .'z:‘ dw':f-gf‘f.~;;.;_ ,", :’-'@ )
In add1t1on to the grow1ng‘body of qua11tat1ve case-study based

' ‘evrdence relat1ng aspects of c011eg1a1 re1at1onsh1ps and faculty cultures
:; to ach1evement, two notab]e quant1tat1ve stud1es have been pub11shed very
\preqently wh1ch also suggest a causa1 11nkage " Both stud1es 1nd1cate that -
.i:school'“c11mate“ or'“ethos“ has an 1nf1uence upon student 1earn1ng

r M1chae1 Rutter and h1s assoc1ates in.their book 15 000 Hours: Secondanyxvﬁ‘
',-SchoOZA and Thetn Eééecté Upan Chtldnen (1979), made an important “
:.1.contr1but1on They ut111zed ,comparatlve organ1zat1ona1 and 1ong1tud1na1
L research des1gn in the1r stgdy of the 1mpacts of twelve 1nner-London§;f 7t,ét ‘
r{~jvsecondary schoo1s Ihe research team. found that the schools d1ffered

| dramat1ca11y 1n tenns of student ach1evement and behav1or and that

e dafferences in the 1ntake character1st1cs of@the student bodhesvafd not .

'i,;'wholly account for those d1fferences They were able to~demonstrate qu1te ’gi}

A ..clearly fhat a schol S “ethos" 1mportant1y affects achrevemént o

‘example they . found schools where h1gh expectat1ons for student ach1evement

"._fand behav1or were ma1nta1ned those expectatlons were met._ In add1t1on, o
,3they presented ev1dence that teachers who were prepared punctua] and

" warmly support1Ve of student efforts produced super1or resu]ts., Perhaps

even more 1mportant to present concerns Rutter 'S team concluded that 1n

'5 schools where staff cohes1on support1veness cooperat1on and w1111ngness - .‘_ ¥

ER R
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s N .. o e
-_,to exercise 1nforma1 SOC1a1 control regard1ng profess1ona1 standards were R

‘,f‘»‘,: v

54*; trong, student attendance and academ1c success were h1gh and de11nquency

P

PR

| '_was Tow- (1979 132-203)
Brookover and h1s assoc1ates (1980) were a1so able to meaSUre
T quant1tat1ve1y the 1mpact of schools 3 ' They - employed a cross;sect1ona1§ vf}';ff" )

- Eresearch deS1gn mn the1r study of 159 pub11c e1ementary schools 1n the o

- state of. M1ch1gan. _Data were der1ved from off1C1a1 records of school

é "tach1evement and from quest1onna1nes completed by 19 544 students 789
':teachers and 159 school pr1nC1pa1s.p Mu1t1p1e regress1on techn:ques were
-é{vused to assess the separate effects of school soc1a1 1nputs, structuremm

' ;and clgmate upon’//udent outcomes The mode] wh1ch they tested (see F1gure

~1:2 below) 1nc1udes ‘some” of the same e]ements as the mode1 presented ear11er

. o . . 4"' K
/ in this Paper L A
o flf i Insert Figure Zfabout.here‘?::
Wl Although the spec1f1c f1§d1ngs of Brookover 'S study are far too r1ch and

,complex to report in deta11 here one general conc1US1on was th\f'school
'~npc11mate var1ab1es exp1a1ned between sch001 d1fferences in mathemat1cs and

read1ng ach1evement as wel] as schools student body compos1t1on -;The]

_authors fee1 that t~ 'ihaVe stron femp1r1ca1 support for the1r content1on

that. -
| ,’r. t . evaluat1ons made of students ab111ty, the L - Q'_w'
| s?,ij_ tf;"tudents role def1n1t1ons and expectatﬁons andﬁthe X
B normat1ve c11mate characteriz1ng the patterns of
'Gg:}u ._1nteract1on in the school prov1de the foundatlon for
. [*é? e ;;le;}tféﬂ
; - o e 2

T 3 | :1;3.. L "




'v--FIGUREfZ Lo

, Genéral Mode1 of School Soc1a1 System Var1ab1es
with Hypothes1zed Relat1on to Student Outcomes (1980 7)

School Soc1a1 R
Structure (3) S

) Sch001 Social Inputs 'dStudent Outcomes;""~a

a. Student body
. -composition (1)
{ b. Other:personnel
. 1nputs (2)

b. Self-concept
c,‘Se]fire11ance‘J‘;

R

a. Academic achievement . B

el "ASchooi Social{ - ““-.,':_Q ol
© . _.v ) Climate (4) -} LR

L e e T
(1) measured by mean school SES and percenta e wh1te.. I
Y . : L i
2) measured by standard scores. of sch001 s1ze, average da11y attendance,,".
. ' ‘profess1onaTSper].000 students, average years zpach1ng experience, S T
* - ' average tenure in.school, percentage of teacher with advanced degrees, S ‘;--
- and mean teacher salary.; _ . L : : e :

_f (3)'>measured‘by teacher sat1sfact1on=w1th school structure, parent 1nvolvement,) _
. _vd1fferent1at1on in student programs, . pr1nc1pa1 s, report of t1me devoted e
to 1nstruct1on open- -closed. c1assroom. B R I
- i#)-'measured by 14 var1ab1es der1ved‘from student teacher and pr1nc1pa1 :
' f;'_reports of the norms expectat1ons; and fee11ngs about the school

|




;;f;i [, o | a social psycholog1ca1 conception of school 1earn1ng R 'i_ A
o _T wh1ch we. believe exp1a1ns much of the d1fferences 1n :
 outcomes. (1980: . e |

0bv1ous1y th1s paper has raised many more quest1ons than 1t has : i
vanswered That cou1d not be’ av01oed g1ven thepr1m1t1vestate of the ex1st1n9
'5'. ]1terature. c1ear1y there is need for further conceptual and emp1r1ca1
.'work 1n order to expand our understand1ng of the formal and 1nforma1 |
“-,organxzat1on of teaohygdland 1earn1ng St111 the eV1dence that has been |
akreV1ewed strongly suggests that one very prom1s1ng approach would be to o
“.itfwork toward e1uc1dat1ng colleg1a1 re1at1onsh1ps and faculty cu1tures Wej-
_.need to know more about the nature and content of co11eg1a1 1nteract1on,,

' ‘;the formal and 1nforma1 processes through wh1ch faquty cultures are _
<deve10ped and ma1nta1ned and the 1mpacts of off1c1a1 and unoff1c1a1 b;f3.;
R :mechan1sms of soc1a1 control U1t1mate1y our goa1 shou1d be to 1solate |
fff"ltjthe soc1a1 structura1 C1rcumstances under wh1ch teachers w1th1n a schooltkf:
i:‘g‘develop close, cooperat1ve, profess1ona1 relat1onsh1ps in the 1nterest of‘d-“'

“ ser§§ng children.: Research d1rected toward answer1ng these quest1ons w111

) contr}bute not. only to-the.d1sc1p11ne of soc1ology but to the pract1ce R

' of educat1on. f“‘i"‘ o ‘_;» “3;1j3'- . . :vf”’TTVT“%*'if***‘
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