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Most sociologists have accepted the Weberian conceptualization of
organizations as artificial constructs with which to marshall avail-
able means in pursuit of a set of goals. The goals are taken as given,
and the problem fér the organization is establishing structures through
which the means or resources can be efficiently used. The organiza-
tional resources include the energy, skills, and knowledge of the
people who work in the organization. These must be interrelated with
tools and raw materials. In order to achieve the desired structured
gelationships of these factors, roles are designated to which indi-
viduals can be fitted. 1Individuals chosen to occupy a role are, thus{
dénied autonomy by virtue of the organizational need to structure the
interrelationships of roles and other factors. A fundamental corrolary
of the Weberian conceptualization of organizations, therefore, is that
organizations place limits on the behavior of individuals who work in
them (Hall, 1975). _

Individual autonomy means freedom to pursue the goais of one's
choice by means of one's choice. As such, complete individual autonomy
is incompatible with the structuring of organizational resources for
the pursuit of organizational goals. 1In fact, as society relies
increasingly on organizations, organizational constréints on individual
autonomy mount. While limits on autonomy are clearly necessary in
organizations, they alter the work experience in what for many people
are undesirable ways. Blauner (1964) has shown that alienation results
from infringements on freedom at work. Coleman (1974) has argued that
power in our society rests too much with organizations at the expense
of individuals. Both he and Hirschman (1970) have suggested ways in
which individuals can reassert their power. Individual autonomy, thus,
represents the balance between the need to structure and discipline

organizational members and the success of these members in pursuing

personal goals.
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An organization attempts to shape individual behavior by the
aspect of its structure known as the control system. The control
system may include the hierarchy of authority, supervision of work,
formalized rules, standardized procedures, rewards and punishments,
and the analysis of production records. One component of control is
the issuing of directives by superordinates to subordinates. Infor-
mation about what is to be done flows "down' the hierarchy. The
second component is the securing of information by superordinates
about what subordinates are doing. Information about what has been

done flows '

'up" the hierarchy. From the point of view of the super-
ordinate, these two dimensions are integrally linked. Information
about subordinate performance shapes the directives given which in
turn induce behavior about which more information is gathered.
Organizational control impinges on individual autonomy in pro-
portion to its strength, elaboration, and comprehensiveneés. The
more control, the less autonomy. Individuals, however, may not -
experience organizational éontrol and their own autonomy just as the
control system shapes them. This paper focusses on the ways indi-
- viduals experience organizational control. It, therefore, takes
individual perceptions of their autonomy as problematic and tries to
suggest pfocesses which help determine these perceptions in the
context of different levels and modes of organizational control.
While the Weberian approach to the study of organizations takes
the goals or directions of an organization as given, for many organi-
zations this is not an accurate portrayal. An alternative to the
Weberian perspective may bg conceptuaiized in terms of a competition
of claims on the organization in question, specifically on its goals
or direction.l Claims may be made by the manager and owners of the
organization, its employees, its clients or consumers, those who supply
it with important inputs or materials, and those who regulate its
behavior. Where the competition of claims is intense, the design of

efficient operations becomes problematic. Operations which are

efficient in the pursuit of one goal may be quite counterproductive
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in the pursuit of another goal. Likewise, the design and implementa-
tion of control over workers becomes problematic. Modes of control
which should assure efficiency of one type may produce inefficiency of
another type.

Where organizational goals are unambiguous, as in tﬁe Weberian
perspective, the control system can be expected to make strong and
clear demands on individuals, thus, limiting their autonomy. The
implications of such limits for individual perceptions of autonomy are
unclear. They may depend on the degree oflcongruence between orga-
ﬁizational and individual goals. Moreover, clear organizational
demands may eliminate anxiety and frustration or cause boredom and
étagnation, leading to different worker perceptions of the work
setting. 1In a parallel fashion, goal ambiguity arising from a compe-
tition of claims can reasonably be expected to weaken the effect of
the control system on workers and make demands unclear. One cannot
know, however, whether such weakness and lack of clarity in demands
will be perceived as liberating and facilitating of individual goal
pursuit or as constraining, frustrating, and anxiety producing.

The distinction between organizations best described and analyzed
under the Webefian perspective and those best treated under the com-
petition of claims perspective is useful in examining control and
perceptions of autonomy in schools. While larger and larger numbers
of schools face diverse claims, the intensity of the claims varies
from school to 'school, and some schools are undoubtedly not subject
to such demands. Important claimants in the environments of many
schools include parent and community groups, state legislatures,
teacher organizations, district administrators, boards of education,
and the courts. Their claims are represented by movements such as
those for desegregation, decentralization, a return to basics, accoun-
tability, and economization.

One symptom of the unresolved competition of claims on schools
for control is the dispute over the impact schools should have on

students. Educators debate the relative merits of stressing academic



achievement and positive self-image. Given the lack 6f consensus on
this question, fundamental to planning school programs, schools are
hard put to measure their level of success (Lortie, 1969). This makes
it difficult to distinguish '"good" teachers from '"bad' teachers uqiéss
criteria for good teacher performance are injected in some other way.
Without such distinctions, control over teachers is likely to be
attenuated, undifferentiated or arbitrary. '

When teachers argue that they are professiodnals, they are making
an important claim for control of schools. Ackndwledged'ﬁrofessiohals,
working in organizations, such as doctors in hospitals, have been able
to negotiate severe limits on the control to which they are subject'by
others. This usually is based on the professiorn's management of éntry
into the occupation and its success in defining the knowledge on which
professional performance is based as so esoteric that nonprofessionals
cannot evaluate professional performance. Some other occupations, in-
cluding teaching, nursing, and social work claim'simiiar levels of auto-
nomy in the organizations where they work but have not gained the ‘same
level of contro;{ They are subject to hierarchical as well as colle-
gial control. The individual autonomy of such semiprofeSsionéls is an
important occupétional and organizational issué. This is less true for
nonprofessional occupations where aspirations for autonomy are lower
and for full prbfessions where these aspirations are fulfiiled.

Consistent with expéctations that worker perceptions of autoﬁomy
will be influenced by levels of goal ambiguity and the consequent coher-
encerof control, teacher perceptions of autonomy may vary with the na-
ture of competing claims, fécing their schools. Schools, therefore,
provide a setting in which to examine variations in perceptionsAof auto-
nomy caused by control structures of different strengths, making demands:
of different degrees of ciarity, and operating through different modes.

The analysis of this paper is based on three intensive case
studies of junior high and middle schools in Southeastern Michigaﬁ.

The data, collected in each school over a two week period, are pri-

marily observational notes on the interactions and activities of




teachers which took place largely in the teachers' lounges and lunch-
rooms and on interviews with selectgd school personnel, including
administrators, union officials, and teachers who knew a lot of the
school lore and rumor. The concurrent development of teacher and
a@ministrator questionnaires for later use led to the collection of
pretest questioﬁnaire data from all willing teachers and administra-
tors at the three schools. Teacher response rates were near /0 per-
c;nt. Changes made as the instruments were refined make these ques;
tionnaire data somewhat incomparable. These questionnaire data are
used to raise qdestions; but the observational data are relied upon
for answers to these questions.

