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The . objective of this stydy vas to examine the
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1nteract10n between professional and bureaucratic decisional ‘ 3
environments in schoqls and dlsg,ver the impact of this interactioh’
on the processes df educational governance. R case study ' methodology .

was used to qather data; the ana?ys1s was conducted within a

conceptual framework -6f organization theory, The.study. challenges

several traditional assumptions about how 5320015 are governed. For
example, schools maintain interacting spheres of infYuence with a
>range of decisions outside the control of administrators. In fact,
teachers often use administrators as pawns, cpntrolllng events fro-

{Author) -

their own pos1t10ns in the hierarchy.
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This study suggests that the conceptual models we have devised to

g . - describe, apalyze, ard predict behavior and eyents in educational
t

organizations are of low grade quality and not extremely useful in helping

*, uB solve, or even cope with successfully, the many complex problems that
L]

confront our public schools. . . .

y - )
‘ In yesponse to part of this problem, a baéic goal of this research -
is to develop a conceptual model af school governance and decision-making

that highlights the semi-professional/bureaucratic interplay. An ethno-
«graphic research methodolog& is used to study and diagnose the-decision-
mdking process of selected schools

‘Zd§ The data of the study suggest that a school is composed of multiple
bbheres of influence each maintaining differing degrees of decisional
£% ttonomy, a semi-professional/bureaucratic interaction, formal and .
nformal power bases, coalitions that form and break apart/under shifting ,
envirommental conditions, (e.g., placid to turbulent), a "contested zone,"
"and a relatively informal "negotiated order," whtth serves, among other
‘things, to lipksthe various spheres of influence into a "loosely coupled
system." ' /
. " The proposed study is significant because it (1) challenges much of
. the conventional wisdom surrounding how our educational organizations
‘function, and (2) draws into the field of education many useful concepts
~mow found mostly in literature of management sectors gutside’of .education.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL JN EDUCATIONAL ‘SYSTEMS:

* A CASE STUDY OF GOVERNANCE IN SCHOOLS - -

A -

Management sciiists do not have the( luxury of treating theory like -

Cinderella(s slipper,funiQue to a single organization; nor like The 0Id

Woman's Shoe, encompassing every membef of the- Tamf&y of organizations.

In establishing a useful relationship between theory and practice, manage-
* Bl , ’

ment -scientists must'develop feasoned "images of reality" that explain and
- . ’ . .
predict behavior and events.: These images of réality, usually called models

or conceptual frémeworks, should be sensitive to the unique features of a'
. ' . ' . . N ‘ :
- unique’ organizational-type (such as schools) ‘that distinguigh it from other

organizational-types. Accordingly, the objectives of this research are as

follows: ° ) b . :
) < ’ . ’ s . T LI
To diagnose the process of school governance and decisiogipaking

in selected schools. Hésed on this diagnosis, .
I , It N .
to deVeIOp a conceptual framework which depicts how the processes
\

t

of govsrnance and decision-d;king functién in'schools, specifically,

to develop a conceptual framework which gives special tréatment te a
! L. s - - ;

relatively unique feature fouhd in educational organizations, the

~professional-bureaucratic interaction of teqphers and ;dministrators.

S »

ﬁeci;ion-making is defined- here as the process of msking choices in.

organizations (Simon, 1957 4) Governance is defined-as control over the
” " -~ L3
pd . ~ ., .

decision-making prqe:ss.

-

[N
~

. -
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grant “from the Academic Segate of the tniversity of California at Riverside.
Special’ thaks are- given to Edith McKeuqie and Michael Brown for'their con-
tributtons to this ‘work.

Y




L 2% /' . . - 2% )
y ; .
> l‘ L3
s A - . )
-~ 1 -
- . The professional-bureaucrdtic interaction is important to issues of_5

s .

: , /
governance and decision-making because the teachers as professionals, or

semi-prbfessionals if you wi11 (Lortie, 1969), sense a Pegit‘macy in claims .

o

of first allegiancg to the norms of the profession and to’ their colleagua\

group. In cqntrast, the. administratqrs as officers of the bureaucracy, B
S 4 o ‘ . : .
. bureaucrats in Weber's (1947) UST of the term, myst be loval to the organi-

Zation that_employs them (Corwin,'1974a:247): "In this instange," Lortie
- . o .
~%(1969:1) writ;s, "the several strands of hierarchical conFrol, collegial

.

A7) roi, and autonomy ‘become, tangled and complex.“ Helping, to untavel

. these\tangles is an important aspe¢t of this research. \

LY , . ' - ‘
It is important to note that the term "bureaucrat" is used here in its’>

-

riginal\Weberian context associated with rationality and efficiency as .

- ~

//// opposed to the popular pejorative connotation O0f rigidity and iﬁefficiency.

[ 3

,// Wbrking in a similar research vein, Wolcott (1977 118-20) narrows the focus

L]
a bit and speaks,%f school administrators as technocrats as opposed to

IR / :
bureaucrats. : ‘ : -+ v

Conceptual'"Idagg; of Reality" 1

. i Since the study of organization and administration moved fromzan art to
. ' N

-

a.science early this century, three proposed model% (sometimes called tra-

.  ditiops or schools of thought) have dominated the field of management: (1)

i\
[N ]

- the classical hierarchical model which tenda to be a mir‘of burééucratic

¥ . v

S

thaory (Weber, 1947) and scientific mﬁhagement (Taylor, 1923); (2) the o

‘

vsocial system modél, a derivative of the Hawthorne Studies (Roethlisberger

‘ o . .
& Dickson, 1939); and. (3) the open system model (Katz~& Kahn, 1966). It is

-
.

v D * / Coe .,
important to mote that these models tend to serve both as guidelines for

*

¢ '(praétitioners as they attempt to make onganizationa funbt}on effectively

. * * ~ &
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apd éfficiently, and.as conceptual frameworks or "lenses" used by researchers
. . L o . y oo
as they‘attempt to' diagnose the complex socio-technical relationships found

in orga izations. ’ - . . “ .

e meen e s cemsemeeees 0 o R e s 0 e e e ; . y
2

’ The classical hierarchical model has probably been the dominant organi-
zatidnal framework used in trying.to operate as well ;s\analyze ‘educational
systems _;(Cal'lahan, 1962; Griffi/t,hs et\al.,‘:.1962'; Anderson,’qu; Abbo,tt,'
1969). Clearly a school system ha#,numerOus characteristics which snggest
it has.roots in classical organizstion’theory, such as: a well defined o
hierarchy of authority {board of education.to superintendent, to principals
< to teacS@rs;, a division of labor (teachérs,uaides, counselors), a prescribed =

ordering of events (third to fourth to fifth grade),. a body of rules and
'policie@ stipulating expected and prohibited behayior, an emphasis on dis- . .

ciplined compliance, and so on. B ' %

fhe'second’conceptual lens frequently used to understand issues of

* goverfiance and decision-making is the social system model which-emphasizes
. s Il S .
the make up and operation of formal and inforﬁhl groups that'Operate in a

T = .
semi-autanomous fashion fn the internal environment of an organization.A
i . N
: ' Issues of decision-making aré complicated by ‘the fact that the informal )

4 social systems have their own sets oﬁ’norms, expectation objectives, and
sourcés of power ‘ - (Becker, 1961; Goslin, 1965; Getzels et al., 1968; . - 5

s R . . N} I Y [
. ) . \
n Batbes &‘Harvey, 1975)'. \ . . . . ! ] X

. ~

The third_conceptual lens has us'trying to dnderstand the operattons' i '
©  of schools through the perspective of contingency theory (Lawrenece & |
‘ Lorsch, 1967 1969 D;%% & Gabsrro: 1972; Tyler, 1973; Hanson &, Brown; . ¥ .

. 1977)i/which is a derfv;;ive of open system theory (Herriott & Hodgkins,
*1973& Bredo & Bredo: 1975) | A distinccive feature of open system thdody is ' !

- the focus on the dependency relationships snd exchanges between the orgeni-

. - . L I . -

. e * ‘. . . W’ o .\
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zationland its external environment, Schools -are Supported by and in tyrn

" must support ‘the social, political and cultural demands of‘!he community.

: §
"“% - As an open system, the school is seen as- linking processes of (1) iné&t

}

¥

(e. g., human, mater&al, constraints, expectations), (2) through put (e gs
teaching-learning, reward systems, socializaiion), (€)) gutpg_ (e.g.,

’ graduates, custodial control, behavioral’ ch*Eges, romantic attachments),'

7 | ) snd (4) feedback and'renewaf'process (e.g., ihformation éuiding decision- .

. E 2 . B . .

