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This paper is one in a series of program deve]opment;documents prepared

under the guspices of the Center for Educational Policy and Management (CEPM)
at the University of Oregon. Funding for CEPM is provided in part by the
National Institute of Education. Earlier documents (Duckworth 1981a, 1981b;
Hersh et al. 1981; %fhoe et al. i981 Lane and Kelly 1981; Johnson 1981;
and Sta]lings 1981) have surveyed. the states of research and practice in the
vmanagement of hupan resources in schools. These documents have yie]ded
a scientific agenda for research to be sponsored by CEPM. The present
paper pTaces this research agenda within the context of policy and management
issues”that are perplexing educators across the country. My interest is - o
in increasing the awareness among researchers of the complexity of issues 2
affecting the reception ;; their work by.policy makers and practitioners.
Moreover, I wish to‘identify some of the policy and management decisions that
oan}benefit from the sorts of research recommended in the CFPM agenda. A

. 1 will discuss three decision domains which are loci of chronic public
;and professional disagreement. These domains are the determination.krespective;
) ly;of’student; teacher, and administrator work structures. The paradigm
. regards the work of these actors as a . function of a structure of agenda, resources,
Fand incentives, each of which is subject to decisions made by the worker
as well as by others. Issues emerge in the decision arena--the field of
decision participants and’situations--where work structures are determined.
My discussions during the last year with researchers, policy makers, and prac-
titioners have revealed that such issues involve not only facts and efficient‘means
for given endo‘but also the ends themselves. underlying values, and power
J relationships among participants Hence, a narrow technical view of issues is

inadequate
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2
. The argument is organized in three sections. The first section describes -
the thrée.domains and identifies 1mportant”prob1ems in each. The sdcond .
, section introduces the conceptual distincfiqn qmohg technical, coopérative,

and assumptive issues and suggests a relatiqqﬁhip between type of issue and

Cd
strategy of research and dissemination. In the third section, this conceptual

framework is applied to each of the.thteévdomains.
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I. Decision Domains and Current Problems
- CEPM began‘with a commitment to the tmprovement of school effectiveness

as expressed by studentbachievement. which‘led to theory building about
determinants of such effectiveness. V“CEPﬁ'also began with a substantial
tradition of research in problems of educationa] policy and management
that reflected the difficulties inherent in administering schools--fat1sfying
diverse constituents. coordinatingvthe work of professionals in a bureaucracy, )
and controliing the behavior of students (e.g..’Tucker and Zeigler 19805”Packard
et al. 1978; Duckworth 1979). Commitment and tradition have coalesced in
the current research paradigm and have been further enriched by new research
on the political, economic. legal. and technical envinonments of schools
(Eberts and Pierce 1939; Baugh and Stone 1980; Brodie and Williams 1981;
Gersten and Carnine 1981). Mew starts have been made {n the field of
" profesﬁiona] development as well. This burgeoning institutional activity
i; revealing the complexity of decision-making at all ]evels of school
governance and its implications for the 1mprovement of student achievement.

The determinat1on of 'student work structure constitutes the first ]
- dec1sion domain. There is a press for new decisions, especially in
secondary schools, about the instruction of students whose achievement is-
unsatisfactory. How to structure student work so that slow learners attain the
competence required for economic well being, fast learners acquire the knowledge

and skill required by occupations that depend on expertise, and teachers face a

task that is manageable are matters of considerable debate. Of even greater
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. dispute are learning goals for heterogeneous groups of students. 5Past
CEPM research has looked at the prooiems in managing instructional technology,
@nd~current researEh includes a study of teacher expectations for students.

