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decisions in a single classroom, in isolation from colleagues, that
helps reiniorce the bureaucratic school structure and the teacher's
own very limited role in the school's authority structure. Decisions
are made by those in management positions, but teachers do not work
together to evolve curricular or other school-wide decisions. This
results in the teacher becoming more an alienated worker in the
system than an independent professional. Since the schools attract
few teachers who desire to participate in the life of the school, it
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THE STRUCTURE OF SCHOOL: YEACHERS AND AUTHORITY*

Kobert E. Feirxx

Introduction

Duving the past couple of years, Amevican public education has been
treatled to a veritable ovgy of reports, commentaries, covitiques, reap-
praisalys and recommendations for reform (e.g., Adler, 1982, Royer, {983,
College Doard, 1983; Commission on Frecollege Education 1n Mathematics,
Science and Technology, 1983, Goodlad, 19283, National Commission on
Excellence in Educatior, 1983; Sizer, 1984, Task Force on Education for
FEconomic Growth, 1984; Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Federal Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Folicy, 1984).

While tiio reports approach public education from various perspectives
and contain different emphases, some common themes emerge. Most of the
reportys concentrate on  the need for schools to  increase the difficulty,
but not necessarily the complexity, of the curriculum; to place more
cemphasys on cove academic  subjects and  greater stress  on mathematics,

science, and technology; to adhere to common, and some might soy Limited,

B

“Thors paper was  prapared for presentation to the annual meeting of the
mmer tcan Educational Resesrch fAssociation in Chicago, April 2, 198%.

Wy -Robert ELo o Feir s coordinator of state legislative relatlions tor the
FPoenn-sylvanta Department of Fducation, He has been a school district cuy~
vicutum coordinator and assistant executive diveclor of 3 vegiomal educa-
troval service agency.  Heather this paper noy the vivws 1t axpresses are
rmtendod to  repyvesont the  Fennsylvania Depaviment ol Educatltion or the
socratary ot Education. They ave solely the vegspongihility of  the
authoy .
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objectives; to  add to the nation's rcompetitive capability in  a
fast-changing technological world, and to improve the quality of teaching

Im order to achieve all the aother purposes.

Stress on the importance of teaching varies among the veports and the
national reaction to the veports (U.S. Departaent of Education, 1984).
Many states, howe er, have undertaken specific actions in recent months
almed at upgrading the aquality of public school teachers (Bridgman,
1985). For the most part, these efforts have been aimed at recruitment
and retention of *better" teachers. Such attewpts include increasing
teacher  salavies, experimenting with more elongated career ladders,
requiring new teachers to pass competency tests prior to certitication,
and providing new teachers with more formalized assistance in their first

vedar as professionaly.

These efforts to recruit and retain better twachers are, for the most
part, extrimsic in nature, focusing on qualifications and preparation of
and  vewmuneration for teachers. Ot seemingly less concern are more
tnlringic reward  issues, which aight also help to vecruit and vetain

horahey qualiyty teacheys,

(thto papen 1s not arned at reviewirng specitic  school veform repovtsy
o citate and tocal vesponses 1o those veporty, Tt takes the reports and
vesponses s g cwrrent backdyvop, 3 vetleoction of aationwide concorn over
o quataity of sohanline and those most vesponsih e for §tyg Provision -
Clasovoom teachervoe,  While those vetorm etforts are often concerncd with

theo gmabidy o tho teaching corps, 1t acydomis praparation and oapti-
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tuders, 1ty raduction into the nmation's classrooms, and ity instructional
techmiques, this paper  alteapts o be wore narvow 1n scope and, at the

same time, (o push bevyond those curvrent concerns.

The purpose ot the paper iy  to examine, both historically and socio-
logically, the teacher's role in the authority structure of American pub-
Lic schools. The thesis presented here is that the suthorily structure
ol the school and the teacher's predetermined vrole in that structure sig-
nificantly affect the recruitment of teachers, who, once recruited, serve
to reinfovrce dialectically the existing authority structure. Who is
recvutted to and who is retained in the teaching profession are affected
by and in turn affect the structure of the school ~-- as a4 place of work

ard 3 place of Learning.

Gdfter examining briefly the historical development of the structure
of public schoole, the paper will attempt to look at the structure socio-
Llegreallys Fimally, through the perspective of organization theory, and
specitfically organization development theory, the paper will attempt to

aseesy he health of the profession and of the structure of schools.

Histarical Developments

bovly colontal schools were pvimarily tocal institutions of civic and
velrarows chavacter, egtablished  hy tha conmunity's Lleading citirzens to
pyevgtelee el sltively now kind ot socgalizration for their children in the

Cecming byounrque wor bd o on thre side o1 the Atlanlic (Bults  and Cremin,
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1953, Cremin, 1970; Flshree, 1939). Teachers were usually men, serving
part-tinme and rarely for very long. They took teaching jobs while wait-
ing 1o he called to the ministry or some other occupation Tor which they
really aspived, and  good moral chavacter was 3 primary requistilte (Rults

and Cremin, 195%3; Lortie, 1975).

Teaching did not pay wall, and teachers often were assigned t¢ such
other "duties as cleaning out the church, vinging the hell, providing a
baptismal basin, running errands, SErvVIiNg  as messenger, and digging

Yraves . . . (Buttys and Cremin, 1953, p. 135).