'making, finangial support to:renew the cycle).

. ’ Contingenc§ theo on the.other hand, coFcentrates its anal&tical

. focus on the adjustme internal to the'drganization (e.g., differentia-
tion and integration) as it seeké ko modify procedures to #Met the chang-
i-ng demands of the gn‘;i.r.'onment of the open system. ‘.l:hqu the contingency
perspective stresses that the school requires variability in organizational
response capabilities to cope with changing environmental needs and demands.

The brief sketch of these three often used "images of reality" high-

lights the fact that they are rooted in_ﬂiffering assumptiong about such

. critical issues 8s, for example, rationality and 1limits to rationality,

.- . -

ahthor{ty ;!d-power, orgapizational control, incentives, and the like.
Graham Allison (1969: 690) helpsigive focus. tg the problem when he writes
that "Conceptual models both fix the ?esh of the nets that the analyst ’

drags through the material in order to explain a particular action or /
. \
. decision and direct him to cast his net in selected ponds, at certain-

_depths, in order to caﬂch the. fish he 1s after." Hence, Jf'educators use:
|‘ 0
the wrong conceptual lens in description, qnalysis and prediction or use

t -

a "flawed" lens, they find themselves throwing the wrsﬁg)net into the

hd -,
.

4
wrong pond at the wrong depth and catching fish they are not after (unan- ’

ticipatediconsequences). Unfortunately, we #ften see these unanticipated

.
2l

L] . Wy .
9 ' . 7 . . , .o
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. éansequences emerge aé, for example, innovations that fail, tensiodn ‘and

. . . \
conflict between teachers and administrators, directives that are ignored,
and the like. : - . ‘ Lo !
1 » - . R ) .~ |
) V P R . . v \ ‘ . . _" \\ |
The Problem g o LI . : .

: : - ‘ 3 7 4 '
In response to ballooning concerns about our mogz—usea "images of '
! .

reality," vargious brganization theorists have sﬁoken out for the need to *
rethink how our educational organizatioﬁs work in the.real world. Dan

Griffiths (1977:4) speaks for many of us when he writes:

Clearly, the way in which people view themselves and their - |
relations to others in. organizations has changed to the

/ point that the theories of administrative and organizational
behavior we have been using are no longer applicable. They
do not describe organizational behavior, nor do they prediet
such behavior. They ignore the basic change in authority
relationships that has been underway since World War Il a?d s

that ‘accelerated in the early 1960s. ) 4 g ,
- . v
At what mighf’be called ti[ macro level,-then, Griffiths sets the ‘.
t] 'S * .
stage for the general organizational problem which will give direction to

. | . .
the development of this research. The general problem statement comes in

two parts: (1) publjc schools as organizations of our own creation are

¥

particularly sensitive to the spécial needs and problems of cliegEs (stu- '

not

’

: L] . ' .
dents, parents, community) or responsive to the Sxpectations of school

bfficials (teachers, administrators); (2) the conceptual models we have

devised to describe, analyze, and predict behavior and events' are of a

low grade quality and not extremely useful in helping us solve, or even ' ‘ . K

. -
¢ . .

cope with éQCcessfhllﬁ, the many complex problems that confront our schools. -

A

.

Research Design . ’ . - .

. 3 A L]
The data of the research-were drawn from studies of two elementary

schools, gne middle achool, .and two high schopls  found in what will be
, * ’ -

S

. ° . .
’ L » ' * "




y . L /‘ P . . \
o@lled the Sherwood School District which is located in a (arge western city. .

The data were gathered using an ethnogrqphic "observer.: as participa.nt" metho-
dology (Lutz & Iannaccone, 1969: 108) uf which the researchers ¢ould view
natural.situations in the schools after establishing\bonds of confidence
with the educators (Scott 1965) 'I‘hie three researchers}nvolved were viewed,

. . & - "
in a large extent, ds impartial onlopkers and questioners who could ask ! '

L 3

L el
v

ques‘tions regardifg matters not usaally discussed among colleagués ow &
. s ¢ . \ . .
. N s ‘
authority figures. In this context, the researchers spent approximately six s

'months gathering data at yc? of the three levels of schooling covering a ).
L v »

.
R v

total time period of approximately two yeare. .

L 4

4

P

The da¥/a gathering process‘ included intensivq interviews (30 to 60 o

t ; .
dinutes each), direct observation (faculty cafeteria, classrooms, school
. %
/

meetings, etc.), and document analysis (minutes of meetings correspondence, )

policy handbooks, - e!c ) With, descriptive data gvailable, the key to analy- K
sis was the emergence and identification of ‘behavioral ;atterns in those data,

This paper represents a syntheeis‘ of the "component ‘part" studi\:s re- ' ] ‘\'
ported elsewhere (Hanson, 1976; Hanson & Brown, 1,977 Brown, 1976 Mchenzie, o
1’977). Because of space limitations, the "raw da:‘a" are not reported here

but ard available in the original vorks. B Other limitations exist. The

teacher-administratoe interaction was of primary importance; therefore, the N
& ' '

rog of the central office officials, students, and noncertificated pereonnel

were recognized but given limited attention. Also, detailed atr.e’ntion will

< ot -
not be given here to diecuseing differences between elementary of eecondary -

levels; only processes commo%o educagional organizations will be treated.
All issues influencing school' governance cannot, of coursaey be treated. ‘ N

Those. issues central to the bureaucratic-professional interaetidn will be " .
. Vv Y

highlighted. - ' - .

o ] l
. .
& .
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The igsye of generaiizetion is important to any research. The argument-

N ‘ [ Y
"made here is thag, the prgcesse of decision-making‘but not the content of

decision-makipg can .be generalized to other educational settings. In dther o

words, the way decisions’are made has generalization value and not what
. - 7 _ ‘ ‘ .
decisions are made. In a field study such as this, the vehicle of generali-

zation is the conceptual model which emerges from the—reseach_ The model

’

is then presented to'the research community for testing using other metho- .

dologies (e.g., experimental) in other school-community settiﬁg‘.

‘e .

.
An .Overview of the Interacting Spheres Model

The key organizatidnal .characteristics of the model, referred to as the

-

. i
Interacting Spheres ybdel (ISM), the} emergefl from the data are illustrated

L)
P

in Figare 1,

S

: - 4 $

Insert Figure 1 about” here

/
The key chpdnents of the model are as follows: 4
1. Problems ¢ emerge and dectsions must follow as the orgaﬁihegional.‘. ‘.
’ environment shifts from a placid to. ttirbulent condition.
2, Problems must bé resolved in a milieu of multiple interacting
spheres of influence. .
[ »
3. Each sphere of influence is shaped by the needs of a specific
decision-making environment. ° 7
-
"4, The dominant spheres of=taiiggnce are those that surround i ‘

' task needs of the semi-professionals (teachers) and ‘the bureau—
o ‘erats (administratorg), although the 'non-certificated personnel,
20 perent groups, etc. also have ‘their own spheres of inflyence.
5. Specific decision( aré formally or informally zoned to differenfy
spheres of inflyence. ¥

6. Each sphere of influence has a measure of decision-making autonomy

v ‘ '(discretion) as vell as identifiable comstraints on that autonomy. .

- . . . t

19 _
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e

' spheres of influence, . ~

¢ 4 . g "
A
. A . : . di
7. Formdl and informal subcoalitions form and break apart within and
. between spheres depending on the charagter of the particular
emergent decision to be made. .
. 8. 'The formal ahd informal subcoalitions develop differing degrees ‘
. of differentiation dnd integration deﬁendilg‘on the issue at hand. .
9. Each sphere has a squrce of power enabling it to take action.. -
L) ’ .

10. Specific decisione that fall within.tore than one. sphere of in-
fluence are in a contested ione.

? .

11. Decisions made regarding problems within a contested zone are the
product of informal-or formal negotiation,>and a gotiated order
emerges, ‘ , 7

-

-

+2: The multiple sphered of influence that are linked qogether by the
negotiated order form the basis of a’ loosly coupled system. ‘o

13: Administrators have-developed tactics - attempt,informgl infer~
ventions into the teachers' sphera of ihfluence, and the teachers
have developed defensive stratefies to defend their sphere agaidst

- such outside interventions. - .

l4. Teachers have developed'tacticg to attempt informal fnterventions L#
into the admihistrators' sphere of influence, and the administra- '
tors have developed defensive strategigs to defend theif‘sphere
against’ such-outside ipterventions. .

The researchers fouhd that a key,to understanding the orocesses of

'making decisidns that give direction to schools was an understqnding*of the

- ’
~ .