The schools are chosen to vary with regard to the socio-economic
characteristics of the communities they serve because of expectations
that the nature of the school environment would have a substantial
effect on the type'and number of claims‘made on the school. While
this was important, many other factors seemed to influence the nature
and level of teaqher autonomy in these schools even more. Table 1
presents information about the socio-economic character of the com-
munities and the school districts, and the structure of these schools.

. ’ [Insert Table 1 Here]

The information presented in Table 1 shows that the three inten-
sive study schools vary on a number of characteristics, including '
their structures, socioeconomic environments, and school district
tfbes. Examining a variety of types of schools is some assurance, in
the absence of prior information about control systems, that the
éﬁalysis will encounter different modes of control and a range of

: 1
teacher autonomy.

Control Imgpsed and Autonomy Perceived

Besides differing in the ways described in Table 1, the three

schools vary with respect to the methods by which and the extent to

which teachers are controlled. The methods used include both the




Table 1: Characteristics of Three Intemsive Study Schools

School Size/Structure

students
teachers

administrators

Community Type

School District

type

juniof high and
middle schools
in district

teacher organization

Village

School

540
32

town and
surrounding
rural area

consolidated

NEA

Ring

School

985
42

2 (+10
department
heads)

working class
area on fringe

of suburban
ring

consolidated

NEA

t

City

School

970
38

4 (including
2 unit
heads)

area of
residences
and light
industry in
central city

decentral-
ized

55

AFT



gathering of information about teacher performance and the dissemina-

tion of directives to teachers about desirable behavior.

Village School: The Upward Flow of Information

The principal of Village School has institutued a series of
information gathering techniques. These include mandatory lesson
plans with the format prescribed in terms of Performance-based Objec-
fives (PBO's), the revision and rewriting of curricula in terms of
PBO's, and careful analysis of results from the state educational
assessment program test. (Given annually to all fourth and seventh
graders in the state, this test also is derived from PBO's.) The
brincipal, consiétent with his interest in the movement to make com-
ponents of the education system more accountable for their performance,
also talks of collecting samples of graded homework papers from his
teachers and of unifying final examinations within each curriculum
area, using PBO's as the basis for the examination questfons. More-
over, he has émphasized clgssroom observation to an extent uncbmmon
in the district, sometimes.observing teachers' throughout an entire
unit of instruction. The purpose of this elaborate observation seems
to be gaining acquaintance with classroom activity. Thus, substantial
amounts of information flow to the principal.

There is no corresponding downward flow of directives from the
principal to teachers. For example, he does not follow periods of
classroom observation with unusually comprehensive formal evaluations
of the teachers he has observed. Rules and procedures are not plenti-
ful, especially in comparison to Ring School where they are an impor-
tant mode of control. Rewards and punishments are not consciously
manipulated to encourage certain teacher behavior.

The teachers at Village School do not dispute the validity of the
principal's goals in reworking much of the instructional program in
terms of learning objectives for which measures of achievement can be
obtained, nor his efforts to familiarize himself with their classrooms.

They feel very uneasy, however, with the collection of information
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about their teaching and about the learning of their students. They-
are uncertain about the way in whiéh the principal will use the
information and fear that he may hold them accountable fo; the learn-
ing of their students. On the other hand, the principal has not yet
proven himself as a staunch protector of teachers' prerogatives and

a defender of their performance. He has failed to support either the
teachers or the school board in a recent attack by the board on oné
teacher and an effort by the board to intervene in one department's

instructional decisions.

Ring School: The Downward Flow of Directives

At Ring School, teachers are subject to substantial control by
the administration. While control efforts do not center on the
classroom in the same way as at Village School, they perv?de many
other areas of decision making. Rules about punctuality are strictly
enforced. Teachers who arrive late to school are promptly summoned to
the principal's office and reprimanded. The administrators regard the
evaluation of teachers as an important process. They try hard to
clarify and emphasize the school's concern with deportment and respect
for authority especially to probationary teachers. Teachers who have
trouble contfolling their students are "worked with" to improve their
performance. Teachers have been dismissed for betraying a character
inconsistent with the moral values of the school, such as sexual
indiscretion. Finally, teachers are differentiated explicitly on the
basis of their willingness to make extra efforts for the school and
students, such as by stayipg after school to help with activities, of
which athletic activities are the most emphasized. Teachers who "go
the extra mile" are often rewarded by jobs which carry extra pay, by
effusive thanks over the public address system, by being less fre-
quently observed in their c1assrooms, and by a special tolerance on
the part of administrators for occasional vioclations of school rulgs.
Beyond these specific ways in which the control system at Ring School

works, conversation among teachers and administrators indicates that




the principal of the school exerts such a strong influence that the

school's philosophy and practice reflect his own personal philosophy
and behavior to an extraordinary degree. It is very hard to find even
small pockets in the school where teaching methods and beliefs do not
coincide with those of the principal. .

While teachers receive extensive guidance, from rules to tﬁe
principal's example, about appropriate behavior, there is little
émphasis at Ring School on the collection of information. Per-
formance-based objectives are not well developed. Classroom obser-
vation is done pro forma. Standardized test results are little
analyzed. Administrators indicate that they know fairly well what is
going on in classrooms without making special efforts to collect

information:

City School: A Control Vacuum

At City School, control over teachers seems weak. The principal's
time is allocated largely to working with students having behavior
problems and with their parents. This leaves him little time for work
on the curriculum, for discussing school problems and seeking solu-
tions, and for such control activities as classroom observation. The
principal is furtheerccupied by the new demands of the federal court
supervising school desegregation for the implementation of comprehen-
sive new programs in counselling, reading, and disciﬁline. The new
ﬁrograms and the attendant voluminous record keeping procedures
require large time commitments by the school administration. Admini-
strative control over teachers is further weakened by recent court-
ﬁandated changes in middle schools from departmental to unit structure.
At City School this has meant replacing a structure based on seven
departments with one based on two units. While department heads were
only half-time administrators and ﬁnit heads are almost full-time
administrators, there has been é net loss in time committed to admini-
stration at this intermediate level of the school hierarchy. More-

over, the effectiveness of the unit heads as supervisors of teachers
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is somewhat problematic because the unit heads lack subject-matter
experﬁise in the curricular areas of most of the teachers they super-
vise. The weakness of control at City Schooi may be summafized by an
extraordinary case where a teacher was absent for almost the entire
day before it was realized and supervision for his students was
arranged. .

The principal and assistant principal do. issue directives to
teachers, but these are very general and, thus, allow teachers con-
siderable discretion in adapting. For example, teachérs were asked to
write course outlines or syllabi for the courses they teach. The
specifications for this task, however, were left to the individual
teacher. The principal, it appeared, merely wanted some description
he could show to inquisitive or complaining parents. He did not
require information which he would use for control purposes. How dif-
ferent from Village School where the information-gathering principal
has specified the exact format and coverage of such teacher reports
as lesson plans. The gathering of precise information and the issuing
of exact directives at City School is left to the unit heads whose
number and ‘expertise is insufficient to impose much contfol on the
teachers.