The schools ot the early colontal  period were nol significantly oif-
farmntrated internatly. What todav 15 thought of as bureaucracy (move on
this below) was virtually nonexistent M the colonial school. Local
authovities hived the teacher and tridd to monitor his behavior directly.,
ihe local teacher was the teacher. Few schoole had more than o single
Class or o single teacher, and fewer had anything thal would vesemble
moduern school  admivistration (Elsbhvee, 1239; Lortie, 1975). While the
teacher technically had no protection from the local *board of visitors,"
which could  five hiw just as it had hived him, the oversight function
usually awmountad 1o Little mﬁre than *"superficial apprairsal®™ (Elsbree,

P32, po 1)

Docpartee cha part=lrme, short-lerm, Low-pard natuve of colonial teach-—
Pk, aud degpartey the Aoacher o werving at o the ploagsure of  local offi-
o, Ulehvee (4937) aud Tortie C(127%) bolh paint a picture of the eayly

toacher as  wxpraiencing hie  posibron as  one of  considevabte agtonomy.

A
A d
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This autonomy, or seening autonomy, will rvecur as a theme in the history
of Amevacan public school teaching and M oW sociological veview of the

profession's vecruitment patterns.,

The first significant historical shift took place from about 1820 to
the period of the Civil War. During this time, elementary school teach-
ing became largely the domain of unskilled young women. According to
Butts and Cremin (19533), this shift reflected the Jacksonian belief that
any citizen could hold any public position, as well as the Jacksonian
belief in the spoils system, especially during the early stages of urban-
izatiron., In addition, women weve generally willing to work for less than
men (Buelts and Cremin, 1953, pp. 283-284). The social status of teach-
1ng, which was not high to begin with, suffered further in this period,
in which salaries were low, turnover high, and quatifications very Limit-
ed. Further, the practice of requiring voung women teachers to board in
sucoession with  different local  families reduced any claim  they might
have had to professionalism (Butts and Cremin, 1953, p. 28%). *The tra-
dition  of schoolkeeping rather than schoolteaching was  strongly
tap Lanted., The teacher's job was to keep oarder ~- to keep the class

rntact® (Butts and Cremin, 1953, p. 286).

Rapid growth 1tn public schools and development ot  the teaching pro-
Trossion ooaurred belween the Civil War and the turn af the twentieth cepn-
tory (Duttys and Cremin, 19535, Lortie, 1975, Sykes, 1933, Tvack, 19&7).
e ol veflocted population  growth, urbanitzation, radustrialyzation,
and v gt ron, the great forces shaprag the countiy at tho bias (Tyack,

[INNCI RN
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Frack points  to the late nineteenth century as a time of 1noreoaszd
standavrdization, protfessionatizatlion, and  bureaucratization in the
schools. He indicates that *. . . schools became increasingly mechanized
and structured  Like the large bureaucracies of industry, commerce, and
the military that were arising in  this age of consolidation® (1967, p.

a1 4.

Amovng  the aost significant developments (for purposes of this paper)
were the increase in the number of teachers, the development of multi-
ple-classroom school buildings with several teachers and at least a rudj-
mentary administrative structure, the development of normal  schools and
the increased professionalization of teacher +training, and the emergence
of state-centralized teacher certification »procedures (Hutts and Cremin,
§953;  Twvack, 19677, Despite these developments, Sykes (1983, p. 88)

note: that

teachers gave up income and advancement opportunities
in return for the fulfillment of ideais related to ser-
vice, a conventent work schedule, and a certain esteem
(albeit shadowed) tendered by the community.

These themes will also be seen to vecur in the development of the profes-—

chon arel g te patterns af recraitment, rowmard, and retention.

Puviing the rivet two decades of the twentieth century, education fol-
Lewrodl Ahe sorentific management  wmovement  that was - weeping American
Pvdnaty o Ge g babvan, 192425 Tyvack, 19257, Administryators, hired on  the

b o ot coampetenc e and mevat g pavt of a general effort to o lean up
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public savvice, proliferatod. Ml Ahey imposed  on teachors o vegimen of
conty ol based upon scientific managemeont. the bureaucvratization ot pub=-
Ly Zchools, at least i wrban areas, was 10 fall swing, and teachers, in
contrast to the autonomy of theiv colonial forebears, were cubjected to
the most effective administrative contrel ia the nation's history (Lor-
tie, 1973, Elsbree, 1939). ‘*Teachers bhecame enployees suvervised by
Full=time, physically present administrators acting on  authority deleg-

ated by school boards® (Lortie, 1975, p. 4).

Fducation and the ‘teaching profassion have continued to grow and
develop durving  the past half cenvury, but  that growth  and development
Fave been laryely alunyg the lines of the early years of the century (Lor-
tie, 19732, As scientitic management per se has been largely venounced
by Gmervican industyy for its simpliciiy  and failure to take into account
the Jndivideal  and g9roup needs of  wovkers, so, {too, have schools grown
avay from the concept. But the residual centralization, bureaucratic
structure, and predetermined distinctions between teaching and adminis-
trative voles have remained pretty much intact, despite the growth of
untems and their  ability in many cases to constrain day-to-day adminis-
trative interference with the autonomy of ivdividual teechers (Lortie,

1275,

Two signifrcant points made by Loviie can conclude this brief histor-
ool ovenrygpew and  Jead us ta a3 more sociolagical yeview of  the roloe of
Pl teachior an Amneviican gublic sehoaly,. Despite the arowth of bureaucra-
o and Aaduinmistvative conlvol oover o Leachor e, at teast in the formal

shruactoyes of schoole, Lovbae pointe oul (497, n. §a):
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Toachers' s work, 1n short, was not radically altered by
the development of the multiple-unit school. T2 prin-
cipalship emervged, of course, and the beginnings ot a
hievarchy of officials took place. As before, the
teacher continued 1o work Lavgely alone with particular
students but under the general swrveillance of a tTull-
time administrator appointed by the hoard of education.

This will yecur as a major thematic point throughout the remainder of

this papoer.