’ - f
- . 2 .
. . -
J

Spherés of Influence ' . T \ ’
The first few weeks of observation in each schobl would txpically unfold
. ) A

as a confusing buzz of everts, like static on;a wireiess.‘ At any, given
t

moment in a high school, gfor example, we c.uld find one administrator review-

ing persoﬁpel files in the quiet of his office, a ‘second being verbally

abused by an angry paréht and a third chairing -a cyj@is méBting of depsrt-

.t -

, - ment heads exhorting them to get out of the behawioral objectives becaus&

an accreditation visit'is coming up shortly. ' //

~ " Some of thé teachets would be found lecturing to ‘their students in,hgghly

v
- . Nl . ] . 4

. . ,
L3 » o~
7 ' s ¥ }
1 . 11 \
. .4 . - - e .
1Y h . l|
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. structured se.ttings mile )thers could be found sitting under trees dis-

.
.
1
.
-
1]
]
<
[
-
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’
-
¥
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. . . ’ [ ' . ot

LEN , ‘ “ - ] ..

i . ‘ £y . hd

ed 7 ’ o
cussing the subject of‘}he d‘a(y. Stud&xts could be found for example \ .
oy \ «

studyi\ag in’ tht library, smking clandestinely -behind the cars in the

2 \ .

parking lot, liSGerku%téttehiiVely in ‘the class:coom, or- just standing e
— R . a ‘ - .
around locrking bored - ST

-

Some very specif'i,c organizationa,llpﬁa\ttegns were/iumedi’atél»y uisiue,
. N - ’. :
such as buses coming and going", beus ringihg o;n the hour, footb'all players -

turning out for practice, lunches being served, meetings being called, role

4y - ‘

betng taken, ‘and e:gmmations being givén.. Other pat.terns took weeks to. N .

sort out, such/as the struggle by teachers to gain exténsive participation ‘ >

in the select:ion of new adﬁn*trators, the drive to)\improve the testing -
"’{rogtam or -the struggle to obtain gr?ater jsupport and\ resources for. *

— 4 ~ . Jo 3

spacific academic programs. ) . ¢« L - T LI

. . ¢ : - B g g . . .
. We often saw teachers and administrators working together in a more or ) -

. : o1 - .

less collabor)ative\fashion.t,oyard a,more o.t ‘1ess_ defined goal. Howe;er, v;e:

also saw these ;ame groups at~times taking their' own leads and work‘;né ih . *

opposition to one another ancf/often in defiance of established school policy ) o

and ru1es (e g., the i’ejection of team teaching through’ tliilnly disguised - ‘
. ‘ . . oor

noncompliance)" . s T S .

4
In short, rather. than finding a. rationally planded and logically - .
executed process of organization and administration controlled from the top . \ . y,
of the hiaerarchy, we found a mixel bag of structured ‘and unstructured -actis :'. T
: vity;ifonpal and info?mal prqz(dures, and contrdlla\.d and autonomous l;ehavior, o .

One of the first major research queftions we, had to treat was, '"How is it -

. # R - T . N
.possible that a school can functiom with such a set of seemingly coordinated .
/- - . T . C o )
as-well as random activities 'and behaviors going on all ‘at once?" Or, as
- ¢ - ’ : - - . -

. N . . e/ .
one teacher 8o poignantly phrased the issue, "Is there really a method

3 ..
- . ' . < i . -
. . . .

- .- . 12 . I
’ . .

- . LI
¢ 7 . - « . - .,
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- N -« - . , .-
> ‘quite reasonable and, understandable. In all o'f the schools s’t.udied we dis- -

. . o
’ b ‘- 'ﬂ&'\ v '1‘0
' ¥ ' . .t ’ ‘
e - . s - U N
* ) . ‘J‘ ‘ . ' -
) . ‘ . LY . N L) ’ N . . v ‘
behind all this madness?" . . CoT e . .
N ” . ' N ' L
‘e . . . SN . ) - .

.Our data.suggest that there is a "method," and on reflection it. appears 0

1 D
. Al ~

.
V . " s

"covered the existence of spheres of influence_, or what might be called
/

domains or decisional zones. Although amonkg the many schools we studied ‘the © -

. spheres differed in kind and content, they did exist. Visible spheres of
. inf],tfence were maintained at ‘least by .the n¢ncerti

. . T A N »
secretaries, janitors, cooks), the school a%(iniﬁ;t , fgu ance'p‘\e‘rsonnel,

teachers, students, parent groups, and central offi ‘officials. E.ach'sphere;

-
-

S
maintained relative degrees of power, autonomy, decisiorr-making discxtetion,
legitimacy, . a.nd their own ill def?.'ned t)asks and objecti«es. The two dominant

spheres of influence were mai.ntained by the dgcal school admini:styators anH

teachers and thege two will become thegntral focus of this' paper. . . !

s

The twd dom’ﬁiant spheres. of influéhce seem to'be an. oi'ganizational .

. T . ¢

response to :‘f'undamental decisidn-making problem found in schools. ’Cast ip
‘i}w ¢
the form of a question, "How does the school ?simultax‘eously provide for at

. n - '
\least two very necessary and distinct decisiona}rénviromnents, one /of which

-

supports a rational programmed and consistent environmen

7

ile the other
a personalistic unencumb%,red and flexible environme

we migh»t think that two' such unlikely decision— t}ing environments* one -
B ‘6 . [ - L ,( » L.

On the face of ,it, } =

. responsive to bureaucratic needs and the other to profesﬂona‘l neds Coul “‘
‘not live together under one poof without continuously creating i&xsurmoun ‘ ;“ .
able problems For f“—enother, ' e . ﬁ‘. . T ‘
I. ponse to" the question, our'\data fell int.o a pattern which supports e e

I
a process identified by Dan. Lortie (1969: 35-36) as decisional "zoning."

o

4 -

Roughly speaking, each sphere of‘ influence ks built around and rooted in a \‘ -’

*
decisional zone where either by forma]. delegation, iq,formal assumption, or

[
-

. .
[ . -
~ R N N s
. , . .
A - »
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’infLuence the processes of’governance and decision-making in schools.
N

\
|
_teachers'serve as,the_basis of zoning. The administrator's primary con- , '

ERIC

’traditional dominion a specificlgroup tends to control the choices wvhich ot

~take place in that zone, Decisional zoning establishes conditions which

‘9

Numerous reSEarqhers (cfa,Lortie, 1975 Pellegrin, 1975) have observed

that the primary activities and responsibilities of administrators and

cerns revolve around school-wide issues while the teachers tend to devote
N . i ¥

théir energies to.the classroom. Charles Bidwell (1965 976-977\~writes

th!t "the‘looseness of system structures and the fature of the teaching

task seem to press for a professional mode of school system organizition,

‘while demands for uniﬁormity % product- and the long time span over which

cohorts of gtudents are traine® press for rationalization of activities
- ' M .

and thus for a bureaucratic base of organization." Y r

-
*

A'professional mode! 6f organiaationawhich impacts on the éovernance

process has sdme unique features which set it apart from a bureaucfatic )
. IS M . N . 2

type: Professionals, for example, (a) have authority limited to thef%
narrow area of expertise, (b) have autonomy over their own decisions, (d)

have higher loyalties to the values andcexpectations of their profession ,/ *
#

than to those espoused by the organization that employs them, (d) control

the admissién, sanction, and evaluation of those who aspire to or are within

¢ . -. .

the profession, and (e) have stress pleoed on goal achiévement, client
orientation, and theuniqueness of the clients' problems rather thaa on

technical efficiency,.task‘orientation, and the uniformity of clients'. -
. f ' i -

.0 ' LN l; . ‘

- At this point the researchers félt that the hospital .model of decisionr"

..

problems (Blau & Scott, 1962; Corwin, 1965)..

meking might provide an acceptable substitute to the claesical hierarchicel

model so often used to characterize achoole. _As Hall (1954 459) observes,

y

-t
\
P
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#r

" quirements of professionalism simultaneowsly “"with those of bureaucratic

‘* the hospital sapports two:authority structuresj}on the administrative side_

.

’

it ex;ends from the Superintendent down through various sections such as _

.

nurse superqisors, thé kitchen, the housekeeping~staff, the accountants,
and V.\. . provides a system of orders, and of accountability from the top"
L4 .

to the bottom of the organization. On the other hand, the hierarchy of‘the‘
-
'doctors stands completely outside this structure. The doctors have their
7/ ,* ' - ‘
own hierarchy. . « No'person in the'admbnistrative hierarchy gives commands

a
»

to'médical‘staff members."

Y - , . _

-
.