" Given these descriptions of the control to which teachers at the
three schools are subject, the control at City School would appear to
be weak and comparatively weaker than that at Ring and Village
Schools. Since the methods of control at Ring and Village Schools are
quite different, if is difficult to say ‘at which school control is
stronger. Assuming for the moment that teachers experience autonomy,
that is control over decisions, in inverse relationship to the amount
of control to which they are subject, the teachers at City School
would be expected to report substantial and greater autonomy than
those at the other two séhqols. Teacher reports of autonomy at Ring
and Village Schools would be expected to be low absolutely and re}a—
tive to the level at'CitvachodL. Whether perceived autonomy will be

greater at Ring or Village School cannot be predicted.
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Teachers at all three schools were asked who makes the final
decision in twenty-eight areas, including classrooonrgénization and
pedagogy, their personal behavior, and coordination within the school.
Their responses were scored ordinally from (1) '"completely by me" to
(4) "completely by others.'" The mean reports for each school on each
decision were computed as an indication of the extent of teacher
autonomy at the school. The amount of autonomy differed significantly
among the three schools on thirteen of the twenty-eight decisions.2

Table 2 reports the mean perceived:autonomy for the three schools
on these thirteen decisions. It allows assessing the absolute levels

[Insert Table 2 Here]
of reported autonom& and the relative levels comparing the schools
with each other. Teachers at Village School exercise substantial
autonomy (i.e., mean less than 2.00) on four of these thirteen deci-
sions. Their reported level of autonomy exceeds that of the teachers
at the other two échools on only three decisions. Their autonomy,
such as it is, is concentrated in the area of their personal behavior.
While teachers at none of the three schools report a high level of
autonomy on coordination decisions, teachers at Villége Schodl report
a relatively low level of autonomy on classroom decisions as well.
These findings are consistent with expectations derived from the
earlier description of the control system at Village School. The
principal's efforts are concentrated on control activities- typical of
contemporary management techniques, such as the analysis of production
records, and indeed are focussed on the control of teacher performance
in the classroom.

Teachers at Ring School report substantial autonomy on eight
decisions. Mbréoyer, they report greater autonomy than do their coun-
terparts at the other two schools on five decisions. The autonomy of
these teachers, while not extending into the area of school coordina-
tion, includes both classroom and personal behavior decisions. Par-
ticularly noteworthy is the autonomy Ring School teachers feel they

have with regard to their behavior or life-style outside of school.




Table 2: Mean Self-reported Autonomy on Three Types of Decisions

at Three Scho’olsl’2
Ring3 City3 Village3
School School School
Decisions
Classroom decisions
what topics to cover 2.47 1.81 1 2.20
what grading system to use on _ .
class assignments 1.20 1.40 2.20
when to test students on classwork 1.41 1.30 2.00
which outside speakers and )
materials to use 1.50 2,07  2.10
(amount and kind of homework) (1.13) (1.47) (1.27)

Personal behavior decisions
4
whether teacher lives in the school

district . 1.07 1.53 1.00
whether teacher participates in )

student activities 1.47 1.52 2.22
whether teacher leaves school in ' _

non-class hours 3.71 3.14 2.50
(what dress is appropriate for

teacher) (1.76) (1.37) (1.27)
[whether teacher can smoke in .

school] A [2.40] [1.97] [2.50]
[what behavior or life style is A A

appropriate outside school] [1.13] [1.38] [1.64]

Coordinating decisons

nature of hall duties 3.52 3.03 3.60
when to file lesson plais. 2.93 2.11 3.48

lMeans are reported only for those decisions where highest mean
differed significantly from the lowest mean. The significance of
differences was assessed by two methods: (A) Two-tailed t-test
probabilities for the difference of means less than or equal to
0.05; and (B) magnitude 'of the difference between the means greater
than or equal to 0.5, half the interval between two adjacent
responses. Decisions in parentheses differ by A but not by B.
Decisions in brackets differ by B but not by A. Decisions in
neither parentheses nor brackets differ by both tests.

13.




Table 2 (continued)

The question posed with respect to each of these and fifteen other
decisions for which there were not significant differences by
either A or B (six classroom decisions, five personal behavior
decisions, and four coordinating decisions) was:

Thinking about yourself, is the final decision in this matter made

(1) completely by you?
(2) mostly by you?

(3) mostly not by you?
(4) not at all by you?

The means reported in the table were computed us1ng the numerical
values shown to the left of the responses.

3N for Village School was usually about 10, for Ring about 15, and
for City about 30. .

14.
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This is surprising because considerable emphasis is placed by the
school on behavior consistent with strict moral standardg. All in
all, the teachers at Ring School report much more autoﬁomy'than might
have been expected given the strength and pervasiveness of the control
system to which they are subject.

Finally, the teachers at City School report substantial autonomy
on eight decisions énd the greatest autonomy compared to the other two
schools on five items. From these summary results City School
resembles Ring School. Recall, however; that the control imposed on
City School teachers is much weaker than that imposed on Ring School
teachers. It is surprising, therefore, that teachers at City School
report no more autonomy than their counterparts at Ring School. 1In
particular, perceived classroom autonomy at City School is greater
than at Ring Séhool on on}y two of five decisions, even though class-
room control at City School hLas been considerably weakened by the
replacement of departmental by unit organization.

Examining-these data in the context of the level of control
imposed suggests several questions: Under what circumstances is
strong and pervasive control not the cause of perceptioné of little
individual autonomy but rather the correlate of perceptions of great
autonomy? In fact, can strong control cause perceptions of great .
autonomy? Under what circumstances is weak control not accompanied by
feelings of substantial autonomy? What are the circumstances under
which strong control leads as expected to perceptions of low autonomy?
How do these circumstances differ from those where control and
autonomy perceptions do not covary as expected? Finally, is there a
perspective which makes for understanding control imposed and autonomy -

perceived thréughout the ranges of each?

Explanatory Approaches

Possible answers to these questions will be drawn from the con-

sideration of eacﬁ of the three schools. Each school presenfs its own




-

16.

problem for analysis and suggests a different explanatory approach.
After arguing the plausibility of the three approaches, their common

threads will be drawn together.

The Manufacture of Consensus

For Ring School, the problem is to explain the coexistence of
effective control over teacher behavior and teacher perceptions of
substantial autonomy. A large part of the explanation derives from
the pervasiveness of a uniform ideology about teaching and learning
at this school. -This ideology defines goals for the eﬁtire school
community. Staﬁdards for excellence or virtue are constfucted in

terms of these goals. Behavior consistent with these standards is
rewarded and behavior inconsistent with them is sanctioned.

While such traditional values as discipline, reépect, and
loyalty are quite important at Ring School, the ideology emphasizes
‘still more the centrality of effort for the development of one's
potential. The principal points to the inculcation of the value of
effort in students as the core of his philosophy of education. For
teachers as well as students virtue is defined in terms of effort-
rather than academic or other kinds of excellence. The principal
explains that he believes students can best be induced to make the
effort needed to reach their own potentials by the example of the hard
Vork of their teacﬁers. This definition of good teaching is exempli-
fied in the'language used by administrators and FeachersAto describe -
teachers. The mosf common distinction is between "strong" and "weak"
teachers. Strong teachers are those who work long hours, make sacri-
fices, such as volﬁnteering for extra duties even when receiving no
extra compensatiop, overcoming adversity, and in general seeking ways
to serve the needs of the school and its students in ways beyond the
normal requirements of their job. Strong teachers are those who "go
the extra mile." Weak teachers, on the other hand, are those who
work only the contractually prescribed hours, insist bn minimal stan-

dards for their work, "hide" behind the contract and the union, and
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do not volunteer for extra duties.