Fivally, Lovtie (1969, p. 19) takes note of the willingness of teach-

oy to accept the Limited role assigned to them by the systen:

The cuwrrent situation reflects the centuries during
which teachers were defined solely as employees. It is
interesting that teachers have not challenged their
formal subovrdination; unlike most who claim profes-
cional status, teachers have not contested the riaht of
persons outside the occupation to govern their techni-
cal attfairs.

a_Snciological Yigw

While history helps to trace the development of the American public
sechool as  an institution and the role of teachers within that institu-
tion, a4 more sociological view helps to clarify the authovity relation-
ships within the school and  the dialectical velationship Petwsen teacher
recrurtment  and  teacher vole withiv  the authority stracture  of  the

wohool
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s tal and Econamie Organeza-

Max WNeber's seminal work, The Theory ot

~
i

o) (3247, s a qgood place tn begin this oexaminmation. Weber develops
hore a theory of three 1deal types of authority. The fivrst is charismat—
tc authoarity. The charismatic leader justities his or her domination
twhich Weber defines as o power volationghip in which the ruler bhelieves
pinvhits  or her right  to rule, and the ruled consider it their duty to
ohay) by reference +to exiraordinary desds. Disciples of chavismatic
Leaders have  faith in the person of  the leader. Charismatic forms of
domination do not require a specific or sophisticated administrative
apparatus. While Weber traces much of the historical development of
authority to charismatic domination, it is of little concern for purposes

ot undevstanding teachers as emnployees in American public schools.

Weber's second ideal type of aquthavity is traditional authority. The
traditional leadsr derives his or her authority from inherited status or
custum. Subjects obey oul of personal lovally or respect for the tradi-
tional status of the leader. Weber points to two types of administrative
apparatus for enforcing the authority of traditional leaders. First is
pabvyimonial, v which public officials ave personal retainers of  the
Feader and dependent upon him or her for remuneration. Second is feudal,
b owhoch officials  are more autonomous, hut  obey as a veflection of an
oalth of  fealty to the  leader, While the analogy may be  somewhat
ctrained, o omight Denefit from thinking about the cimple stvuctures of
ool el b some degree, pre-Uivi ] Yar, schools as berny orerated on
ool a1 tradroronal o aadnovrty, i whach teachere  served S5 foeudal

offregate o stinctwe contyalled by communi by Loadory.
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The thivd rdeal  type of  suthovity  for Webay 1+ legal a&authority.
Leepal author ity does not  devive fyam the pevson or the  lvadition ot the
Licade, but rather from the procedwally proper enactweont of vules,  In a
svystem of legal dominalion, both vuler and valed must agres on the proce-
duies, 1vcluding the procedwres by which the ruler cowmes to a position of
domination. Weber calls the typical administvative apparatus of 3 systenm
of legal authority bureaucracy. A buveagucracy is avvanged hieravchical~
Ly, witlh the means of admimistration concentrated at the top, spheres of
jurisdiction ave clearly  speciried; posilionsy are obtained by merit and
technieat training; officials do nol own or pvivately benefit from the
means of adminiedration; and admintstrative acts ave genevrally promulgat—
aod N writing., It is not difficult to see these elements of  legal
authori Uy and bureaucratic adminigstration in the modern American public
cchool, begaraming with the lLate ninetsenth century refovrms and continuing

3

Yoy Ahe present dav (Lorttre, 197 Retoinas, 1982, Tvack, 1967).

Webaov suggests that  the wovement from chavigmatic to traditional to
Legal forms  of awthorvity s historical and developmental, further con=
foomimg the notiron suggested hore that  the authovity structwre of pablic
auhbolr has  developed historicatly from a wove traditional 1o a wore
Feaga b oo, and that the patvimonial  and feudal forms of adminisitration

hawes prven way tlo a move bureaucralic form.

Mho Loo Woehber ayvauee that boreauwcy acy ts A necassary form for the
vl b s conteotl o come Lex o modera baife, i does have  problems. Loy

"(.l(]”,)‘tv' .||11I_/1‘||'> ||(|11\'-, (‘:'”Y'{x(’, (RN ‘(7)‘

oS
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The ympact of such an organisational setting ¢ bureauc -
Vacy > on the individual is the extreme Limitation ot
hrys personal freedom and  spontaneity, and his increas—
g incapacity to understand his own activities in
terlotion to the organisation as a whole.

Fin thee exploration follows of the notion that schools have evolved
b s hhoctwres wilh  legal forms of authority and bureaucratic admivis-
Poatree apparaslugs,. In o addition, the relationship between structure and

e renp le within the structure will also be probed.

Lohene  (19834)  generally supports the notion that schools are

crsaueractes and that  the adverse effects cited by Mouzelis (1947) can
¢

oo b ased in thems  He argues that "the teacher's world 15 dominated
by basre dack of autonomy, alienation, division of  lLabor, and hierar-
i al o socal o avrandements®  (p. 67, Avguing that  scholars should con-
o tualere schooly  as workplaces, Carbone suggests that teachers have
Eovome Aschnocrats, who dap lement, but do not decide on curviculum, mate-—
e dexty,  evaluative techniques, and the like. He further arques
Pt the  alrenation of teachevs from  theiv work that vesults from this

codr o bgads to oo general Lack of concern aboul the quality of work.

dravon vy tes the Large'numbers and  diversity of childven to be
oaabt od the schedule for covering  curriculum content as the two wmajor
ool b acedd by teachers today.  He goes on to say that  "the teachey
ittt and move often than not, nothivg to say either about nambery
ot e by o ehiibderon in the classyvoom ov the time  porvapoctive by

o b e oo hirng rs governed® (4971, p. 154,
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whdle 1t is cleav that  teachers raveiy have a significant vole in
designing the  school's curviculum, selecting materials, scheduling the
delbivery of  the instructional program, orouping students, and the Like
‘eog., Brophy, 1982, Lortie, 1969, 197%; Sizer, 1984), it is probably too
sraplistic to argue that the individual teacher does nothing more than
vmptement  ordevs from principals, superintendents, and school boards.
Lampbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, and Usdan identified the inherent tension

9 decade ago (1975, p. 247):

With school organizations becoming more bureaucratic
and gschool workers becomivg more professional, the need
to resolve  the conflict between hierarchical and col-
League control will intensify in the vears ahead.