. After examininé our data we concluded that while the ﬁu;l structures

model is attractive because of its ability .to accommodate the diverse re-

.
"~

~ . ’ T |
management, it is weak for our putpgses.because the tasks of administdring ~

a hospitaf are different at key ooints,frOm,those'of administering schools.

)

The basis of authority for hospital administrato;ﬂ does ‘mot- cut actoss the .

professional norws and responsibilities of medical experts. However, school

administrators .are evaluators of teacher behélior and’ thus are required to

. L4

intrude "into professionally guarded areas of teacher expertise.

degree of professionaf’status and expertise for teachers is not taken for

’

grsnted‘by administrators as it is for doctors in hospitalss Consequently,

r

the clear-cut dual supervisory structnre and degree of specialization found
‘ N N 1)

in-hospitals _are mot replicated in the school setting. w/\fgund ourselves

agreeing with Lortie (1969) when he characterized teachers as semi-grofes-

. sionals rather than professionals. Hence, our research problem tosk on the

dimensions of build!Lg a semi-profesaional decision-making model for schools

- which ferl somewhere between the.classical hierarchicsl model ahd’ the hospital
e, -

model. ‘ ’ (. N

It is important to note that the zoning ‘process laid the basis of pre-

-~

N 15 .

Albo, the - s

P
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. o o - B | !
g o dictabilityjbetwetg the teachers and the admipistrators.' Although in each -

school the inclusive character of the-;ones differed to some extent, gemeral ,

N LN -

. ii' understandings existed on the part of all parties (teachers, administrators,

) Yo
students, janitors, etc.) with regard to "the way we do things around here."

- .

New arrivals to any on% school were quickly.socialized through such means as

faculty meetings, teacher handbooks, conversations with "old hands," and the. ° Y
N o like. Mo%st_of the school persbnnel admitted Lo the researchers that "after
‘?“ ’

,.a few weeks around here, there arg few surprg’?e Hence, the existence of

g 7pheres of\influence}forms khe basis of predictability between teachers.and w..f .
‘. administrators and thu§>}unctions af a conflict reduction mechanism that
¢ permits the task:‘of schoaaing to be carried out ‘more smoothly - -
. The existence of spheres of inISQUCE suggests the presengé of decisional

1
discretion or autonomy._ The next research -question becomes: . "In the Sherwood
A ' )

« -

Schools, what are the organizational characteristics which contribute to the

preseace of autonomy within a given snhere of infl1f¥nce?"
.Aﬁtono@y Within Spheres .

- e ) . ) '
/ Accotdingmtoukata (1968:18) ; autonomy "refers to the independence of
~N s .

L

subunits of an organization from control by other parts of the organizatiom

" or even by the whole prgﬁnization." Autonomy, however, does not ;ean

~
license, In the Sherwood Schools, the teachers and administratogf were

quité\ciegg/cﬁgza:ticulate about those decisions upon which: thgg_ﬁa&t they .. N

they could act independently and tibse where they felt they nee;rh to con-

sult on or share the act of choice. Rather than "blanket and u rm autonomy" Q{thin
4 N
" the aeparatJ'domafna of teachers aud administrators, it is more appropriate
/ .

© to spJéEﬁof "pockets'of autonomy," each differing in membership (e.g., ‘higtory T

teachers, football coaches), freedom from outside intervention,s and leve‘a‘pnd

4

.\_’}_ . ) . * ’ R ’ N ‘ ) i -
ERIC | - - SRR | .
m . ) . : .. ."




.f}eld than history teachers in the classroom), .

L

[N

" ' . '
limits of discretion (e.g., coaches have more discretion on the football

Sy

N

The degrees of autonomy within each sphere of influence in general, and

' within each -pocket of autonomy specifical@y, were constrainﬁd by-limits imposed,

for example by the state legialature (e.g., booka must be selected from o

‘an approved liét), the court' system (e.g., no prayer in the classroom), the’

. school board (e g raindividualized instruction is the omnly. acceptable teach- |

L 4§

‘ fashion. Their sensé of the norms of the profession seemed to estab-

principal 18 the oge who usually iggpr

U ‘ :
" psychalogical variety.’ They spoke of limits placed by«

ing mode), and the principal (e g., "All teachers must be imSthe classroom

by 8 a. m.“) In some. instancea the limits to autonomy were fixed and in- o -~
flexible, auqh as the requirement for teachers to take roll in each class,
v »

and at other times flexible ahd subject to interpretation, such as the

degree to which behavioral objectives were actually used to guide clgssroom

instruction.

/

‘Once all the formal constraints to autonomy were treated the teachers

still did not feel they had complete freedom to act in an unrestrained

1

" 1ish limits ‘to acceptaife behavior, in.varying degrees of tourse, with R .

teachers, Also, in the Sherwood Schools we fdund the principals to be

significant forces in determining i:e scope of - ! autonbmy. The - .,

»

ity, etc.

School administrators also reported on a network of constraints'ﬁhich '(’
. . : o, . Lo

limited their own domains. These constr’inta ranged from the le gal to-the .

”» . - .
coming down from the central offidn; the state legislature, and c

I3

lowa, accreditation teams,.budgete,'district policy, community expectations, n
teacher needs, federal grant requirementsg, health and safety codes, court ) <

da%cia‘ions', and the like. . v




Applications of Power A Y “ ' . \ L7 /

* Power is the ability.of one unit to dnfluence or impose its will® upon

another unit (Kaplan, 1964:13-14)., Because a specific\group has autonomy
over a specific set’ of decisions does not necessarily mean that the source:
. . ' : . -

.

. . ~ e - [}
' of that autonomy is some sort of power (Corwin, 1974b:257). The autonomy .

©

" can be rooted in, for example, the isolation of the clasaroom or delegation

from the principal. The school.administrators were often seen actively pro-

tecting and nurturing the autonomy of.teachers because the administrators - .
. . ‘ T 4 Be oo - 3
seemed to be aware thst through“this autonomy the mission of the schoojy was

"

being carried out--"téaching k{ds." SREEE - L
. . . ' . . L M.

¢
-

However, the aﬁplicstion of power also contributes at times to the ' T
source of teacher‘nutonomy:% French\and Raven (1959) identify five bases-of Y
power, a}l ofﬂwhich were fo:nd operatingyin'the hends,of teachers and adminis-.
trators in' the Sherwood Schoo}s.: Illustrations of teaqher'power sonrces are

. N 1, ¥ . .
as follows: (1) legitimate power (sometimes called authority), derived from °

the hierarchy and’ directed mostly at students %"we will have a test on

Friday"), (2) coercive power, threats to go/directly to the board of educa-

;ion or the newspapers with.a compiaint 3) egpert power, specialized
academic knowledge, (A) reward pgwer, expressions of'preise or appreciation,

(5) referent gower, charismatic or friendship behavior with which others can
. identify. : . e

’
. t

' - 'fﬁ short, the researchers fohnd that teachers and ‘administrat -8 tend . :

[ A v e

" to make décisions within what might be described as "protected pockets of .
autonomy, " These pockets are incorporated in decislon-ﬂhking spheres, of

influence. The spheres; and pockets of autoromy have limits pieced upon ,
3 - K r "
" them by a network ‘of constraints. The sources 7 eutonomy can be rooted in i

. s -

1 .

either Xthe formal hiererchicel structure, ‘work ‘space isolation, or the

o« - ‘

.
/ N N -
. .

-
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informal applicét'ion of power. e ‘ )

, Given ‘the existence of 3phepe§'of‘inf1uence, thenext research question

v

¢
! )

Becodes: !What are the types, idecisiqn‘e tfat ‘are .made ‘b‘y‘-thL bureaucrats’
. * . ! . -

‘and the se;xi-profesa‘ionals’ in.

ir owh ‘demains?"
¢ k

(Y

. ,Declsion-MakiJ Qategories ) KA :!. '_ _' .

'1‘he researchers identified five cati ories of ‘decisions being made in
%

r

o, » . . } 5 Y &

the Sherwood Schools. T S L . i
3 £ , - "\ a o + PR ' N ‘ ‘
Allocation‘beois.ibns, the distribt%tion of human and .material

. resourées in" theschdol. ) 1} S S s

£ 1 4 v
) . .o
e \ - . ,,\ L I i - .

Secur'ity Decislons , thé prese,rvatiod of -ph)'&ical and psYcholog‘L-
- ~"bcal safety of fagultz and *student;. AT s .
o \ . " - N N M FRE )
i Bou.ndarx Decisi‘bns the tle'cerminati,o.n of iihd rols the passage ™
of materials, iﬁ?rmatio‘, and people frem' ;on ain to, another,
within the school oz between' the - sd'fbol\ and ,the community.