. 3
While research on classroom processes remains per?pheral to CEPM's_ research

agendo,ﬁprojected research should provide information on the organization

of instruction in secondary schools for various groups of students whose
athieremenffis uhsatisfacfory;

. The second decision dOma1n comprises the determination of teacher

work structure. Many groups--citizens administrators, and politicjans--have
criticized'teqeher work effort and have attempted to exert control over it.
At the same time, teachers have sought and won increaSed control over their

\owo work conditions. Decisions aoout desirable instructional practice will

’ have'little“effect on achievement unless they are backed up by decisions about

” appropriate -teacher work strooture. ,we label this type of enoeavor as
“instructional leadership," but 15 fqgf a broader“coosideration of insti-
tutional roles and- interactions 1is involved For instance, the comparison of
public and private schools tends to yield an unflattering portrayal of both
teachers and administrators in public schools. CEPM has conducted research
on reldtionships among teachers and administrators in 1ostructiona1 change
efforts, on effects of collective bargaining on teacher work conditions and
administrative discretion, and on the principal's role in managing teacher-
specialist interaction. Current research includes a study of teacher work
motivation and a study of peer coaehing for improved practice. Ve exoect
future CEPM research, both relating to staff derelopment and administratire

leadership;'to inform attempts to alter teacher work structure so as to improve

student outcomes.
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The third decision domain comprises the determination of admiﬁi;tﬁator
work structure. Here the decision arena includes those in a positioh to influence
the work conditions of school prinéipalﬁ. 1ncluding higher echelon policy-

makers in the _publ"lc scho)ol bureaucracy and in other govermmental offices. ‘

" The scope of participation in goal-setting, the. generation of incentives
for administrators, and, especially, the mobilization of resourees for school
inst}yctionaa programs are all topics of%dispute. Shodld‘po?ity be set within
the159ministrat1ve corps of a school distrigf. by a broader consensus of
citiz;n activists; by teachers'’ representatives, or by state and federal
offfcials? Should administrators be trained to r?}ard‘instructional management
as their first priority? Should career”advancement be predicated on school
‘effectiveness? Or should adminigtrators be establishing a]liancesiwifh the °
business community in order to replace declining public resourceé?i
Arguments are being‘gdvanced‘?or a less directive énd gore shpportiye role
for governmental agencies with respect to schqp] a&ministration. These
arguments assume a more proactive role for school administrators in instruc- -
tional management than may be realistic for incumbents. ﬁur;ﬁér‘research on the
interaction of environmental agents and admin!strators in policy-setting is
needed to inform deci;;on-makers ébput ways 15 which administrator work can
- improve student achievement. CEPM has studied district respons}veness to -
community clients, career patterns among administrators, and administr;tors' I

reactions to conflict. Current work includes invest¥gations of the context

of administrator worké-e.g.. collective bargaining, labor markets, and federal

legislation. In addition, future research may focus on strengthening the
institutional foundations for education at the state level--e.g., academic

priorities in state regulations and resource allocations.




" The result of preoccupation with this type of inquiry 1s“the‘"R&D Fixer"
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I1. Types of Issues and Interests in Knowledge
- = 3

I have discussed three domains of decision-making in education that -

“ affect student achievement and have remerked~on some of the problems

that seem to vex practitioners, policy makers, and citizens in each of

o

thesevdoma{n;. ‘Some would wish to define these problems as.generic #o
American education as a wﬁele and to suggest that public school personnel
and clients nationwide share a common interest in finding so]u}ions. Such
a conclusion 1s%his]ead1ng. Instead, I detect muitip]e and(81verse stakes
in these decision domeins, different ways of posing problems, and‘gneaté.
confusion about the meaning and puepose of educetiona] goals.

This complexity can be reduced by‘distinguishing,;moné three type;ibf
issues. aldng lines suggested by contehporary phf?osophica] dietinctions
(Habermas 1971) among human interests and the Sorts of knowl edge they
efguire. The problem in identifying issues for research is thus related
to the more general problem of how knowledge can 1nform human..action. ce

Prgctitieners most commonly seek aeswers to questions of 1n§trumen£a]1ty.
"How do I accbmp]ish'x?“ they typicelly ask. In reeeonse. change aqeﬁts in
education offer a varietyiqf techniques that will transform the status
quo into a more desirable reality | Causal relattonships are the object of

much educationa] research and the fbcus of most methodb]og1ca1 criticism

_of that research. The ideal kind .of research is controlled experimen%ation,

if one wants to provide "how to" or "if-then" knowledge“to educators..