A already  wnoted, Lortie argues that teachors have heen willing to
secept  theirry  subordinate vole in the bureaucratic structure of the
school, although he, too, smes a tension inherent m the bureaucra-

cospvoression dralectic (192469, pp, 29507

The general status of teaching, the teacher's yole and
the condition and transmission arrangemnents of its sub-
culture point to ¥truncated vrather than fully realized
protessionalization. . 4+ . In view ot the {truncated
Natwmre of professionalization among . . . teachers, it
secns highly wlikely that collegial ties play a major
part 1n reducing the potency of hievarchical authovity.

Bul ot thore 1o a tension betwesn the teacher as  a professional and
oo teachery o an alionated worker in thoe scheool bureaucrary, how i5 it
cecobeed” e geneeyal, U would appear that the teacher ezovcises more
vt e i ar o her cwn @ basaroom than the teacher  as an individual

- denher s calbloctively do oan the struclure of the cchool 1tself.
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Wize, while describing the growing centralization and bureaucratiza-
tion o1 schools, says that "teachers translaete formal goals ¢ of the sys-
tem > inlo personalized objectives" (1979, p. 99). Further, he argues
that *o L 4 individual teachers resist central determination of educa-
tional ends and especially aeans, excessive rationalization of proce-
duwres, and  goal veduction and reductionism, all of which Limit their
autonomy® (1979, p. 103). Wise's arguments follow from the notion that
schooly are "lootely coupled" organizations, as Weick (§1976), for exam-

ple, details.

Teachers engage in this quiet resistance to bureaucratic control in
theiv  divect teaching of children in  their own classvrooms. UWhat s
taught iy influenced by many factors, of cowrse including the officially
pragoribed  curviculum, district testing  programs, mandated textbooks,
opintons  of prancipals,  parents, and  other  teachers (Floden, Forter,
Schmidt, Freeman, and Schwille, 1981). Floden et al. (1981 find that
teachers make deliberate decigions about content to be  taught, and that
cach o decigsions are most influenced by district objectives and textbooaks.
Ftoae anteresting to note that while teachers make such decisions, the
major anfluences are not other teachers (mote Lortie's (1969, 197%) find-
vy that  teachers do vot spend wnuch professional  time togyethev), but

comvoe s canbvol led pyimavety by school hoarvds and adeimistratore.

Fomog o sl bpcactous  protw e of teachery decrsron making 1o parnted by

I

Pyapdy e oo .
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Teachers are policy brokevs vather than mere fmp Lement -
ers, working andividually or in friendshiy or depar -
mental groups to adapt policies tn the perceived voeds
ot theiy studenty. Thus the content aciually taught to
students is likely to be a conpromise between the offi-
crally adopled content and the needs of the stedentls as
the teachers see them. . . . ¢hangyes between the off)-
cial curriculum and the intended curviculum adopled by
each teacher usually are introduced deliberately as a
result of conscious decision making.

A stmrlar point 15 made by Schwille, Forter, and Gant (1980, pp. 29-

RIODI

A bottom-up appruvach, without undue emphasis on
tormal organization, allows for conviderable teacher
autonomy. From this perspective, the teacher's deci-
S100s are not, in essence, a matlter of saying ves or no
to hievarchical divectives and their intended outputs.
teachars o o o have enough discretion for their teach-
g to be  influenced by their own beliefs of what
schooling ought to be. ut at the same time, teachers
will Afoltow Cov be constrained to  follow) certain
external pressiuves from without.

ALl of this  seens confusing and potentially contradictory. fAre
stchools bureaucvacies in which teacherys, as alienated wovkers, voutinely
tmp Lement curviculum decisions of athers? Or are schools loosely coup led
ovgantealions in which teachers make vonsecious derisions about cwrviculum
tp lementation?  In a sense, both are accurate veflections. It is help-
Pl e ook at schools as representative of fhe Legal  form of aulthorvity
gttt by Webor, with a bureaucratic admimistvative apparatus. Within
thiy o wtvgoture, toachery s awsert therr professiovalism  and aut onomy  in
bos bene bramad dec) wirony v thery own classioomny . Lortie portrays  the

sttuatiron th 5 way (1949, pp. 3%-34):

16 LE
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Caring less about school-wide than c¢laseyoom affairs,
the teacher 15 not reluctant to grant the principal
hegemony over those matters which do not bear divectly
upon her teaching activities. . . . The teacher may
participate . .+ + In commnittees which deal with
school-wide matters, but since these occupy the fringes
of  her concern, such participation does Little to
intensity relalionships with colleagues.

In concluding this section, it should be noted that these school-wide
fringe elenents to which Lortie refers may well be central to the teach-
er's ability to teach children. We should recall, for examp le, Sarason's
(1971) point  about the difficulties teachers experience as a result of
the substantial numbers and diversity of students they wmust vyeach and the
time constraints arbartrarily imposed on  them by rurviculum planmers. If
anything, thess sorts of problems have increased since Sarason's studies
feva., Rover, 1983; Sizer, 1984)., Rarely are tleachers in positions to
it luence the rvesolution of such problems, and many of those with the
skills and desive 1o participate meaningfully in such school-wide malters

Lerave The profession, as we shall see below.