The pervasiveness of this ideoiogy can be explained by the modes
through which it . is disseminated. Important among these is the model
provided by competitive athletics. Great stress is plaked on ath-
letics at Ring School. The athletic teams are cited by teachers and
administrators as exampies of discipline, dedicatioh, self-sacrifice,
and above all effort. One administrator pointed out thaf student-
athletes must apply themselves doubly hard because they have respon-
sibilities both to their teams and to their studies. Coaches also
are cited for the example of self-sacrifice they providé to other
teachers. Many assistant coaches are volunteers in part because of
interest and dedication and in part because they ﬁope to call atten-
tion to themselves as willing to "go the extra mile."  Head coaches
often schedule training programs for their athletes in the off-season
when they are not being paid. All coaches give extra help to athletes
having academic problems. While winning is considered important,

. administrators and teachers all emphasize that the strength of the
athletic program at Ring School above its won-lost record is in the
dedication, loyalty, team work, pride, and effort it inspires in the
staff and students.

A second mode By which the ideology is disseminated in the school
is thé examplerénd leadership provided by the veteran teachers on the
faculty. The principal staﬁed that from the opening of the building
six years ago he has relied on these teachers to convey to the rest of
the faculty what the "tone" (or ideology) of the school should be.
Several teachers commented.that these veteran teachers could help the
newcomers sense what kindé of classroom and personal teacher béhavior
are acceptable to the community and to the administration. One of
the administrators noted the congruence between the leadership of
veterans on the school's athletic teams and in the faculty.

Finally, thé ideology is disseminated through the very powerful
example of the principal himsélf.3 Almost all the teachers are great

boosters of their principal and tell many stories about his attributes.
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One teacher related that the principal has béen known to go to the
police station in the middle of the night to help former students
or athletes who have gotten into trouble. Several teachers told of
the principal's courage and determination in the face of serious
automobile injuriés which have kept him away from school all year.
One week after the accident, teachers report he tried to get out of
traction in order to attend the school picnic. Before his accident,
the principal put in very long hours at the school, ;ﬁe example of
which is not loét on the rest of the staff. One teacher said she
feels guilty whenAshe comes to school on time, rather than coming
early. Influenced by the example of the principal, she sees anything
less than total selfless dedication. as. insufficient.

While the ideology is disseminated by the powerful examples of
the athletic program, veteran teachers, and the principél, behavior
consistent with the ideology also is encouraged by feﬁafds and sanc-
tions for those'wﬁo comply and those who do not. First, teachers
who volunteer extra time to assist with extra—curriculaf activities,
especially the athletic program, are praised and thanked effusive1y>
over the public address system. Second, the principai tries to allot
jobs which dérry extra pay, such as lunchroom supervision, to those
who have volunteered before.4 Third, the administration seems to
enforce rules differently for strong and weak teachers.: One admini-
strator claimed that while teachers are usually reprimanded for
coming to school late, he would not think of calling one particular
teacher into his office if he noticed her arriving late because he is
sure from her past extraordinary efforts on behalf of.stuaents that
this was a rare.0c§urrence which would not stand in the .way of her
fine teaching; Finally, there is some indication the administration
allows strong teachers more autonomy in the classroom than weak
teachers. As noted earlier, the principal "works witﬁ“ teachers who
are not in firm‘céntrol of their students. The aSSiSfanf_ﬁriDCiPalr

however, points to his own experience as an exception. He is known as

a strong teacher due to his extra work with the football team. A few
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years ago, during a personal crisis which made it difficqlt to apply
himself properly to his teaching, he was surprised that the admini-
stration did not observe him or talk with hiﬁ aBout his teaching dif-
ficulties, although he was certain that they knew of these difficul-
ties. He interprets this as latitude allowed him because of his
reputation as a strong teacher.

Not all members of the teaching profession could: subscribe to
the ideology that pervades Ring School. Uncomfortable with the
stress on extra effort, with a definition of virtue whiéh deemphasizes
academic excellence per se, or for some other reason, many teachers
would not "belong in" this particular school. That Ring School is
not split by'dissension about the demands of the ideology means in
part that diééenters against the ideology are not present in meaning-
ful numbers. The school seems able to rid itself of those who
dissent against or deviate from the ideology, but even more important
in avoiding dissensus, in hiring new teachers, only candidates are
selected who will behave in accord with the dominant vélues. The
selection process can serve this_filtering role because it is con-
trolled to an extraordinary degree by the principal himself. He
gains this control by securing permission to go beyond the small pool
of candidates submitted to him by the district personnel office. This
allows him to ééek a candidate of his own choosing. The principal's
desire to find teachers with certain character attributes, such as
dedication and willingness "to go the extra mile," réther than a con-
cern with certain skills or any subject-matter competence explains
the principalfs reluctance’to use the regular selection process. He
cannot easily estimate thgée character attributes from documents
included in én'application..'For this reason, the principal prefgfs to
depend on the recbmmendations of people he knows and trusts or to
select applicanté with whom he is personally familiar; Not surpris-
ingly, then, the principal has taken the initiative to hire several

graduates of the local high school where he taught and»éoached before

becoming principal. There are now twelve such graduates on the
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school's faculty.

Between the pervasiveness of the ideology and the selection of
teachers whose behavior and beliefs are likely to be consistent with
that ideology, Ring School can be described as the site of a manu-
facture of consensus. This is a consensus about goals for personal
and collective action and about the proper means and behavior for
pursuing those goals. Clarity about the school's miSéion, such as
the values it should attempt to inculcate, the very low rates of dis-
sent against the administration of the school, and the teacher
reports of high satisfaction are indicators of the strength of this
consensus. The consensus about means and ends makes the rather heavy
downward flow of dirgctives quite palatable for teachers. They are
not upset, for example, about the paternalism or the severity with
which they are reprimanded by the principal when they are late to
school or class because they believe in the importance of punctuality.
If they did not, they are unlikely to have become teachers at the
school. For the same reason, the surveillance needs met in many
organizations By the upward flow of information about member behavior
are much diminished in Ring School. Surveillance is unnecessary to
assure that behavior largely coincides with administration desires
because individual motivating factors, such as personal goals, beliefs,
and values, are known to be consistent with the desired behavior. In
fact, modes of surveillance common in some schools, s@ch as lesson
plans and the analysis of standardized test scores, are not much
emphasized at Ring School.5 .

The pervaéive ideology at Ring School can be interpreted as an
effective mode of control over teachers. Strong examples, differen-
tial rewards and sanctions, and selection processes make teacher com-
pliance almost inevitable. However powerful the ideology, teachers
do not feel coerced or burdened by it. On the contrary, aith a very
few exceptions they subscribe to it enthusiastically. The manufacture
of consensus constructed on the foundation of ideology means that

individual goals can be pursued within the context of organizational
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goals. Organizational control should be interpreted in this case as
support of individual goals and integration of the collective effort
rather than as coercion or repression (see Janowitz, 1975). This
largely explains why these teachers feel autonomous even where objec-
tive measures of control imposed on themare high.