expectation of educational researchers and the precipitous leap from

symptom manifestation to the search for solutions in the public's mind.
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It is far from my wish to discredit this sort of issue formulation and

. research orientation 1in education. Important advances in knowledge have been

made andfneed to be supplemented. However, we need to give much moréﬁatten-
tion to two.ofher sorts of issues that are ushally in the background when
teqhnical issues are“ra}sed'and which 6ften emerge only as technical
solutiohs are proffer ed add»attemptédi These are 1§sues'1n human
cooperation and. in the assumptive or semantic fr469work within which
techn{cal 1ssues aré posed. »y — " o '« S
Sch&bling is a social process, and decision-making‘aboqt the structure ;E
administrator, teacher, and student work gddressés change in human interaction“
rather fhan the "installation" of some new mechahism. The cooperation of
different actors on matters of dissatisfaction or frustration depends
ndf only on good technical thinking bdtvalso on reciprocity of 1nterests,
mutuality of understaning,“and what Lindblom and Cohen (1979) Sall "inter-
active problem-solving" procedures. Habermas talks about cormunication and
interpretation as the important processes here.* When issues are posed as
probfems needing cooperative solutiogs among interdependent actdrs, questions
are raised about differences in perspective, value, and investment and how’
these'may be altered to increase reciprocity (quid pro quo), mutuality
(zone of consensus), apd legitimacy (due process). For example, Stallings
(1981) has suggested some {mportant areas of cooperation among administrators
and teachers if achievement is to be improved, and Johnson (1.981) has described
the range of possibilitigg’gor administrator-teacher cooperaﬁion in improving
1nstruct}on. “In addition, several critfcs of technical-issué research

(Wolcott 1977; Fullan and Pomfret 1977) have indicated how important ownership

of technical changes s if cooperation ,is to be achieved. Résearch on

-organizationaidevelopment has advocated a focus on cooperative issues

10 ‘ ! "
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{ Runkel et al. 1979), althongh often to the rEIative neglect gf technical‘P‘é
dssues, Evaluation research (Bamk and Nil]iams 1980) has emphasized the
1nterpretability.of evaluatiorn data by teachers 84s well as adn1n1strators.
Similarly, policy research has came to emphasize the 1nportance of mutual
adaptation of investments and designs for change if coo;eration--and,
therefore implementation--is to‘be obtained (Berman and McLaughlin 1978)

x . Cooperative issues can. benefit from research that describes the multiple
reilities present in many social organizations and that identifies *.
exemplars of’interactive»problem-solving Not only diversity of perspectives.
but also the natural history of communication and 1nterpretation among

| perspectives.~;F? the topics of- investigation Furthermore, the comprehena-‘
}~ -~ sibility of research findings to the multiple parties concerned 1s‘as . :
- , impOrtant a criterion of quality as construct validity is to c0rre1ationa1\

o

research. o C . | Q. “ .,
Issues of technique and cooperation are not'the whole story,- however.
The discussion thus far has dwelt on problems {n appropriate andﬂacceptable
action, but such problems pften reflect self-limiting o fpnradoxical
) assumptionsnaﬁout educational values and facts. Those zgsumptions are 1ssues
of the general culture and its differentjation into .ideologies of interest
groups. Beliefs about “disadvantaged" or "culturally different" students, about
"professionals" or "ndne-to-fite WOrkers.JKand about "planning" or "responsive-
ness" are gestalts for thought and speech abdut educational issues. They
shackle tssue elaboration toisemantic framewor ks embedded either in the very .
conditions that. create dissatisfaction or in uncriticized_ideologies. Bowers

(1976) has written about reification of conceptual constructs involved in

"technicism" as a thought-strangling force in education. The same criticism
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. \%h be made of constructs symbolizing different perspectives among’ parties involved
in public schooling and of traditional ways of thinking about the purposes and |

‘ legitinate Anstitutions of education. Edson (lQBO) has ﬁemarked on the legacy -

, O of early twentieth-century American statements on academid and: vocational '<A v N

{o

education in secongary schools and in many ways, recent attempts to breat out

. of this. assumptive framework (e oy Colemdn et al. 1974) have onﬂy confirmed .