It 15 the teacher's willingness 1o claim autonomy based solely upon
bhoe abi ity to make insfruc{ional decisions in a single classvoom, in
tsolation from colleagues, that helps veinforce the bureaucratic stryuc-
trves of gohools and  the teacher's own very Limited vole in the school's
anthoyatly struacture.  As long as those iadividual instructional decisiony
o mar e it Luenced by distyarect curviculum objectives and mandated toaxts
than hy colleagues (Floden ot al., 19810, Lovtie's (1969) descviplion of

fhee toachyng profession as "truncated” will continue to be accurate.
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Theeo Tssues will be considered in somewhatlt greaster depth in the fol-
Lawing discussion of teacher yveoruitment, vewards, and retention, and the
diatectycal velationihip between those issves amd the authority structure
of the schaool.

Recruiteent., Rewards. Retention

fleee recrurtment and retention of teachers by the public schools have
been the subject uf numevous studies, and they have resulted i1n similar,
usually dismal, findings (e.qg., Chapman and Hutcheson, 1932, [Iavalko,
1979, Fath, 1983; Schlechty and Yance, 1983, Vance and Schlechty, {1982;
Weaver, {979). Kecruitment into the profession acts almost Llike a
voverse  farmel, accovding o mnost  of  these studies, with those high
school students choosing  college education majors being among the least
avademically  able, with  those education majors seeking teaching jobs
bheing among the least able of the wajors, witn  those accepting teaching
jobs  being amony  the least able of the job seekers, and with those
remstning in the pryvofession for  wmore than thiree years being among the
least able of those who becoume teachevs. Ability here is aeasuved by
ctandavdized testy such 85 the Scolastic Aptitude Test, American College
Festing Frogram, Graduatle Record Examinations, and the National Longi-
tud i Swrvey, verbal  ababirty, college gvade point avevage, and the
Lykge,

Argurya tor the tmpoyvtance ot atdvacting and vetaining the most aca-
demae by Latlonted professtonalys, Schlechty and  Vance suagest that there
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are teatures of schools a5 workplaces that often discourage such efforts

(1783, p. 478):

These featuves are (1) the tendency for all salary
Imcreases to come within the first third of a teacher's
working Life; (2) the lack of substantially different
career stages within the job of classroom teacher; (3)
the tendency of schools +to wmilitate against shaved
decision-making and problem~-centered analytical dis-
cussion among adults; and (4) the tendency for the
informal culture of schools, which reflects an ethos of
ninturance and growth, to be dominated by a management
structure that is punishment-centered and bureaucvratic.

While there seems to be growing willinaness within the education coamuni-—
ty at least to discuss extrinsic recruitment/reward/retention faciors,
such as salary and job mobility, this paper is more concerned with the

tatter two features mentioned by Schlechty and Vance.

This paper has so far argued thal schools are institutions with a
Legal authority structure and DbDureaucratic administrative apparatus. As
such, decrsions are made by those in management positions, not by teach-
evs, except imsofar as the individual teacher determines, in the privacy
of his or her own classroom, the degree to which such decisions will be
Lop lemented,  The paper has also pointed out that such decision making by
teachers tends  to be individual, thati +teachers do not work together to
evolve curricular decisions. This tendency derives, in part at least,
fiom the historical autonomy of the teacher. Whether this independence
of action 1n the classroom, accompanied by lack of work with colleagues,

veprasenty autonomy oy 1solation needs To be probed furihey.

19
BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Lortre (41975) has found that teachers would rather use any available
marginal  time on their individual immstruction of  theivr own students,
vather than on school-wide matters such as curviculum or personnel devel-
opment . He  arques that this is  the case because teachers find theiy
dqveatest vewards and  satisfactions in *reaching® students -- their core

assyranment.

It 15 reasonable to assume that most prospective t{eachers know mnore
about the potential vewards and satisfactions of teaching than is true in
othey professions, since all prospective teachers have heen in daily con-
tact with experienced teachers for years before making career choices.
It s therefors not surprigsing thal those who are attracted to and remain
tvt teaching are those who are vewarded by individual contact with stu-—
dent s and by independent wovk, vather than by collegial activity ained at
svstemn 1toprovewent, for example (Chapman and Hutcheson, 1987; Chapman and
-owther, 1982, Lortie, 1973, This makes dialectical sense, given the
structure of schools and the real possibilities for success and satlisfac—
t un avatlable to most teachers, According to Chapman and Lowther (4982,

p. 296

Carveer satisfaction is rolated to not assigning value
to things that  are havd to achiove or for which therve
s 0o clear external reward, given the structure of the
schools,

Johlechty and Vance avgue that thece tendencies are not in the intor-—

o ar rmpyoveney o schondys (VY85 pa 40D
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Almnst all the vesearch on nifective sehonlbs jwrlt
cates that schools in which teachers ongage in a 9y cal
deal of job-related discussion and share 10 decisinnsg
vyegarding mstructional progyams are move etfoctive
than schools in which decisions are made by vule-bhound
bureaucratic procedures. nfovtunately, studies alvo
found relatively few such schools, and the emergence of
such schools depends move on historical accidents and
the personalities of principsls than on conscious poli-
CY.

Who stays in the profession? Studies by Chapman and Hutcheson (1982)
midicate that those who vremain in teaching have better organizational
skills, while those who leave have better analytical skills. Those who
Stay in  teaching ave "particularly skilled at explaiviing, supervising,
and  organizing,' according to Chapman and Hutcheson (1982, p. §03).
Anather of ther  findinge 15 that lhose vetained in the prafession tend
to work alone, while those who leave often take jobs vequiving collab-

oratiton and teamwork.,

Some studies also  indicate thaﬁ WOomen expmrience  greater joh satis-
faction and are movre Likely to remaini in teaching than men (e.q., Chapman
and Lowthey, 1982). They suggest that this *may be related . . . to the
tiwme teaching allows for home avd  family" (Chapman and Lowlher, 1982, P.
2% 0 Sykes  (1933) reaches a similar conclusion. Tt appears that the
protession attracts  teachers wno  ave rewarded by working alone rathery
than in colieague groups, and who prefer to make Limited time commitments
tu therr work, and thal such teachers then enter  an authority structure
mhoach reinforces the dasyiye to work atone  and thatl  ioposes few time

demand s Tor activibies other than teaching per se.
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. , . . . . . .
The 15sue of autonomy, mdependence, and isolation is itluminated

somewhal by studies by Chapman and Hulcheson (1982, p. 104):

Mouse who feil feachiny indicated salary, job autonomy,
and, in the case of those leaving elementary teaching,
the chance to contvibute to important decisions, to be
most ieportant. This finding tends to support the ear-
Lier speculations that beivg alone in a classroom with
students is not what is typically meant by job auton-
QY .