At Ring School, then, one might argue that teachers are realiy
reporting their satisfaction when they characterize fhemselves as
autonomous, but it is a particular type of satisfaction they feel.
Their satisfaction_is not so much with pay, social interaction, or
working conditions, but rather with the general directions in which
the school's operations are moving. This satisfaction translates
into perceptions of personal autonomy because of the congruerce at
Rihg Scﬁool'becween orgahizational goals and-teaéhers3 personal

goals, a congruence assured by the manufacture of consensus.

Organizational Ineffectiveness

At City Séhodl, the issue is the anomolous coincidence of rela-
tively lower teacher perceptions of individual autonomy and weak
control over teachers. This can be understdod in part by'considering
the problem teachers find ﬁbst pressing, student disgipline, especi-
ally attendance and tardiness. Observations at the school supports
the teacher view that student behavior is not well controlled.
Despite considerable expeﬁditure for community aides to act as hall
monitors and aﬁ elaborate system of hall passes for students, many
students are in the halls even when classes are in session. Moreover,
attendance data collected‘%& the Detroit Board of Education show that
average daily attendance at City School is only 79 percent, while the
city wide flgure for Junlor high schools 1s 85 percent.;

Low student attendance and tardlness to class frustrate teachers'
efforts to educate childréﬁ and their hopes for a satiéfactory daily
work routine. First, teachers are frustrated by the loss of time

spent in dealing with these problems. Continual attention to disci-

plinary matters also creates barriers to communication and trust
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between teachers_and students. Finally, a teacher's ability to
maintain a roﬁtiné,'allowing for predictability and planning, is
curtailed by the continuous interruptions which disciplinary problems
and tardy students engender.

Despite the frustrations these problems cause for teachers, con-
trol methods are notably ineffective. Gym teachers; whose students
are frequently late to their next classes, often do not write passes,
nor do hall monitors ask to see passes. In fact, hall monitors
spend a good deal of time talking with one another or sleeping rather
than doing their jobs. Control over students seems to break down not
in conceiving of workable methods, but in implementihg:the methods
chosen. Implementétion involves coordination and supervision, respon-
sibilities of administration. Just as the downward flow of directives
as a méde of cbntrol over teachers is weak at City School, the coordi-
nating and supervising activities essential to implementing solutions
for the student behavior problem are insufficient.

Teachers whb-are truly frustrated with tardy or poorly behaved
students perceive-Sending these students to the counselors as the only
remedy. They want the counselor to take custody of the offending
student by kéeping him or her out of the classroom for the rest of the
period. Counselors, however, prefer to send students back to class
quiékly in order to minimize the loss of instructional time. Lacking
any other remedy, teachers are frustrated by their debendence on
counselors. - '

Three factors lie behind teacher dependence on counselors. Each

factor is in turn the source of teacher frustration. First, teachers

- would not be dependent and hence frustrated in this wéylif they were

able to secure an adequate organization-level solution fof the problem,
such as an effeéfive hall pass system. Second, teaché:fdependence on
counselors would be.much reduced if teachers would or could deal more
with discipline ﬁroblems on their own. Part of their abdication in
this area comes from the magnitude of the problem. The’ other part

comes from the teacher difficulty in managing difficulﬁ-students or
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from a preference not to confront this part of teaching. Feelings.
of individual inefficacy result and help create teacher frustrations.
Third, teachers_would not rely on'counselors and then be frustrated
by the poor coopération they receive if teachers and counselors (and
administration) shared the same philosophy of discipline. The
counselors and the principal believe strongly in reorienting the
school away from subject-matter toward the individual needs of stu-
dents. In this qoﬁnselors and administrators are supporters of the
court-imposed reorganization in which subject-matter depaft—,

ments were replaced by schools-within-a-school organization meant to
make middle schools more supportive, family like, and individualized
in the treatmént of students. Many teachers at City School, however,
holding fast to a subject-matter orientation, feel isolé;ed from this
philosophical trend. Teacher isolation is well indicated by their
conflict with counselors about the appropriate way to deal with dis-
cipline problems. The teachers are unwilling to place- the child's
needs for counseling before the demands of the curriculum. Counselors
are unwilling to play the custody role the subject-oriented teachers
ask of them. iThe philosophical isolation of these teachers decreases
the cooperation they receive from the counselors and thereby increases
their frustr?tion.

These three factors undérlying teacher dependence on counselors
suggest sources of frustration teachers are likely to'experience more
generally in seeking solutions to problems at City Schobi. First,
teachers may feelvfrustraﬁed when faced with problems they cannot or
choose not to deal with themselves as individuals. Second, they are
likely to feel frustrated when.the school cannot implement organiza-
tion level solutions for the problems. And third, teéChers are likely
to be frustrated by philosophical differences when they try to make‘
other actors at the school appreciate their definition of what impor-
tant problems éhd'what suitable solutions are.

Consistent with these general expectations, teachers at City

School have difficulty in seeking solutions for problems they face and
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communicating their ideas for change to administrators and gaining
implementation for these ideas. For example, a group of English
teachers who wished to individualize their instruction by grouping
their classes by ability-level could not gain the approval of the
principal. A highly trained reading teacher has been‘stymied'in
obtaining the equipment her program needs. In another éase, one
teacher who wished. to delegate attendance-taking responsibility to
her students in order to induce them to learn to manage responsi-
bility was prohibited from doiﬁg so by the administration. Finally,
a mathematics teacher who wishes to create an accelerated class for
students who are not stimulated by the present offerings feels the
principal will veto it because of its "elitist" character and probable
unpopularity in the community.

While workers in many organizations may encounter a management
which will not listen to their ideas, professional workers will be
frustrated when they are unable to communicate their ideas upward
because professionals are socialized to take responsibilipy for the
task in all of its dimensions rather than merely executing orders
relevant to parts of the task. In taking fesponsibility,‘the pro-
fessional is 1ikeiy to develop new program ideas and try to have them
implemented. A professional sees the organization in which he or she
works as a tool for the implementation of new ideas (Blau et al.,
1966; Blau, 1968). This portrayal is consistent with the Weberian
perspective that organizations are structured for the efficient appli-
cation of means.fq ends. In the Weberian perspective modes of control,
such as hieraréhy and rules, are the processes by which such applica-.
tion is assured. Thus, where many analyses of professional life in
organizations piéﬁure hierarchy as compromising professioﬁal self-
regulation or autonomy (for example, Blau and Scott, 1962), the focus
on organization as the means by which professional may_seék the imple-
mentation of their ideas sees an organizational setting as consistent
with professional autonomy. In this view a large administrative~com—

ponent (Blau et 'al., 1966; Blau, 1968) and general bureaucratic
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elaboration (Moeller, 1964; Moeller and Charters, 1966) underwritg
the upward communication of ideas. Proposals of subordinates must be
passed through and new programs originating in those. proposals
implemented by the administrative component. This process is espe-
cially important to professional subordinates and to others who seek
input into organization-level problem solving.