S -la

the power ofwghat framework. Scriven (l973) has advocated that educational

program evaluators look beyond IQrmal”program goals and designs to the -

real impact of programs.

The formulation of issues.should emphasize the assumbtions that are shareda “c

across society and that are reified in the statements of public agencies

Research on decision-makiqg about administrator, teacher. and student work .

strqctures 'should include a critieal examination of the inadequaeie% of

policy assumptions across the spectrum of political affiliation and interest

group advacaty. “‘ ' ‘ . : . . .
If the interest of technical issues 1s tn instrumental behavior, and :

of cooperative issues in interpretiVe knowledge the interest of Ssrumptive

issues fs in self- insight and the tLanscending of semantic distortions in

‘conventional wisdom, As CEPH develops its research efforts, fssues in deci ion- o

making ahout work structures in schools need to be analyzed in terms of '

assumptfons that ground both problems i{n’ cooperation and instrumentality

The final section of this paper offers some thoughtf along these lines

» ? “
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; II1. Decision Domains and Types of Issues ¢ - a

Let us now return with the conceptual distinctions 1ntroduced in Section

I1, to the three domains of dec1s1on-mak1ng identified in Sect1on I. In each

of tﬁ‘se doma1ns, I shal] attempt to 11]ustrate techn1ca], cooperat1ve and

R

assumpt1ve issues that seem to be plagu1ng educators today and that 1mp]y

an’ 1nterest in dlfferent kinds of knowledge to be generated by research.

- '\ ” y
.
- " «
[P

A. The Determ1natlon of Student Work Struqture . e

The concern here is the unsatlsfactory level of student ach1evenent
in pub11c sghoo]s, which has received a wide press. Technical solutions have
been sought and’ found to teachlng ba51c s;ﬂ]s in reading and math, part1cu1ar1y
w1th 1n1t1a11y low-achieving students Technical problems rema1n, however,
with intervention 1n sk:]] def1c1enc1es 1n~aecondary schools and with the
extension of techn1ca1 solutions such as dareet 1nstruct1on to @ wider

range of students and to more advanced levels of ach1evement.

Moreover, the technical 1ssue of instructing truly “exceptional“ students,

such as the hand1capped an _the g\fted within the pub]1c school is still

a press1ng prob]em Debaté ver the efficacy of homoggneous and heterogeneous

group1ng of students contlnues.s Curracular structure at the secondary level

J w\
J

is also a technrcaT issue; the broadenlng and d1vers1f1cat1on of the

b
I

curr1cu1um that‘was thought to in ease student mot1vat1on is now seen as

d1]ut1ng 1nstruct1on Under e1ther;reg1me the st#litgural d1fferent1at1on

of low-achievers and non-co]lege-bound,students from their more acadamic

“peers is argued To depress achievement. ..

I's : . N

CEPM's concern with the?technical issue of instruction has focused

on the identification and iméjementation of effective teaching techniques’




kand on the organization of the diversity of curriculum offer1ngs and
requirements., ~ At present, the techn1ca1 issues--effective teach1ng and

curriculum--seem better reso]ved at the elementary rather than the secondary

level. Technical questions remain of 1ncreas1ng student motivation and

“reduc1ng 1nterference from' student misbehaVIor and vandal1sm, however, .