Clrapman  and Lowther have also  found (1982) the ability to speak
effectively and persuade others, which are central to the teaching activ—
tty, are pasitively velated to teacher satisfaction and retention. The
velationship between leadorship skills and professional development and
teacher satisfaction and retention iz more ambivalent {(Chapman and Lowth-

oy, 1937, p. 244):

Teachers who assigned more importance to  their
Leadership activities as a basis for judging their own
professional  success were less satisfied with their
careev. Yet, those who aperated in a leadership role
were mora satisfied with their career. Similarly the
importance teachers assigned to learning new things was
negatively related to career satisfaction, vet teachers
who aclually "learned new things® had greater satisfac-
tion with theiv careev. . . . Leadership and vew learn-
ing bring few external rewards within the school; they
are  not particularly effective ways for teachers to
advance their careers. . . . { Nonetheless » it
appeavs that increased opportunities for teachers to
exercise leadership and to continue their learning
midht foster areater career satisfaction, despite evi-
dence that teachers may not seem nvertly to value those
ictivities.

Pt 0y true that teaching recruits  those who aspire to work a one,

who wish tu Limid their Yime commitment to the profeoszsion and their col~

22 st COPY AVAILABLE
ERIC 20




Labovation with cvolleagues, and it it 15 true that the autharity struc-
ture of  the school reinforces these tendencies by rewarding the very
behaviors teachers value, what happens 1o those who remain in teaching?
Jarason's studies suggest that the lack of interaction with other adults
in schools, the teadency to teach the same subjects over protracted peri-
ods of time, and the tendency to teach similar studenis from one vear to
the next, result in a situation in which ". . . each day is very much
Like every other day® (Sarason, 1971, p. 162). He finds that most veteyr-
an teachers are no longer excited by their work and vrarely experience
personal growth from i1. Newer teachers, according to Sarason, are more

excited, but have no expectation of meeting goals of intellectuel growth

thirough teaching. He concludes (1971, pp. 1646~67):

If teaching becomes neither terribly interesting nor
exciting to eany teachers, can one expect them to make
learning interesting or exciting to children? If
teaching bhecomes a voutine, predictable experienco,
docs this not have inevitable consequences for Life in
the classyoon? . + . children and teachers show most of
the effects of routinized thinkivng and Living.

As the age 1n which we live becomes Increasingly focused upon the
abr bty of  people and institutions to adapl +to change; a. information
expanrds bhevond our  grasp at éxponential rates; as the ability to under-~
stand and  synthesize complex and often unprediciable variables becomes
the kov tao toadeyship, even suwyvival, tho Weberian model of legatl authoy-

tty and bwreaucratirc adminielvation appear increasingly dystunctional.

Schonls, ot albl the anstitutians on wocaety, should not  bhe voutin-

b 2ol Teachevs, ot abl the protfosorone i soctety, showld he  able to
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fand intellectiual development and challenge I thery  work. Othevwise,
schoolys and  teachevs will Likely become 1ncreasingly dvsiunctional I

Preparing vyoung people to 1tnhrverit their uncertain futuves.

While recent efforts to reform schools and the teaching profession
take cognizance of  the need to upgrade the profession, they concentrate
Pramar i by on extrinsgic 1ssues. Given the stale and fedeval focus of
these etforts, this s neither surprising nor  ingappropriate, since nei-
ther state nor federal officials can hope to have much impact on the cul-

trre of a given school or on the rvelationyhips among its membevs.

But +f the authority structure and culture of the school require
ratovm, 1t the vole of the teacher needs to be rvedefined 1 avder to
ahtract and retain teachers who are able to prepare younygstlers for lives
of uncoytainty  and for future leadership voles, then attention awust be
patd lhe tocal Llevel to ryeconceptualizing the school as  a workplace

and reconceptualizing the workplace as o place of l2arning.

White this should be a reasonably comfortable task for professional
oducators, 1t would be wrong to he  sanguine about the likelihood of this
chaal benge being  met. In order to  advance the discussion  sowmewhat, the ‘
author wonld pat forth one possible approach, vooted 1o the taivly recent

Prtoratuve ol caganezatian theovy and ovagani zation development .

el
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Organization_Developeent -—-_A_Modest Proposal

While schools often operate as if they were nere collectivities of
individual personnel with predetermined roles and resporsibilities, those
who would improve the schools usually attempt to impl.anf systenwide
vhanges. While Mrs. Jones may teach her fourth graders tﬁq\mathematics

~,
she thinks théy need, the school administration approaches \élemeniary
#athematics curviculum development as if it were more than the sum of
tndrvidual teacher judgments. At the level of curviculum develupment or
personnel development, the schools vecognize their own systemic nature.
Uvifavtunately, reformers are not always sufficiently aware of organiza-—
tion theovry (e.g., Miles and Schauck, 1971), do not understand the inher-
ent 1nterdependence of the components of the school as a system (e.g.,
Beer, 1930, Henry, 19801, and are not prepared to work effectively with
hoth staff who see themselves as  autonomous and a systemic whole, in

which what parades ay autonomy is rarely more than alienation.