"’.; . e . 8, ., "

A\ X

Evaluation Beoisions . the pasping of j'udgment omthe c{uality Jf
perfqrmamie (teacher or s't..udent)i .

b ’

. - ‘~: '
$or RSN ’ .

.

Instrucéional. De-cisiéns . Ther detefmina;idn pf ,elasssz teaching-
A cloae :i.nspectionwof ea&n ‘categor.y in *fhé Sherwooq Schools revealed

learning processes.. and - content,_ B

T that some decisions wi"thix;\g g‘i.ven tategory fe11 basically within the
- t « R '
‘ admi‘ni.strators sphere of’ in‘t‘l,uénce, ot‘herg féll within the teqche‘rs sphere

N, *

‘and others fell witzhin the overlpp ‘area; wp called the “contested zone" (as’
P

[ 3 s . P LN

illustrated IitI Figure 1). The maj:brial dealtng yith deciaional cnt,egdries '

-

reported in this ,eeetion- of the paper Mas- drawn principally from the high

. l=
¥

schools although the same categories were also fdund m the lower g‘rade‘s" » o

Examples ‘of’ the five categoriea, some bf which had. subcategories, ate, pre-

sented id" Figure 2.\ No attempt is hade An this paper to- identify all the,
N o~ ;/ ‘

. decisions found in each, sphere, only a single example is, presen.ted as an

Illustration. . (For a complete prebentation of dpc_isi,ona in all categories '

'




"‘InserijFigure'Z about here
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i -
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Having examined-categories‘of decisions, the research questions be-
. ) ‘e "

comes: -"Do the “teachers or administrators act in concert on decisions

falling Within their own spheré of influence?"
oo .
14

\Subcoalitions Within Spheres of Influence ) ) e

/

Ag depicted thus far, a school is/,sde up of differing decisional

énvironments that form the*%hses of spheres of'influence(‘ However, even

s
i

within their own démains, "the teachers or administrators in the Sherwood

"8chools typically were not observed as acting in concert. Instead, they

[}

—

could be seen acting in small groups (sometimes’ merging ig¥o Jgﬁger groups)
' L ;

wvhich would scrdégle to achievg some dbjeptive (e.g., "We mﬂst improve our
«
relstigns with parents," or "We need qpre bilingual teachers") .

Providing-insight 4into this perspective, Cyert and March (1963:27).
. ' . , N _ & .
write, "Let us view the organization as & coalition. It is a cealition of
) . /
individuals, some of them organized into- subcoalitions." The subcoalition"

4

- members can usually be identified bver a specified relatively brief,

L 4 r .
period of time or for a particular decision. OVer 'a‘more extended period

»
(—

, of time, Cyert and’ March argue, we can usually identify certain classes of
decisions that are treated by ongoing subcoalitipns. i '

' These subcoalitions séem to share.with one another only those amBiguous.
. R ¥

‘ ’ v

goals which act as public flags with great symbolic value. Goals sugh as’

'¢."to develop an awareness of the values inhetent in'dur”democrﬁviﬂ society
. J .

and loyalty to ite undérlying nrinciples" serve as symbolic cement which

. & o! . L] . .
) . = L4

-

-
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holds the organization together. In an infordaf sense, however, the
f
researchers observed the subcoalition members Bst@blishing their own

5 R 14

6riorities baeed on their own interpretetidn of dominant needs (e.g.,
client, community, teacher, scﬁool, etc%li . In any given school the

researchers might observe, for example, dﬁe group of teachers trying to

. ‘ ¢
1!..ié the reading program, a -second concerned with improving working con-

ditions, and a third trying to block cﬁanges in the‘testing program, " The ~
ijyeét on school policy and procedures by the different subcoalitions

4 . - .
differed due to a number of variables, such as the alliances any given’

'sﬁBcoaiitian»could form, the éxtent af outside pressure existing in suppart

or oppesition to the goal of the.subcoalition, the visibility of the issue,

and the relative power.of the subcoalition.
. M . . i ’
? After identifying the presence of various subcoalitions .in.the Sherwood

Schools, the researchers set out to -understand the nature of their organiza-

-~

tion and the role'they play in the decision-making process; "Information con-

cenning these issues are reported in the next section and will be drawn

'principally from the elementa:y school -level, .o

,Formally Qggenized Subcoalitions:

.

At the‘elementEry and secondary schonL levels, the researchers found.

formal and informal subcoalftions which were organiZed around long standing

"durable interests" ("We are atways loBkink for'ways te build strdng com-

munity relations") nr'episodic "troublesomefissues" ("It hit the fan last

week zegardi‘a reading assignment") "We found the subcoalitiona generally

i N

-had’ focds, task direction, an -identifiable membership (although some members

Here rather fluid in participption), a-rough but generally understood set of
\ ' “

norms and e;ﬁeetationa,'a sense of legitimacy, sources of powerbjand a set’

-
. < .
- . - . - -
- -
by - N 5 .
- .

W,
A




"ERIC

.of formally organized: subcoalitions\

coalitions seemed to emerge where formal subcoalitions were unwilling,

of constraints limiting the arena of action.
At the elementary level, for example, we typichlly found three types

the lowerggrade teachers, whq were

concerned primarily with the formation of 3tudent-role norms and social

values; the upper grade teachers, who were primarily concerned with the ., .

" forlation of basic skills; and the standing committees, such as the

guidance committee . and the sCudent activities committee. At the elementary

R ¢

-level there usually weren "t enough administrators to form formally organized

subcoalitions, but such groups could be found at the high scho&lﬁievel.
These formally organized subcoalitions played active roles in the life of
L}

their schools, meeting more 6; less on a regular basis and making choices

B on issues that involved their specified decision-making domains.

,

Informally Organized Subcoalitions

.
Gross and Trask (1960:173-74) have pointed out that:

« « o important value issues arise over such questions as
the respective responsibilities of the home and the school,
the definition of a "good education,” the teaching of moral
values, the school's obligations to typical and atypical
children,'and the questioning of the status quo., On each v
of these and other value questions, there may be contra- hd

~dictory points of view among school personnel and between
school personnel and the community. °

&

In the Sherwood Schools, inform;l\subcoalitions could be seen forming around

o

5, .
these "contradiccOry points of view." Unlike the formal‘;LbCOalitions, the

informal syscemé had an ebb and flow quali'bout them. For e time an in-
formhl subcoalition would be highly wvisible, influential and active, and

then drop from sight only to return agafn at a.later date. Informal sub-r

4
i

P

] ‘ v ' o e
unpreépared, unstructured, or unauthorized to serve as the -advocate or

-

ﬁroblem solving vehicle for a trqublesome ig’gg..

. e 22' P) “p‘

T
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Tha researchers often observed teachers Banding together in a small

‘alliance to fight for or against such things as the implementation of a

central office mandated instructional program, or an atteépt by an outsider:

L teagher assocjiation to influence dac%aion-making,at the school sites. At V-

] . i
times subcoalitions would form.and clash with one another on opposite sides

of an issue. (For a more detailed analysis ofL{ormally and informally

-

*o organized subcoalitipns see McKenzie, 1977: Ch. 4.) . .

»

.
~

e The types of informally organized aubcoalition,Lwhich played an active

i

Part in shaping processes of school povernance and deciaion-making'are\aa
: i o

follows.

Mini-Teams. These teams, usually conrpoa% of an informal alliance of

two or three teachers, typically formed to treat a specific emergent problem .
»

or task and dissolved when it had been resolved or the participants tired of

the effort. Mini-teams were often observed doing things as developing new
curricular units, writing behavioral objectives, or pressuring the ptincipal
for more resources. . -

-

Adminiatrative;Orientod Alliances. Frequehtly issues would surface

vhich placed in direct confrontation ip a position held by the majority of =

-

teachers and the position held by administrators; such as a problem dealing

with the appropriate use of teacher planning time; the unionization of

;, -

teachers, or the need for increased articulation between aaademic programs.

.

On those issues where administrators were taking a strong position, an .

3

alliamce of administrators and those teachers who had aspirationa of becom-

.

. ing’ adminiatratora would often form as a temporary subcoalition.'

' Equal Education gpgggtunitz Subcoalitions. Each school had an/informal

aub¢oa1ition orghnized around an identification with special concerns about

’

thb ethpic minority communities. The aubcoalitiona became active when

"such issues arose as the need -for subject materials treating Black or

i - 23

-
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¢

Chicano history, the consequences of.student tracking, or.the importanée of

hiring more minoxity teachers. ; T ; )

Quter-Diréected Teacher Subcoalitioﬁs,a'A subcoglition of teachers would
. - .
often emerge and become active whenr "dutside' (e.g., central office, district-

wi&é, teachers' union) issues would emerge; such as salaries.and benefits,

9

teacher selection, teacher evaluation, or ,additional time demands on aftér

school activities.