espec1a11y at the secondary level,
Cooperatlve issues need further study at both levels, however. The

techn1cal solut1ons found for reading and math achievement at e]ementary

-

Tevels are not to everyone's 1iking. Students may resist regimentation,

Some parents reject the technical concern as too limited a view of educational

goals; others are disturbed by the side effects of such treatments on social

develooment and intellectual motivation. Teachers in substantial numbers

reject technical solutions because they violate basic occupational .self- )
- -

conceptions or deprive the teacher of interpersonal rewards that are central to

work motivation. 'oﬁ the other side of the fence, some advocates—of technical

. solutions are really aiming at noneducational values such as classroom

e ! 4
order and student behavioral control rather than the cognitive and skill

goa]s. Hence the debate has become po]ar12ed and seldom dwells strictly on
ach1evement concerns.‘:Thus it is apparent that research on the varying goalsr
fnvolved and the communication between parties is needed to improve the
chances both for technical so]ut1ons and %or the security of place given
academit achievement in local school pr1or1t1es. pthérmtse, theretw11]
remain the mfftual disdain beiween ' bumanists® and "behaviorists."”

Cooperative issues in secondary education often reflect the salience
of differentialﬂobjectives. One of/the reasons for the Tow level of technical
developnent in research on secondary educat'ion may reside in the diverging

interpretations of educational goafs for heﬁerogeneous students and in the

segnentation of the teaching faculty into tsolated departments. There may

-

e
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be no dominant voice calling for continuing language development--instead .
there are the "literature",teachers and the "communication skills" teachers.
The uncertain efforts of secondary‘schools to make reading-and writing
common objectives across subjects indicate “the difficulty in articulating ’
a technical.research agenda. Instead, there are professional journals

for- each of- the disciplines, and synthesis of their findings is rare

with respect to the treatment of heterogepeous students.

Not only are the'different interpretations of educational purposes and
techniques more isolated from one another at the secondary level, but this
heterogeneity of treatment is regarded by many as a virtue. ;It is felt that
students benefit from exposure to different kinds of teachers. Of course,
to some extent this is predicated on the belief that there is no techno]ogy
of teaching. However. it also confuses the desirability of diverse content
and personal examples in education with the desirability of inconsistent
treatment of students' learning problems. Here we move beyond the ‘problem
of communication and negotiation among diverse perspectives to semantic factors
that obscure that problem and limit its solution. Declarations of purposes
for secondary education formulated in the early twentieth century simply are
inadequate for the 1980s. Ideo]ogica] commitments to’perpetuating'a,strati-
fied work fdrce, on the one hand, and providing formal access to equal ;
educational hpportunity, on the other, wrestle eachjgther in the semantic
fog surrounding secondary‘education. Until there Aigan analysis of the
Vparadees surrounding the sorting function of secondary education and- the
political status conferra] function, not much progress is likely to be made

.

on technicalfor interpretive problems.

.
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B. The Determination of Teacher Work Strdcture : W
, ] u

The quality of teachers’ performance jn the c]assroom”\whether in devis1ng

treatments for heterogeneous students or simply mainta1nfng an educational
program that is adequate for general goals, has been 1ncreag1ngly percelxed as a
matter of personal discretion and motivafion. This perceﬁaion is becoming
unacceptable to al] except teachers. Concern over the surv{val of public
education is related to recent attempts to make teachers accountab]e for

student performance, to define teaching competencies that would serve as

criteria for certification and evaluation, to build incentives for inservice

and continuing professional educatidn, and to install management systems which
would render teacher performance more visible to administrators. Implicit‘

in all these efforts is the figure of the instructional leader who would

~assign objectives, assess performance, and sanction performers. The schodj

principal, special district administrators, and the district'superintendent have
been called upon to p]ay this role:- The technical prob]em is how adm1nistrators
can use the various tools described above to improve teacher performance

Very preliminary research in elementary schooig has suggested a strong, even
"tyrannical” role for’principals (Edmonds 1979), but manyrdoubt the generali:\
zability of these findings. At the secondary level, research has dismissed y
the notion of a strong bureaucratic structure within which such a leader

might functioh. Thus the technical concern remains very much alive.