Mirles and Schmuck  suygest that many reforms have failed m the pasgst
bocause yetforaers have not fully appreciated the orgaviizational nalure of

svftools. They wraite that (1789, p. 1.

sehoolbe gre pyamavily orqganizations, and . . . many f
not most efforts at educstional rveforms have collapsed
o have been ahsorbed without offect precisely hacause
aof the timited attention given to  the organizational
context in which the yaformns  have been atleapted. Any
ma oy innovation in curvicuium oy mstructional tech -
Arques daplies a change n the "culture® of the school,
tho yelationship  between teachevs and administratoys,
for  oxamp o, s apt  to  Jhavwge. o . . authority
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e lationships, communication networks, status 9group-—
g s, and even friendship cliques are forced to change.

o view schools a5 ovaanizations, it is necessary to understand the
school as  a system, including its external envivonment, which might be
thought of as a supersystem within which the school system fits; relevart
imputs such as trained personmel, finances, cuvriculum knowledge, demands
by tha  community, and the Like; anticipated outputs, such as well edu-
cated high school graduates, satisfied professional staff, culiural
activities for the community, and countless others; the processes for
transtorminmg inputs gnto outputs, such as curviculum developmen{ efforts,
Classvoow tustruction of  pupils, statf training progvams, football team
and student concert practices, and the Llike;, and feedback mechanisms to
allow the system to  Llearn and adapt (Katz and Kahn, {19246; March and

Sy, 1953, Ackotf writey (49341, p. 16):

The vssential  propevties of a3 system taken as a
whaole devive from the interactions of its partsg, not
thervr actions taken separately. Therefore, when a sys-—
tem is taken apart it loses its essential properties.

Thire aqust pe the stavtiog point of our efforts to reconceptualize schools
A wovkplaces and workplaces as places of learning. Unfortunately, the
slructure ot schools and the way most  of theiv members see lthemselves do

notl o veadoby Lond thenselve: ta such an effort.

Waotiirn the gencral systems view  of organizations, schools would most
propviately he  viewed as  social syviems.,  This model focuses on the
Boman corde of ay ovganization, which 1 ¢cleavly at the heart ot the

scohaolb ve an organization.  Beor (1YH0) styesses the need for organiza-
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oo thar b agparre o be healthy to exhibit *congruoence® or " fit" among
gt o avganitzational components:  envivonment,  organitrational outcomes,
nuwmen otpats, organitzational behaviors and processes, ovganizational
Chractumes, people, organizational cubture, and the dominant coalition.
ihi s paper has  suggested that the organizational stvuctures and many of
e behaviors  and processes of schools are aysfunctional, in that they
roratorce and  reward individual action without regard to the systenmic
vatore of the school oy the effects of such individual action on the sys-

tem,

One way to get at such dysfunctions in an affort to juprove organiza-
tronal health 135 a pyocess that has come to be known ax organization
development.  UWhile the definitions of the term vary (e.g., Beckhard,
vAa, Beer, 19805 French and Bell, 1972, Miles and Schmuck, 1974), there
Poohasre agreement about what ovganization development is, how 11t works,
et how b can henefit organizations, Miles and Schoauck, for example,
womar 7w the concept of a "planmed and sustained effort to apply behav
beval scorence for  system  iwmprovement, using retlexive, sgself-analytic

(i"{""(;",‘!!f-. (\’().f’i 7 p; :?)A

g sation development beginsg with the identification of some sys-
ot ovgantzatironal problem and the acknowledgement ot the problem hy
P anthovi ty., Thiz is followed by the collection of data by and
Py et s ot the organivation, feedback of  the data to wmewbers of the
oo s s bron, dlraunosts o ot the  problem by mnembervs ot tho o ganzation

o wpon the collected data),  action plamming by ovamurzation members
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id wmanagement, doplementation  of changes as indicated, evaluation, and

mstirtuthonaltization of the change process.

The entire process focuses attention on people in the organization
and the ovganization's envivonment. 1t is designed to make the organiza-—
tron stronger in velation fto that environment, in part by helping organ-
1zation members 1o become healthier. This increased health is a vesult
ot pavrticipating with colleagues in a 3elf~analytic process aimed at both
pevsonal and organtzational development (Brooks, 19892; Miles and Schmuck,
1979, This is an opportunity few teachers have in schools today,
alyYhough there 15 some evidence of success in those schools which have
undertaken such efforts (Erooks, 1982; Fullan and Miles, 1980; Schmuck

and Miles, 1971).

It 15 reavonable to anticipate that school people will be skeptical
of the suggestion that they try 1o apply organization development tech-
nirques to the ovganization called school. After all, the technijues
weyse, for the wost parvt, developed in industvial settings which are, in
many ways, different from schools. HWiles and Schuuck try to address some
¢t the uniquenesses of schael. . They point out, for exsmple, that (1971,

P 1éa) .

schaode,  wmore  thaw industvial  ovganizationy, suffeyr
from a2mbigurty and diversity ot goals. Such goal dif-
fusenecy  has often resulted v conflict between g
sohool and i ts community envivronment and  iv difficul -
tires tn o measuwring qoal attamauoent. o o .

# & % vulnevability, o . . the prohabiltity of heing
subipoc ted to prescsuves incompatible with one'y goals, |

enconrages subjugation to the envivronment, discyep-
Anc reey between school goals and envivonmental demands,
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and I1nadejuate provision of financial resowces. . . .
the lLow level of autounomy and the weal knowledge base
ot school personmel . . JhPyvomotes statuy insecurty,
vitualistic use of procedures, and scanty communication
among staff members.

While these factors may be seen as impediments to the development of
schools as organizations, they can also be seen as opportunilies, whigh
is precisely what Miles and Schauck (1971) suggest. The very weaknesses
present a  specific agenda for change activities, such as the need for
fuller, more direct and open communications within schools and the devel-

opment of teams of professionals which are truly interdependent.