>

Teacher-Pedagogical Alliances. Most schools had informal te;cher alli-
ances based on shared beliefs about teaching. These subcoalitions wkre
organized around a philosophical-ﬁédagogical orientation regarding what

'should be' taught in schools and how it should be taught. In specific, the

4

researchers frequently encountered conservative-essentialist teachers band-

! -
ing together and arguing about such things as declining academic standards,
“

-

the need for more basic educatibn, and a stricter apbroach to student dis-

cipline. The liberal-progressive teacher subcoalition, on tgf*other hand,
' s

pr;esse& coneerns pertaining t({ such thfngé as the negatiye eff?cts of

"classifying" students through test scores, the need for "relevant and -

. meaningfui" educational experiences, and the importance of building a

sense of self-discipline within the students (as opposig to externally
L C )
enforced discipline), '

Administrator-Specialist-Teacher Alljiances. Temporary alliances of

N

specific teachers, administrators, and hpecialiq‘s would sometimes emergk.
. 7 . k4
These allidnces were typically formed as ‘a base from which to influence the
. Al
central office regarding problems which affected the whole school, such as

a pending program funding cut, or the need to obtain additional specialized

.

teachers. ‘ . ' -

. - ¥
The list of formal and -informal subcoglitions identified here is not
. " ’ ‘.)

.
- - n

: .24 '. D
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all inclusive nor wese these same subcoalitions found in’ every school. The
significant point is that specific, identifiable subcoalitions Tepresenting

. s

- ) O i
specific intefests were found in all.schools. Some of .these subcoalitions

. . ’ v .
were relatively enduring while others formedwand'broke apart with'the rise

R
\

and decline of ‘specific _issues.” Also, interestingLy enoug&‘ specific s
: ) el B

administrators and teacheEs would at times form infornai alliances that

- would -bridge their own spheres of influence to tackle an emergent school-
!

o s

vide prqblem. . )
- Q . -

.

Witgh respect to the process of governance and decision-making, ‘the next

significant question becomed: . "How does the.mix ‘of formal and informal sub-
7 * N

-coalitions serve' to retard or propel the school in its 4Antended -direction?"

Differentiation and Integration of Subcoalitions - \ .

» »

Open syseem theory, in contrast, to classical hierarchical theory and

y , 8ocial system Qheory, places special emphasis on ‘the dependency relatioq-
'ship an organi;ation has with its surrou‘ding environment (Katz & Kahnf
~1966) . Contingency theory, an extension of open _gystem theory, stresses
that shiftiﬁg external and/or internal environmental demands _Tequires an
organieation to be ;lexible enough to adapt itd own. structures and pro-

tesses to meet the new demands (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967, 1969). X
t ‘ N \
-Thus,.as the environment of a'school‘poves’from placid to turbulent’
kS 4 . 0 ~ '
(Emery & Trist, 1965) on any given issue,r such as declining reading scores,
J N

‘.

‘increased truancy, or decreasing tax re;enues, a corresponding shift must

P

takgaplace in the school's activities to treat the'requi{ements of the new
- .
trend. For exampie, when one of the high schools of our study detected”a

, demographic shift in its community, and hence in the student population (open

‘system theory), the content and procedures of the guidance program were




Iy . ‘ ' ?' . b . £
modified accordingly (contingency theory) to ‘iarovide the desired new\ser‘-/

‘vices more effeqtively. . ¢ ’ o . o Coe .

" " According to thé precepts of contingency E%heo‘ry, if an organization is’
‘ ES . SOt
to have a capability to respon readily;to chsnging environmental demands,
\
it must be composed of subunits g.g., departments, subsystems, subcoali-

* /tions) thgt are both diff*ntiated and-integrated. Differentiated Sub-

systems (subcoﬂ’i‘ti‘on‘gz work on different pmblems or’ different parts. of the
same problem the &'ganization has encountered, E“.ach subsystem 'has its-ownl

53

tagks (e.g¥, obtain f‘e’ﬁeral grants, improve learning diagnostic capabilities),

its own time frame (e‘;g'.g long term,?' short term), and its own structural .

ct(aracteri.stigs, (e.g., formal dr».infomal sanctions, work norms*?.
Inpegration refers to the quality ant intensity of the collaborat?i‘on -
4] S = . .
that exis'si betw‘een the subsystetgs that are necessary to achieve a relative
:nity of effpr’:t that facilitates a successful res;onse to:a changing envir‘o.n-

. ., . .
ment, ClosZ integration of subsystems usually requires such organizational

P
£d

. L3 .
claracteristics as multi-diréectional comnmnication channels, flexible leader=-

/—”

-

ship styles, decentralized decision-m;l’cing. Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) have

found in their studies that those organizations which exhibit ,a high order of

differentiation and integrs;ioh among subsystems were more ef:fect,ive’ in

adjustipg their activities to meet the re‘dhirements of a shifting environment, -

Only 4n recent y'ear’s’ has contingency theory made its'initial inroéis

into the field of education (Tyler, 1973; Derr & Gabarro, 1972 Hsnson &
?‘f Bﬂgwn, 1977) The data of our reséarch suggest that in schdols where the

subcoalitions are not integrated in any meaning.ful way, but tend to work

= . - . ,
againat one another, thaI schools make minimal ’rogress toward resolving their

t o~
apecial ptoblems. - In one of\ the secondary' schools, for example, two strong

pedagogical alliances emerged among teaachers of different edagugicaf per-

/26r
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two subcoalitions cl
. ) )
meaningful test of the‘boncept'was neéver carried out.

auasions regarding eg;fhool policy permitting unstructured séudent time. The

hed over the policy for such’a pefiod ‘of time that a*

4

-

Howeve ‘the researchers encquntered many situatidn# whére the formal

and 1nformal subcoalitions became highly differentiated and 1ntegrated and

~ (

, responded suchssfully to a very intense envirpnmental pressure. Such tas
the Ease,wifhgefforts to initiate dn individualized idstructioﬁ-program. '
¥ RN - * . A

When the policy of 1m§iementiii indvidualized instruction was announced,

4

various formal and informal sﬁbceelieiohs took charge of~d1fferent ﬁarts of
the task. One mini-team took a.leadership role in developing behavioral -
efbjectives, a multicultural subcoalition worked on individualized learning ’
experiences for minority gtoup children, the spegialists worked out student

evaluation programs, the'central‘office specialisgg held workshops for

:jeachérs, and parent'gppups'were invited to participate im program plangiﬁg

and claséfoom activities.' ) \
: .

Iu'thrms of éontingency theory as 1t reflects on the iqplementation of.

@ .

the individualized 1nstruction program‘ the various gubcoalitions became

" highly 1ntegrated and differentiated. In fapt, it might be said that_the

[

various ‘sybcoalitions joined to form'a'much,larger coalition that drew
LT . ’ ' o ) o .
together in‘a cooperative effort most of the administratots, specialists and

. [ 4

- ] ) . S
teachers. ; , . . ) - .

-
£ Y ~

It is impor!int to note that the leadership roles of theprincipals

\

ayed 1mportant3arts in the leve'ls of differentiation and inte-

-

~

f s bcoalitions achieved in s&hools. The-reqearchfrs concluded '

’ . . -
’

tha; thoae school administratora who g’be most knoﬁledgeqble about the

Mha 1

' L) ,;\-
1nforma1 coali;ionp and could work thfiﬁgh theni’ 1nstead of‘against tgi

tendecb to have the most success ‘{n i.mplementing the guw academic. pro

s . . . - 0T P X I
.’ . . - - - . . v 2:7 PR , / . - . n" ‘- ) J.‘, E
. . N NV .- I v n

mfxw c

tl*'!
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In short, the_se adminis!:ratorg. were able to:- build a large coalition out . -
3‘£ several smaller subcoaliti.ons. _ : .
 Granting the existence of bureauc@atic and semi-professional Sphe¥es
of influertce in schoo¥s, -the qpestion becomes: "How are those decisions

made where these two spheres of influence overlap?"

L
s

' The Negotiated drder - -
A ! . . ® LA
“ The spheres of influence do not, of course, come as neatly separate

- \ L ..
entities. As Figuré 1 illustrates, a considerable amount of *overlap

"exigts between the spheres and this area is referred to as the "contéﬁied
con-

J .
zone.”" Figure 2 illustrates the type of decisiops that fall in the

-

tested zone, raﬁging from setting the master schedule\(g campus _supervision.
: ) .