We argue that the problem as posed above is misleading. The search

_ for "effective schools" needs to pay more attention to the role perceptions

of teachers and administrators and to the communication process between these

 grougs if we are to understand how such a thing as instructional leadership

comes to habpen. While it%isievideht that administrators‘expect and are

16 f B
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expected to exercise leadership in some facets of school life, that leader-
ship is extended tolinfluence on»teacner pérformance through a highly political
process. Administrative impotence is widely 11lustrated in accounts of

>

failures and firings At the district level, thebfreqUency and duration'of
teacher strikes, plus the tendenéy of contract provisions to restrict any
1nstructional leadership behavior by the principal, must also be counted as a
'sign that thempolitical underpinnings of such leadership are widely lacking.
Some ha&esclaimed that such leadership might be generated collectively
by teachers, either at the level of the school or of the professional associatipn
(Little 1981). Research on teacher interaction and normative orientation may
cast doubt on this claim, however. MIt is not simply a matter of shifting the
technical concern over teacher performance from administrative strategies
vto those of professional associations. In teaching, professional support for
performance norms is necessary but not sufficient. . The collegial culture
seldom functions outs1de of organizational initiatives and crises, and these
are handled by. administrators ihat 1is needed is a recognition of the different
perspectives on’ elassroom instruction held by administrators and teachers
and the different investments in preferred ways of working. 0nce this is
grasped, the potential bargaining prOCesses that can convert administrative
support into influence and teacher territorial jealousy ipto a commonwealth
*orientation can be studied as variations within a realistic set of limits
’ratner than as an all-or-nothing power plays by administrators.
Study of such bargaining processes might reveal the assumptive

blinders that prevent administrators and teachers from going beyond

a zero-sum notion of power and benefit. The codification of semantic con- .

. - | J . -
straints in contract provisions has been studied, but the culture within

17 l
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‘which such semantic devices are inter-{eted has been shown to vary across

schools. f-

I shall have some remarks on admﬂnistrator assumptions below. For
the present let me suggest that teajrers, because of training, isolation

from one another, and exclusion frdlﬁ

f

school-level decision-making, rarely
séem to percelve problems as systematic Solutions for problems are articulated
as changes "in other peop]e to make the individual teacher's work easier.

4]

Moreover, the folklore of stud;ht?%diosyncracyrand teacher intuition encourages

them to demand autonomy on idéological grounds. Hence teachers are apt to

»

reject system changes as burdensome and irrelevant. "Teaching."~rq%her than
"student learning" or ”schoolfng," often defines teachers' semantic framework for

S .
perceiving administrator behayior.

o
L .v‘ {

w}f
c. The Determination of Aﬂministrator Work Structure ,

The degree of 1nstruéﬁiona1 leadership exercised by administrators is
a function of a number of contextual factors, most notably the policy
'proce;ses for which administrators are accountable. ‘ﬁence, one looks to
technical changes in gouernance mechanisms so as to increase instructional
" leadership. The 1morovement of oo]1Cy processes is often attemoted by rede-

-

fining the policy arena. Increased involvement of higher echelons of

I

government has been seéﬁ as a way to generate incentives (including

o

sanctions) foﬂ‘administrative intervention in instruction (e.g., on student

placement relevant tq fesegregation. or on course requirements relevant to -

minimuni competencies).: Increased parental involvement has been seen as another

- source of 1ncentives‘&nd of community support for the instructional program

(0 g




Increased teacher involvement has been seen as a way of both improv1ng agenda
‘x and increasing the legitimacy (another resource) of administrative intervention.
;District,specialists in curriculum seek _involvement in order to ensure that
administrators are faithful to technical innovations planned by experts.
Attempts to alter policy processes in order to improve administrative
work, however, inevitably take on more than a technical cast Extending arenas
of policy formation changes the mix of values that will seek expression and
thereby complicates the process of achieving cooperation. Furthermore,
administrators themselves must-cooperate with policy or the‘extension

ey

of policy influence will be fruitless. Thus, a too heavy-handed approach can

v

" result. in policy,frustration through a thousand'ploys known to adﬂinistrators.
This s not to say that cooperative issues should take primacy. Mann (1980
has recently chided political scientists for preoccupation with process
to the neglect of outcome, and the thrust of CEPM's research effort is to
examine the effects of pdlicies on student achievement