The avgument put forth here does not requive a recitation of specific
cases in which organization development effortis have been tried in
sehools successfully; it is sufficient to  take note of such efforts. If
we can view schools as organizations within which people work, and if we
can hetter understand both the social systemic nature of those organiza-
tions and theiv relations with their external environments, it will be
posxible to begin to construct approaches to change that will make

schools healthier places.
As Miles and Schwmuck put it (i974, p. 19):

The taraet . . . is the school as a social system — g
Fiving intevpersonal culture., As  an ovganization, can
1t leaym . L . how ‘2 become morae self-rvenewing, how te
dain greater contact with oty environment, and  how to
hecows more vesponsive to the desives and interesls of
tty membevs™  Can schoots become pore Like communitiog
tov growing theiv wmeanberys than  Like machines for pyoc-
e ing them?

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
27

Y




Can schools atford to be less?

Conclusion

From the traditionally structured schools of colonial America, in
which authority was possessed by communily leaders who hired and super—
vised teachers divectly, the institutions of public education have become
tar more centralized and bureaucratic. Weber's model of legal authority
fity the modern Pmerican school, in which the teacher has become more of

an alienated worker than an independent professional.

The alienation, which is sometimes called *sutoneoay,® presenty itself
both physically and socially., FEach teacher has his or her own classroom,
within which he or she exercises whatever control is availahle ~- phys-
teally apart from colleagues or administirators. Further, this paper has
discussed the unwillingness, disinterest, or inability of teachers in
most schools to work effectively as members of colleague groups concerned
with school-wide issues, even when thaose issues impinge divectly on

teachers' ability to teach effectively.

We have also  seen thalt the teaching profession attracts and retains
primarvily those who experience vewards From "reacning® students, that i 5,
Fyem beana  good instvectors. The schools  varely attract and  even more
varcly yetar those who feol vewarded by pavticipating in the lLife ot the

chool, by dovoting thery eofforts to  solving systemie problems, by help-
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g to establish an environment within which good instruction would be

fusteved.

This velationship 1s dialectical. Since the schools attract few
teachers who desire to participate in the Llife of the school qua school,
it 15 easy for the school tc establish a reward structure that ignores
these members of its community. This s particulavly true, since ignor-
ing their needs helps foster the existing authority structure of the
school, in which the teacher's authority 5 lLimited to implementing cur-—
viculum in his or her classroom. Ow the other hand, a school structured
g0 a5 to minimize the opportunities for professional development outside
the individual classvoom is unlikely to attract, much less retain, people
who are interested 1n such development., (It is interesting to remnember
the tinding of Chapman and Lowther (1982) that those teachers who aclual-
ly experience a sense of participation outside the classroom value that

experience and cite 1t as a reason tor vemaining in the profession.)

On2 of the rveasons that schools are not the <challenging ov exciting
places of learning desired by critics is that teachers often do not have
0y have lost g9 sense of professional, intellectual excitement themselves

(Bover, 1983, Sarason, 1971; Sizer, 1984).

Whilew this should not surprise us, since the condition of teachers is
not unlike  the condition of alienated workers in other sectors of the
seonomy,  the fact  orften goes undetcected because of teachers' complicity
with the authority strvucture of the school. The scenario qoes something

Lirke dhirs: the principal, superintendent, and school boavd can establish
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the curviculum, select texthooks, assign teachers to classes, assign Stu~
dents to teachers and classes, and tmpase whatever time constraints they
requive, as long as  the teacher 15 permitted to teach what he or she
thinks 15  jmportant in the way he or she thinks is best., This i& not
unlike the complicity between students and teachers identified by Sizer

(1934) .

But this scenario is highly problematic for schools and for the
future of public schooling in our society. First, teachers abdicate
regponsability for some of the really critical curviculum and instruction
issues  in return for a  seeming escape from the direct imposition of
administvative authority in the individual classroom. Ky calling this
alienation by the professional sounding term, “autonomy,” the system
masks what it is really about. Second, as Schlechty and Yance note
above, etfective schools are those "in which teachers engage in a great
deal of'J0b~related discussion and share in decisions regarding instruc-
tional programs® (1983, p. 472). To the degree that this participation
i the life of the school community does not take place, the school cou-
munity 15 deprived of the collective wisdom of its members, and each of
its members is deprived of the oppovtunity to develop professionally. To
the deqgree that all this leads to a lack of academic excitement in
schools, our children are vobbed of the fullness of intellectual opportu-

nity we could make available to thewn.

If Ackoff (1981) 15 vigaht, and 1 think he is, the fulure will be even
move uncervtarm and unstable than the present and the inmediatle past. In

ovdor Yo o suwrvive and thyive in such  an environment, graanizations and
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paople will have to develop the capacities of continual learning, adap-

tation, and self-rencwal.

Fublic schoals surely should be among the institutions prepared to
meet that challenge. Teachers surely should be in the lead in the cre-

ation of learning, adapting, self-renewing organizations.

Butl we need leaders within schools today, both teachers and adminis-
trvators, to find ways to reconceptualize the school as a place where
teachers work and simultaneously reconceptualize workplaces as places of

I2arning, adaptation, and self-renewal.

We need not fear that this will lead to the crestion of new authority
structures in schools., Suvely it will. We need to fear that our failuve
to take this challenge serviously will result in the continuing failure of
schools to atiract the very kinds of teachers who can help young people
attain the skills of Llearning, adaptation, and self-renewal that they

will need in ovder to secuve theiy -~ and ultimately our -- futuvre.

Thiy paper  has been an effort to outline the background of these
vssues and provide a glimpse of one possitle appyoach for schools to fol-

Low.
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