Key issues with respect to the contested zome revovle around such

questions as: how éecisions are: made, hbw‘collabarat:l;ve actions are structured
" anci hov_} ‘p:'bbl’gms are séjlved. . A process must-be worked out which insures a-
rb’lati\i&j]f'y'cle.ar understand\ing"‘by all*‘parties regarding w!‘xat ‘must be done,
wl;o\i.\s tc; do :It, and: when. The process musg insure minimun; levels of con-
‘j swfl}ct and thus insure sufficient order "to aget the .job done." ’
~l t ., The hospi-ta]_. literatt.}re is useful i \;;)viding some insight into tf'd.s

/

-important issue because hc;quitals also have a''contested" zone between pro-
. 1] ,

; fessiona}s and bureaucrats. II'n a case study by Strauss et al. (1963) |they

R wi:'@_te that' in the tontested zone' 2. . . professionals and nonprc;f geionals
' are implic.at:ed together in a great web of negotiatign." ' Thug ~when a problem
_ .f.laré's up ... .l‘a ,complic(ated process of neéoti;cion, of barga’inin;, of .
give-and-take necess’a:r:‘illy‘begins'," 'and the authors refer to the o:'tcbme PYR
. " the "negotiated ;rder."' . o . SR

The nego;i&tioné in s"c'hobls are imformal rather than férggl ‘ virtuglly
i » N
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everyone participates when their interests are involved. When a troublesame

situation arises for an individual or roup, they seek to spiﬁ a network of

_ > ‘
negotiation around it. Teachers otiated with administrators for a dif-

* ferent approach to handling tdugh diseipline cases, administrators negotiated

’ with teachers for more parent contact, students negotiated with tegphers for
7

‘less homework, teachers negotiated with janitors for replacing a burnt‘out
i : ' v .
lightbulb‘now instead of tomorrow, depaﬁement chairpersons negotiated with
* office secretaries for typimg a specific letter ahead of ali‘the others

waiting on the pile, and so ons

-~

The agreements made In the contested zonme were usually temporary and
# . N

b 3 — - M .
fragile; subject to renegotiation the next time t@e same issue surfaced.

LY

Because of the constant flow of small and large tasks that emerged in the

contested zone, the teachers arfd administrators were constantly shif&ing

their energies and efforts to new problems and'negotiations Ehat enabled

™ /! them to get through each day. The emi produét of the ongoiné negotiation

-

procegﬁ was to 'bring ‘an acceptable degree of order and stabilitf’to a zone

¥  of poténtial-disrgptiqn and .discord. . . /

] ‘- ) ‘ . " 26

Loosely Coupled Systems

<2

+* An additional concept that helps provide insight into the negotiated

order is Karl Weick's (1976) notion of "loosely coupled systems." Weick
. . ,

. (1976:3) writes that the concept : ” : o
¢-+ o internds to convey the image that coupled events are
responsive, but that, each event also preserves its own '’
identity and some ewvidence of its physical or logical

, separateness. “Thus, #¥in the case of an educational organi-

N zation, it may be the case'that the counselor's office is -

loosely coupled to the principal's office. The image- is
at the princjpal and the counselor are somehow attached,-
but that each retains some identity and separateness and -
' thdt their attachment may, be circumscribed, 1nfrequent
.- weak in its mutual effects, unimportant, amd/or slow to

- ' respond. o ‘. ' . o
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As\§oinked out eﬁflier in Ehis pgper,‘the separate spheres of idfluefge
maintain'dqgreés'of\;utonomf and'décisiogzi.discretian. Thua,'fﬂe;sﬁhereg
- . have:at'tim;§ ?loose couplipg;" which suggests Fheyaa;e tied together ’

weakly ;roinfre;ugntﬂy with quay;éied'Ldté;dep?ndéﬂce. ) o

N " The Pesearchers observed that a large measure of -the coupling tégés

. ‘place in th@"éontestéq zone of the school 4nd the firmer (clearly estab- ‘

lishéd.an&'agreed gpon) the negotiated order the tighter the coupling and .

- s - - ‘ )
" egVice versa. ‘'The researchers found ‘that th% tightness in the intersphere .
: * ' > ts.

- - . . -, -
coupling between the teachers and the administrators varies. in specific
. A ;

. — I - .
situation’,” and freguently the membership of thesé two bodies find them~ . .
* .« E 3 . B R o N * - , »”

selves adting in congert where they might normally act with relative

- v ) 4

autonomy.‘
QPrimary sitdat;ons'éignaling a tightening of the intersphére coupling

g~ are as follows: (1) .when respondinq tb legal decisions, such as mgdifications
. . ) ”-" . » \\
in the language programs in accord with new state laws; (2) under conditions

of crisis, such as the time the new sex educattén pragram in a-secondary v

»

. {
school came under fire from an Active group of parents; (3) in situationg

. where outside evaluation-is eminent, such as the-pending arrival of am

’accrgditétion team; (h)lwhéhAthe'potentLal for a negative community reaction

exists, suph ash;he.caréful’selection.of instructional materials so that
thé’y do'not o%d ‘any ethnic pdpulation;’mand (5) when time ‘'is extremely

/' limite%jsuch' as thi api:roach ‘of a federal .grant application deadline.

v ) -

Given the lask of-a "command structure! bridgiﬁg the. semi-professional-

-bureaucratic intérf;ce, the éuestion“ﬁecomes: "Are .the teachers aﬁd adminis~ ¥

L3 -, J -
MR * {,3 N - - - B ) , - , -
. * trators wllling to give ohe another complete discretdon‘of action in their
, R . .. T e S ’ ’
«=own sphere of influence?" . - -
y A A/ ' - . . v -

¢ /
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Schools were also observed using informal tactics of managing administrator

[ 4

Infd!!al Management Between Spheres - ) . ‘ ) . q~{
The researchers found that just‘because the-administrators could not

¢ ! \
v

directly control many decisions«and activities’ that fell within the

teachers sphere of influence by no means did the administrators give up

.

trying to influence them indirectlj Administrators and téachers in all of

the schools had developed what might be called tactics of informal manage-:

Q ! i -v M ) ’ ' ‘)\ -
ment, some of which were direct and open while others were indirect.and sub
N Y ' . ’
rosa. N

»
.

‘Administrators Informally Managing Teachers. As an illustratiun of '

management tactics, . some administratorsqu;e very adept at manipulating the

teachers sense of an abstract concept they gcalled "Professionalism " Adminis-
Fl :

trators were often heard telling teachers that '"jou should not -do that

because if is not the. professional thing to do," or "we must start doing xX)
activity im the clastroom because it is pest for kids," or "the’ parents want
it." When the teachers accepted the administrators'“absgract.definitién of

3
, . .
4 . . 3 ) ’

the situation, then they were responding to informal control procedures.a In

" . ’ . . <, it

y . . “r a -
other words, the administrators had devised informal means of tighteninf the -

»

coupling between the spheres'of3inf1uence.

-’ w - .
yo- Aﬂministrators from time to time informally influenced teachers by

subtle and sometimes unsubtle reminders of the teacher evaluation process.

Also, administrators generally were "keepers of intrinsic'rewardé." By

selectively praising séme teachers in open gatherings of faculty members,
*

thé administrators were frequently able to direct others seeking such

; b )
Teachers Zfiformally -Managing Adminlstrators. ?Teichqrs in the Sherwood

rewards in a desired direction. . . .

A . -5

-
. - . N »
v - 1 .
4 - . .
* ) ' . « ] .
.

e
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behayior'.., At times it would be veryﬁ'lrmatic, sucH as a single teacher
asking the principal fb; additional résources. for a~séecifie class. At

other times; however, it could get very dramatic, such as when a group of

_teachers march‘e:i iixto the Rtineipal"s oftice anfi demanded a greater voice i (/
in tte selection of hew gersodnel and threate;ed to mar:ﬁ down'to,tbe centtal
office _atid see the Superintend@nt if they did not get their wa};.
A bommon occur‘-'r\eﬁce‘ﬁ’a‘s for tescilers to .form coalitions( aﬁn;xg subgroups
¢ .
and then t ake co'lIective stadds on an issue in faculty me%ti}zgs "I'he sense J

’ A

R of unanimity amoteg teachers often made a convincing impreq'sj.o bn the
R ' ¥
‘ ’ administrators. Edwin’Bridges (1970:12) has captured the estence.of the
° -«

tactics of ihfprmal management with his discussion of the administratox: as

a "pawn," of subordinates. He de's'cribes‘three sueh conditiong: (1) pawn

withouthis knowledlge\, (2).pawn sga-iﬁst- his v?ill,. and (3) pM by choice.
M A . )

‘

Howeverfz attempts at informal management between spheres of influence

. A . . -

~were not always. well received and fret}uently he members of each sphere

A’

foupd tH’!mseJ.ves actively prote;‘tgng their domain from outside intrus_io‘n‘.