- As with the other decision domains, analysis‘is needed of~yested ‘

interests of different parties.in the policy process, endemic suspicions
among.parties‘regarding motives, and some articulation of the different
values at stake.‘ I suspect that administrators vary in the language they use

?} to coney their expectations to teachers and in the assumptions they bring

% to their own influence attempts. The study of other public agency managers

~“has revealed some of the self-limiting perceptions of school administrators

‘Ain this regard. The main assumptive issue could well be the institutionali-
zation of the ideology described by Raymond Callahan (1962) in administrator
training programs and associations. Alternatively, the new rhetoric of "instruc-
tional leadership” could tenpt some administrators and thedr publics to
overreact in change efforts. .Lighthall (1973) has suggested that failure of

ERIC organizational change in schools 1s often traceable to arrogance in administrators’
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"get out to impose a unilateral, managerial ideal of education on

4tgachers Analyses of school policy processes that produce a consensudl’
. basis for inStructional leadershjp ‘would be helpful. Also, ‘procedoral
- mechanisms that allow instructional leadership to proceed with consent,
where consensus is not attainable, need: to be identified.

Discussion of poliog processes evokes some of the most complex assumptions
in modern socia] thought. For example. issues l1ike voucher plans:or tuition
tax credits (which would increase parental determination o? administrator
work), appiication of the public's right ﬁs know to collective bargaining
processes (which might tend tp sustain administrative agenda for instructional
programs). the civil rights of students (which nay constrain administrative
influence on the instructionaifprogram), and the shifting of educational .
programs’from the federal government“to state governments (which may change
incentives, agenda, and resources for administrators) all involve be]iefs
about justice and democracy. Another profound assumptive issue is whether
education is a pub]ic or a private good Tam hardly prepared to resolve these
jssues in the present paper. Nhat I would suggest is that research on the '
determination of administrative work structure probe the phi]osophical aspects

Of policy issues in order to 1luminate the semantic frameworks operatinp

and increase the,seif-awareness of participants.




-]8 - E -

References

Bank, Adrienne, and Williams, Richard. "Evaluation Design Project:
'School District Organization Study: Annual Report.® Mimeographed.
Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of
California at Los Angeles. 1980. _

Baugh, William, and Stone, Joe. "Teachers, Unions, and Wages in the 1970's:

' Unionism Now Pays." Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy
and Management, 1980.

Berman, Paul, and McLaughlin, Milbrey Wallin. Federal Programs Supportinf
Educational Change, Vol. VIII: Implenenting and Sustaining Innovations.
Santa Monica, California: Rand"1978

Bowers, C.A. "Emergent‘ldeoiogical Characteristics of Educational Policy."
Nimeegraphed. Eugene, Oregon: University of Oregon, 1976.

?rodie, Don, and Williams, Peg. "School Arbitration: What the Arbitrators

Are Doing." Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and
Management, 1981, )

Callahan, Raymond. Education and the Cult of Ef?i ien¥y Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1962.

Coleman, James S., and others. Youth “Transition to Adolthood Report of
the Panel on .Youth of the President’s Science AdVisory Committee.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974.

.
-~

Duckworth, Kenneth E. “Schools as Student Work Organizations: Report
of the First Year of Research." - Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational
Policy and Management, University of Oregon, 1979. . .
Duckworth, Kenneth E. "Linking Educational Policy and Management with
Student Achievement.” Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational
Policy gnd Management, University of Oregon, 1981a.”

Duckworth, Kenneth E. "“Research Implications of the CEPM Paradigm."
Mimeographed. Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and
Management, University of Oregon, 1931b.