Teachers at City School and presumably at numerous other schools
are not able to satisfactorily communicate and gain implementation
for their ideas. Their problems; therefore, remain,ﬁnsolved and
frustrations mount. The administrative component is inadequate for
processing teééher ideas because of attendant circumStanées. First,
the administrative component will only process the ideas of sub-
ordinates if fhé members of the administration are receptive to the
ideas suggested. At City School the ideas of teachers who hold a
subject-matter orientation are likely to be poorly received by admini-
trators oriented to individuwal student needs. Second, administrative
intensity will not boost effective upward communication if inter-
mediate membersfof the hierarchy do not command the support of their
superiors. At City School the principal respects the abilities of
one of the unit heads more than the other and is more likely to
respond to idéas'emmanatiﬁg from her unit. Third, the members of the
hierarchy, however numerous and sympathetic to ideas communicated
upward, are unlikely to give more than passing attention to these
ideas if they are preoccupied with pressing demands from other parts
of the organizatibﬁ or the organizational environment. At City
School, the principal's time is taken up by discipliné,problems and
court—mandated'programs;'hezis virtually uninvolved, therefore, with
the implementétiOn_of curriculum ideas, even with those he could be
expected to favor. Fourth, ideas proposed by subordinéteé may
encounter rival claims for control of the decision area in question
from other compoﬁeﬁts of ‘the social system in which the organization
is embedded. Different components have different amounts of power.

When the superior power of a rival claimant is invoked, an idea may

-43
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berejected or delayed, even if it has support in the ofganizational
hierarchy and environment. At City School, the rival claims of
regional board members, Central office personnel, and ;ﬁe federal
court frustrate teachers and administrators alike. And finally, an
initiative from subordinates which involves central functions of the
organization, whether they concern operational goals pr:organizational
survival and maintenance, is less likely to be implemented~than an
initiative which touches on funetions less centrallj situated. At
City School, scheduling and attendance seem to fall intd‘decision
areas which the adﬁinistration considers quite central - Teacher
initiatives in these areas were rejected by the pr1nc1pal although
philosophically he would have favored the proposals. The strenuous
'competltion of.elalms which buffets City School can be seen as the
origin of meny of these barriers to upward communication. The com-
petitors include'eommunity activists, the federal court,'the teachers'

" organization, and officials from the central office.

This explanation of the anomolous coincidence of low organiza-
tional control and low teacher perceptions of autonomyeaf City School
can be seen in fhe context of an important body of researeh on orga-

. nizational strucfure and individual behavior with equeily nonintuitive
results. Tannenbaem and his colleagues (1968) have foﬁnd that mean
satisfaction and productivity in an organization are preﬂicted by the
total amount of'control exercised by organizational actors. Surpris-
ingly, it is not the amount of control an individual has over others
and over his own work life which relates positively to his own satis-
faction and productivity but rather the organizationﬁlevel property
of total control exercised which relates positively to fﬁe.mean

"satisfaction éndlorganizational productivity. City Scbdql is an
organization where fhe total control exercised is relatiéely low. _
Taking satisfaction, at least the facet of satisfaction relatedrto the
fulfillment of personal goals, as very closely related at City School
to perceived autbﬁemy, low teacher perceptions of autonomy at this

school are predictable in the light of Tannenbaum's findings.6




' The City School case suggests that a high level of total control,

absent in this school, is important because it contributes to. the
successful pursuit of collective goals. It does this by furthering
the coordination of individual efforts.7 A key aspecr of coordina-
tion is rooting out individual behaviors which are counterproductive
for collectivé-gnds. At City School, the poor state of student dis-
cipline and the difficulty in improving it by a school-level effort
are in part due to such recalcitrance.

Coordination is particularly important in a school because with-
out it, two factors that favor the tendency for teachers to pursue '
private goals predominate. First, the professional training and

socialization of teachers does not assure their dedication to a

common set of goals or their subscription to a common set of operating

procedures (Dreeben, 1970).. These might assure a basis throughout

the occupation for coordinated effort. At City Schoolxteachers
oriented to the subject and those oriented to students‘conduct their
classes dlfferently even when their grade 1eve1 and subJect assignment
are the same. For example, subject-oriented teachers try much harder
than student—oriented teachers to cover all p01nts 1n the curriculum,
'even if this means-some students fall behind. Such differences become
especially impdrtanr when innovation or other types of:éh?nge are
attempted becausé”éf differential écceptance of the proposed changes.-
At City Schoolisubject—oriented teachers resist the new middlé school
structure and pﬁildsophy more than do their'child—oriepted colleagues,
for instance, byAarguing égainsc efforts to individualize instruction.
Second, the ecologyfof the  school supports private goal pursuit.
Teaching takes.place behind closed doors, is infrequéntl&jobserved by
administrarors.or other teachers, and consequently ié.not-subject to
great control (éipept at times by the students in the class). An
important implication here is that norms among teachers are harder to
enforce than amohg’ﬁorkers where productivity and style are visible

to coworkers (see Biéu, 1955). The pursuit of organizational goals,

the implementation of organization-level changes, and;thé solution of
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organizational problems all demand imposing some uniformity or dis-
cipline on the private behavior of teachers.  This involves breaking
down the diversity that comes from incomplete occupational socializa-
tion and the isolation caused by the ecology of the school. Such
uniformity can be imposed and teacher efforts coordinated, but the
conditions which usually obtain in schools do not favor this. They
are certainly not present at City School.

The elaboration of Tannenbaum's findings suggests that when
teachers feel they have little autonomy, the existing structure may
not be binding them closely enough within a system of controls to
overcome problems of incomplete occupational socialization and ‘
isolating school ecology and to allow the coordinated pursuit of col-
lective goals. This implies that collective goals are more central
to perceptions of individual autonomy than are individual goals.
Teacher frustration in the face of organizational failure to improve
student discipline, a collective problem, supports this idea. Social
control in schools ﬁay enable individual to feel effective or

autonomous.

‘The Impact of Uncertainty

At Village School, strong control over teachers accdmpanies low
teacher perceptions of autonomy. The particular manner in which
control is imposed at this school creates substantial uncertainty for
teachers. This uncertainty arises because the control system at this
school does not i@clude a downward flow of directives about desired ‘
teacher behavior but only an upward flow of information about teacher
performance. This creates uncertainty for teachers in several ways.
First, informafion—gathering control has not 6ften been subject to
regulation by contract while directive control has been.  For example,
evaluation is strictly regulated in many contracts; rules through
which teachers might:be harassed or exploited, such as.the amount of
time they may be required to spend with students, are'éffén preempted

by contract negotiation. Information gathering control; not usually
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regulated in a comparable way,'remains in the hands of administration.
The emphasis at Village School on an unrégulated kind of control
increases uncertainty for teachers there. ’Second, teachers can only
guess what the effects of information gathering are likeiy to be. At
Village School, teachers fear that student test information will be
used to evaluate their own performances, but they cannot demonstrate
this. Therefore, even the building representative for the teachers'’
organization states he must wait to see that the administration is
abusing teacher rights with the test data it gathers before he can
act. The information gathering emphasis of the control system at
Village School causes uncértainty for teachers, then, because it
raises the potential for directive control without revealing what
kinds of teacher performance will be required. The.hncerﬁainty
teachers at Village School feel about the directives to which they may
be subject is not due to their ignorance of the principal's ideas or
intentions. He has made no decision yet about new directives in
several areas, such as student writing skills. Moreover, he is
basically in accord with the conventional pedagogicaltmethods his
teachers use and the expectations for order and discipline they have
for their students. For both of these reasons it would be impossible
for teachers to fathom the thrust of directives the principal might -
issue based on all the information he gathers from lesson plans, test
scores, and thé<like.