" . ~ N » P L d

&v . - N v * . N
’ Teacherg Defendirig Their {)omain's _ <

. As Figure 1 illustrates, the teachers often made conscieus efforts to
’ . ' 2 -

protect their sphere of influence.“ qu:win (1973'16,5) observes: _

’ + )

"~ The. professional employee . o denie‘rﬁ principle that
. his work alwhys must be supervised by nigtrators and

> ' " - contrplled by laymén. Because of his training, pressures ¢
. from his colleagpes, und his dedication to clients, the =
professionnlly oriented persén considers himself competent '
. . enough to control his own work. Hence, he sometimes .must

be dfscbedfent toward his supeyvisors precisely in order
' to improve his proficiency and to madntain standards of
client welfat’e--espec&ally if there ‘are practices that -
. Jeopardize the best interests of students.

Depending on vhettﬂar the teachers viewed tha admihistrators attempts-

P st intervsntion as consis.ten.t with their own objectives, individuals and

# ~
” - %o .' [

v ’ <
.
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subcoalitions of teachers tended to form in support or opposition to the
s hd . 4

. . . . - -
intervention, Tagiics of teagher resistance through argument typically

.- fell into the fvollowing patterns: (1)'profeegioﬂelism, "We know what is

' best for 096 kids," (2) past suceess,."I'have been successfully uaing my .

o . technique for ‘fifteen years and see no reason to chagiirnow " (3) predicted ,

-

failure, '"'We know several achools where that was tried and it didn't work;
¥,
v Jx(4) plannggg time, "We would need considerable released time to prepare for

\
this, and (7) added cost, "We would require a lot of expensive eguipment for

L ""5\‘ ‘1.. .
such a pgoject.ﬂ - o s « R .

v, e’}

. . . (

One of the more interesting defensfve’taczics used by teachers the
researchers called the "pocket veto." The concept of pockeé veto 1s used
- be&auee it becomes manigest through inaction, in other words, a lack of
reepon;e to requests or mandates for action or'chenge. 'Man& teachers were
m%gﬁifid‘gt in making’'it appear as though~£hey weéé in co&plete support of
" an administrator s formal or informal 1ntervention while all the time they
.' we;e ignoring its. etery fntent. It is 1mporfant to mote that these teachers
-\\\_//xypically were not lazy or incompetent; the; genuinely saw themSelyes as the
quar&ians of the classroom and had to hold the liue'against what tﬁey con-
sidered te be geﬁs %ﬁd "classroom éimmicks" Fhat enjoy a short butst of
popularity hcross the country and then fa;e away,
. Corwin (1974a: 228) 1dentifies a wider range of tactics that have become
‘associated with the teacher militancy movement , and they 1nc1ude ". . . poli-
1_“ tical lobbying, ce?paigns in ;chool board municipel elections{ ?u?lic cgiti-
cism of bodrds ef'edupation, day-to-day disputes with. administrators, resig- *
natlons, work slewdowns, proféssional holida§a; mass ge;ignations, wi;hpqld-
ing signed‘eontr.css; and Elackl#a?ing efruncosg:::elvg ech?el diétricts;"
. ; _ ‘ - oed .

‘.
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Administrators Defending Their Domains,

-

- " 4 . . - . Ve
The re89hrcﬁir8’found that diffgrent school administrators used dif-

S

',ferent protective tactics-fo; &efending their domains, but all did in fact
! . o

employ some tactics. Administrators had one advantage over teachers in
. b 4 R ’
that administrators®could directly say no .to the teachers' requests,, The

formal hierarchical roles pﬁ'administrators permitted that type of response.

However, administrators seemed to avoid‘ect negative responses to the
teachers' requests, because administrators JSuallzxyanted to appear suppor-
tive of the teacher role whenever possible.

. . . ¢
~ The adminiétratong' tactics of deferding their domains against a per-

.

ceived outside intrusion attempt (e.g., propbgals,'demands) fell 1ptj/::j
v N

following patterns: (1) ignore it, decide not to decide .and Hope the pro-
posal dies a natural death; (22 delay it, leave the proposal ¢ff the agenda‘
fo_the faéulqy meeting; (3)'§tud1'it,‘ﬁbrm a study é&mmit:ee and paék'it |
. g K .
with sympathetic members; (4) buck'if, pass ‘the Bﬁﬁk upward‘and\claim Ehe

superintendent won't Support'sqqh a proposal; (5) publicly support it, .
A 3

privately use a pocket Weto,

s

As was thé case with the teachers, inaééking gctions 4s these,-the'
administrators were generally not seen by themselves, or the researchers,

. as unmotivated_or self-seeking. They typically had in mind what they cgn~

sidered .to be in the best interests of the school.

-
>

Conclusion ) .. .o U
- /

With respect to contemporary issues of school governance, Corwin (1974a:

LY 3

238-39) has observed: 3 ‘g
Most administrators were trained in an era when the problems
of classroom teathing cowld be reduced .(so it was thought) -
to the psychology of AAndividual learners and when the central
administrative problems seemed to retolve around efficient '
/ .

-
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internal managemeént. The current genetation of teachers,

by contrast, has,been reared in a sociological era charac-
- terized by rapid social change and group coénflict. Adminis-,
tration has become largely a matter ‘of managing an increas-
ingly complex balance of forces from outside_ as well as from.
wi the schools. Many school administrators still in »
. positions of authotity today are not trained, to cope with

these problems.

‘Corwin's view_adds to the argument that our conceptual frameworks are
proving to be less th;n satisfactory in their utility toward useful descrip-

>

tion, anaiysis, and predigtion of behavior and events in educational organi-’
zations.

‘This paper hee resulted in the eonstructien of an organizatienal model
which draws useful concepts ane ideas from the thzee eonventiqnal frameworks

of classicai\\te/;rchical theory, -social system theory, and open system/con-

.tingency theory. §pecific Jttention is given to-.the interaction of the

. -t
bureaucrats and semi-professionals in schools. *,

The process of decision-making is a derivative of many forces gnd takes'
place in many sectors of the''school. It takes place as a unilateral activity

conducted in the confines of eheltered spheres of influence. It
4 .

- A
.

.also takes pléce as the product of informal negotiatioms where there is an

overlap of interests between the bureaucrats and semi-professionals. ’
Within the spheres of influence there are formal- subcoalitions which
¢
have their own objectives, members, norms, sources of power and senses of

legitimacy. As the school's'environment shifts between placid and turbu-

lent, problem situationg arise and different subcoalitions emezge to imnwolve

-

themselves in the ensuing decision-making. Sometimes several subcoalitions

~hecgme d;fferentiated and integrated as they take on a problem, and at other

times they directly or indirectly combat one another. At times administrator<

and teacher subcoalitions join forces in making decisisns, and thus bridge

.
(S
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» separate ways.

&

4
- = .

N
-

the separate,spheres of influence, while at other times they go their‘

The principal, by his or her awareness and skill, seems to
5.

be a key figure in whether or not the subcoalitions are moved toward dif-
ferentfation and integration or whether they simply go tneir own wa;s.

Hence, school governan;e;
making ‘process, certainlt is'not the_product of a hierarchy.

-

defined _as the control over the decision-
Rahter,

school govﬂrnance seems to have coalescent and disjunctive gualities at.the

-

extremes. At times control over decision-making seems to be dominated by

administrators or teachers or both (within their domains) or shared (in the -
' # . . .

contested zone). In this sense governance, seems to be coalescent--the work
’ i .

gets done, differentiatdon and integration exist betwgen subcoalitions, and

there are few surprises. At other tilbs however, struggles between spheres
1

and/or within sphe§Es develop, differentiation and integration of subcoali-

-

tions is negligible, and ‘1imited unlty, thus predictability, surrounds the

W

decipion;.ng protess/ In this context school governance seemns to be

relativel sjunctive with the _consequence of being unable to respond

. effectively to the changing demands of the community.

.
-
g

‘extend far beyond the range of this paper.”

Certainly,,t?e complexities of school governance are enormous and also

However,, trying tqg understand
£

Lssues of governance and decision-making a8 a process taking place within an

5 '

arena of interacting spheres of 'influence seems to be an encouraging approach

to a complex problem. .

K
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FIGURE 2

"DECISION-MAKING CATEGORIES
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