Eberts, Randall, and Pierce, Lawngnce "The Effects of Collective Bargaining
in Public Schools." Eugene, @GFegon: Center for Educational ‘Policy and‘
Management, University of 0regoﬁh,1980

: Edmonds, Ronald. "Effective Schools for the Urban Poor.“ Educationa]

Leadership 37 (1979): 15-27.

4 L]

Edson, C.H., "Schooling for Work and Working at School: Sociocultural
Perspectives on the Relationships Between Work and Schooling in
Urban America, 1880-1920." Mimeographed. Eugene, Oregon: °
Center for Educational Poiicy and Management, University of Oregon, 1980.

v

21

»




{ 19 : \»;

iFuilan. Michael, and Pomfret, Alan. "Research on,CurriCdﬁum and Instruction
&F  Implementation.” Review of Educational Research 47 (1977): 335-79.

-

+ gersten, Russell, and Carnine, Douglas. "Administrative and Supervisory
Support Functions for Implementation of Effective Instructional
Programs." Eugene, Oregon: GCénter for Educational Policy and
Management, University of Oregon, 1981,

_Habermas, Jurgen, Knowledge and Human Interests. Bostorf: Beacon Press,
] 97 ]"‘.’ -

Hefsh, Richard H., and others. "The Educatjbn Professions and the Enhancement
of Classroom Productivity. Eugene, Oregon: .Center for Educational
Policy and Management, 1981.

Johnson, Susian M. "Collective Bargaining at the School Site: A Varied
Picture." Paper presented at the Conference, "Creating Conditions
~ for Effective Teaching," 16-18 July 1981, at the Center for Educational
Policy and Management, Eugene, Oregon. ° T .

Kehbe,'Ellén, and others. “"The Impact of Legal-Administrative Processes on
Local Schools." Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and
"Management, University of Oregon, 1981, ’

Lane, Carolyn, and Kelly, James G. "Community Influence on Schools and
Student Learning." Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and
Management, University of Oregon, 1981. )

Lighthall, Frederick. “"Multiple Realities and Organizational Nonsqlutions:
An Essay on Anatomy of Educational Innovations.”. School Review 81
(1973): -255-94, : ‘

Lindblom, Chirles, and Cohen, Da&id. Usable Kﬁowlédge.' New Haven: Yale
. University Press, 1979. :

: ! [S . L
Little, Judith. "The Power of O?ganizational Setting: School Norms and
Staff Development." Mimeographed. Boulder, Colorado: Center
for Action Research, 1981, ’ ;
Mann, Dale. “"The Politics and Administration of the Instructionally Effective
School." Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American .
Educational Research Association, April 1980 at Boston, Massachusetts.

Packard, John S.; Charters, W.W., Jr.; and Duckworth, Kenneth E. With
Thomas Jovick. Management Implicatians of Team Teaching: Final
Report. Eugene, Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and Management,
University of Oregon, 1978. ’

Runkel, Philip; Schmuck, Richard; Arend$, Jane; and Francisco, Richard.
Transforming the School's Capacity for Problem Solving. Eugene,
Oregon: Center for Educational Policy and Management, University of .
Oregon, 1979. ,

“

N | u)
Sy




-

20

e o

Scriven Michael. "Goal-Free Evaluation." In School Evaluation: The -
Politics and Process, edited by.Ernest House, gp. 319-28. P
Berkeley, California: McCutchan,- -1973.

Stallings, Jane. “"What Research Has to Say to Administrators of Secondary’
Schools About Effective Teaching and Staff Development." Paper- b
presented at the Conference, "Creating Conditions for Effective Teaching,"
16-18 July 1981 at the Tenter for Educational Policy and Management,
Eugene, Oregon : . .

The Politics of Educational Governance:.

ERIC CTEaringhouse on Educational

/

Wolcott, Harry. Teachers vs. Technocrats. Eugene Oregon: Center for
Educational Policy ahH‘Mandgement University of Oregon, 1977

Tucker, Harvey, and Zeiglér "Harmon.
An Overview. Eugene, Oregon:
Management, 1980.

23y