While the uncertainty teachers face at Village School is a key
characteristic of the control system at the school, teachers at the
other two schobls studied face uncertainty as well, Impdrtantly, the
way the uncertaiﬁty is managed is a good indicator of the dynamics
which determine teacher perceptions of their autonomy at these
schools. At City School, the contingencies of dealing'with disci-
plinary problems are very important to teachers. Since it is coun-
selors who usually control these contingencies, it is counselors who
control the uncertainty teéchers face. At Ring School, .parents

attempting to influence school decisions about their éhildfen generate
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uncertainty for teachers, although such uncertainty is much greater
at the other schools where parental diésatisfaction and organization
are greater. Even in relatively placid Ring School, however, one can
see the role the principal plays in defusing or buffering this
uncertainty. The principal at Ring School, therefore controls
uncertainty in teachers' work lives. '

In general, the uncertainty facing teachers is likely to be:
greatest where the competition of claims for control of the directions
fhe school will take is greatest. As discussed earlier; such a
competition means that school goals are unsettled. This greatly‘
increases unceftainty by making it hard to design efficient struc-
tures. At City School the competing definitions ofuproper educational
goals and practice create an uncooperative relationship between
teachers and counselors. Teachers face uncertainty because counselors
will not cooperate in disciplining students. At schools with active
parent bodies, parental aspirations to influence school operations and
decisions raise the possibility for teachers of interference by non-
professionals. While many teachers perceive the source of uncertainty
as the principal of whose backing they are unsure, the principal
merely localizes or focusses the uncertainty whose real origin is the
parental claims on the school. At Village School, the principal's
étress on gathering information about teacher perforﬁance, the source
of such great-unce:tainty for teachers, comes from his involvement in
the educational.accountability movement. This movement is .the expres-
sion of claims on schools by state agencies and local organizations,
unhappy with studeﬁt achievement and with the responsiveness of the
educational establishment.

Facing uhcertainty, teachers in these schools and actors in other
organizations become dependent on those who create and:ﬁanage the
uncertainty. Exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959;
Emerson, 1961) reasons that dependency is a resource from which power
can be generated. The dependence of actor A on actor B can be trans-

lated into the power of B over A. Crozier (1964) and Hickson and
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Hinings (Hickson et ’al., 1971; Hinings et al., 1974) have found
empirical support for this proposition in organizational settings.
The creators and managers of uncertainty in schools are 1ike1y to'
exercise power and the potential for control over teachers. The
perceptions of low autonomy of Village School teachers can be
understood in these terms. They feel they lack autonomy because the
principal can control them due to their dependence on him. Thus,
autonomy perceived is inversely related to control imposed. Teachers
at Village School construe their autonomy in conflictual terms. This
contrasts with Ring and City Schools and is, thus, the only case
studied where coﬁtrol and perceptions of autonomy related inversely
as originally expected. A
‘ The power-dependency formula;ion of exchange theorists points to
the uncertainty teachers at Village School experience as the reason
these teachers construe their autonomy in conflictual terms. As the
control to which they are subject increases, they perceive their
autonomy as decreasing. Legal anthropologists, such as Gluckman
(1967), Nader (1969), and Macaulay (1963), have reported systems where
disputes are settled coopefatively, that is where both disputants feel
their interests are furthered by the settlement. Their explanations,
when applied to'schools, suggest another set of factors which may
contribute to the conflictual perceptions of Village School teachers.
The ‘anthropological analyses identify three factors as encouraging
cooperative settlements: the multiplexity of the relationship
between the disputantg the introduction of extraneous issues into the
dispute, and the role of third parties in the dispute.

A relationship is multiplex or diffuse when the parties interact
through more tﬁan one set oﬁ roles. Thus, in Nader's study of a
Mexican village, disputes wﬁich arise in a business relationship may
at the same timé'be between kinsmen. Whén the relatidnship of ‘dis-
putants is diffuse, there is pressure to settle the dispute in a way
which will allow thé disputants to continue the other aspeéts of their

relationship. The business relationship may be harmed, but the
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disputants still wish to be able to work together in their family.
Indeed, by extension, the need of the disputants to be able to
_reconstruct the very part of their relationship in which the dispute
arose brings pressure for a cooperative settlement. This is the
reason Macaulay gives for the hesitance of businessmen to settle
their disputes in court and, therefore, conflictually. At Village
School, the relationship between the principal and the teachers is
not diffuse. If‘genters exclusively on their work roles. This
happens largely because the principal sees himself,as a manager. In
order to be obeyed, he emphasizes his greater status and power. For
example, he is explicit about the difference in decision making roles.
While teachers maf participate in decisions about day-to-day opera-
tions, he alone makes policy. Similarly, he feels free to take
- vacation time for such purposes as deer hunting, while teachers could
not. Teachers at the school are quite conscious of the difference
between themselves and the principal. Some react angriiy that the
principal haé made claims which his age, experience, and competence do
not justify, but the barriers between them élso trace to the lack of
diffuse ties between them. In the absence of social relations between
teachers and priﬁcipal or of relationships among teachers one of whom
happens to be the principal, the manager-worker facet stands out as
the only facet of the relationship. The teachers and the principal
do not have the need, therefore, to settle their disputgs coopera-
tively in order to avoid contaminating other facets of the relation-
ghip; At Ring School, in contrast, the principal and teachers have a
relationship with social (between friends), collegial (between
teachers), and managerial (between manager and workers) dimensions.
This may be one factor which encourages a cooperative mode of dispute
settlement at their school. ‘

In the United States courts, extraneous issues or -facts are con-
sidered improper fpr introduction. Rules cf procedure. emphasize

specificity. 1In contrast, the judges in Nader's Mexican study and

Gluckman's African study encouraged the exploration of évery issue
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even tangentially related to the dispute. This seemed to encourage
cooperative rathef than conflictual settlements in two ways. First,
the extraneous issues reminded the disputants of the multiplexity of
their relationship. Second, extraneous issues allowed bargaining to
reach solutions which were satisfactory to both parties. Where only
one issue is disputed, the gain of one party is quite probably the
loss of the other, for were this not the case, the dispute would not
have arisen. With the introduction of reiated issues, however, the
loss of one party in one area can be balanced by a gain in another
area. In this way both parties can be satisfied. While there are no
suggestive examples of the introduction or exclusion of extraneous
matters in disputes at the three intensive study schools, this pro-
cess is probably very important in determing the settlement of labor
issues such as contract bérgaining or grievance arbitration. The
insistence by one of the ﬁarties that the negotiations concentrate on
a very narrow-rahge of issues is likely to encdurage the perééptiohs
that only one side can be satisfied with the settlement. On the other
hand, if the scope of the dispute is allowed to expand, cooperative
settlements may be discovered.

In the anthropological studies, third parties who might have an
interest in the settlement were frequently brought into the negotié—
tions, because they seemed to increase the salience of extraneous
issues and reinforce in tﬁe minds of the disputants the multiplexity
of’their relationéhip. Tﬁus, for example, an argument over rights to
a coffee crop between an estranged husband and wife was settled when
the judge emphasized the c6ﬁple's duties toward its sick daughter
(Nader, 1969)i The daughger, a third party with an interest in the
case and especially the extraneous issue of her illness reminded the
feuding business partners of their familial tie. This same process
may occur in schools, for example, if the intervention of an inter-
ested parent grdup'reminds;antagonistic teachers and principal of

their need to cooperate in the education of the students. In contrast

to the anthropological reports, however, the intervention of a third
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party in a school ‘dispute is more likely to»increasebthe conflict in
the dispute than to encourage a cooperative settlemeﬁt. Third
parties often become involved in school disputes when the dispute
cannot be settled by the original disputants. For example, a
grievance filed by a teacher is only brought to the attention of the
superintendent, the school board, or an arbitrator if it cannot be
settled between'the teacher and the principal. This decreases the’
chance for a cooperative settlement for two reasons.'eFirst, when the
dispute is no longer located within the school but rather is a matter
for the school district or even in extreme examples for the legal
system, the impetus for cooperation deriving from multiplex relations
and the web of extraneous issues within the school is lost. Third
parties; outside the school will direct attention to the issue at
hand, not to the complexity of related issues and their possible
effects on the ongoing relationship between the disputants. Second,
relationship between teachers and parties outside the school are
thoroughly regulated in most districts by contract 1engﬁage. Consis-
tent with legal forms and processes in the United Sﬁates, such con-
tracts predispose settlements to conflictual formulations in which
only one side can win. _

There is likely to be considerable pressure in most school dis-
tricts to settle.disputes inside the school. First,Atﬁe principal
appears to be doing a poor job if disputes reach higher levels. The
principal, therefore, is under pressure to settle them ‘himself.

Second, if a dispute becomes a grlevance and must be: settled by an
arbitrator, the considerable costs are shared by the. teachers' organi-
zation and the school board. The former has the financial backing of
the state teaehers organlzatlon, (The Mlchlgan Educatlon Association
pays 65 percent of the cost of arbltratlon incurred by the local
teachers' organization.) but the school board must carry the full cost
itself. Thus, the school administration works hard togsettle disputes
short of arbitfatiqn. Despite these uniform pressures for settlements

within the school and, therefore, by cooperative means, there is
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probably variation from school to school in the frequency with which
disputes are in fact settled at this level. For example, at Ring SéhooL
no one could recall a dispute between teachers and princip?l which had
required the infervention of a third party. At Village School, three
grievances had.been filed lately in which the superinteﬁdent routinely
became involved. The difference between the settlement of disputes at
the schools can in part be understood by the difference in the inde-
pendent control exercised by the two principals. The principal at
Village School has depended throughout his career and still depends'on
the backing of the superintendent. The principal at Ring School, how-
ever, not only has the backing of his faculty, but also has consider-
able support on the school board and in the community. In contrast to
the principal at Village School, therefore, he is able to call upon his
own resources to ééhieve settlements where often the principal at Vil-
lage School must depend on others for settlements. For exémple, gym
teachers at Village School were enraged that some of their equipment
had been appropriafed by the high school. The principal was not able
to reclaim it. When the principal at Ring School faced an analogous
problem with insufficient equipment for one of his teams, he mobilized
his resources and personally demanded funds from the central office.

He got exactly what he wanted. In much the same way, ;he principal at
Village School has been unable (or unwilling) to keep the school board
from intervening in the instructional affairs of the English department,
but parents who complain about the treatment of their_children at Ring
School regularly wilt when they are confronted with the prestige .and
power of the principal. -

Overall, thén, cooperative settlement, common at Ring School, is
encouraged by ﬁultiplex or diffuse relationships betweenvfeachers and
principal, by including extréneous matters in the settlement, and by
'the exclusion of third partiés. The latter depends in gobd measure on
the iﬁdependence‘éf the principal as he relates to those fhird parfies.
Where such cooperative settlements do not prevail, as at'Village
School, teachers éan be expected to perceive the balancelbf'control at

the school in conflictual terms.
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Relating the Three Explanatory ModelslO

The consideration of these three schools started with a decision
not to use the Weberian perspective. The Weberian perspective-
assumes the goals of an organization to be given and the organiza-
tion's interactions with its environment td be minimal. The goals of
many schools today, however, are the object of a continuing competi-
tion of claims in which many of the claimants are actors in the
schools' environments. fn addition, the Weberian perspective would
not have been sufficient for dealing with the particular problem on
which this paper has focused, the ways in which indiviauals experience
the control which their organizations impose on them. The Weberian
framework is interested in individual reactions to control, but only
insofar as these reactions influence the probability of obedience.
Weber suggested that this likelihood is increased by sﬁbordinate
belief in the legitimacy of superordinﬁte control. Subordinate per-
ceptions that control is legitimate, however, do not assure that sub-
ordinates experiéence control in such a way as to feel autonomous or
.éonstrained. '

Instead of the Weberian perspective, this analysis has used the
orienting concept of a competition of claims to describe the setting
in which many schools operate. 1In retrospect this seems to have been
appropriate, because important parts of the explanations developed
here derive from the impact on school operations of pafents, teacher
organizations, the federal courts, the accountability'movement, and a
generalized discord about proper educational philosophy. and practice.

| For example, the consensus about ideology at Ring School might
be called agreement about a philosophy of education by practitioners.
fndividualization, the consensus philosophy at Ring School, may be
typified by an orientation to the students' needs rather than to the
subject matter and by expectations for student achievement which are
not uniformly high. The same categories describe two othef philoso-

phies. One is characterized by a much greater orientation to the
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subject matter -than ﬁo students needs, demands for achievement varying
from teacher to teacher. The other, often the position of disaffected
parent groups, preserves a child orientation, but insists on upgrading
achievement. The configuration of educational philosophi?s at a
school may indicate the extent of competition for control of school
directions. Thg contrast between Ring School and City School is an
extreme example. At the former where the competition of claims is
minimal, individualization sums up the orientation of virtually all
actors. At the latter, all three philosophies are actively advanced
by competing actors. Individualization is favored by the agents of
the court as most likely to help poor children succeed in school and
by innovative staff members, including the principal. Many teachers
are subject matter oriented, some openly expressing a preference for
high school teaching which they believe is so oriented. Finally,
state administrators and community groups favor an emphasis on stu-
dent achievement, hoping to raise the performance of Detroit children
on standardized tests. More generally, the unsettled nature of argu-
- ment about the orientation education should assume suggests the
varying interests competing for control of school operations.
Variation in the intensity of the competition of claims.on
schools also helps explain different levels of principal's cpnﬁrol
over teacher selection. While the principal at Ring School uses his
substantial control over teacher selection to filter out teachers
unlikely to participate in the ideological consensus, other principals
have far less control overjthe selection process. In most schools,
the principal may. choose or recommend fréﬁ a‘small pool sent to him by
the district personnel office. This is the case at Village School.
Even there, howevér, the principal senses growing pressure for an
increased role for the school board, traditionally inactive in teacher
selection, in the screening of applicants. The situation in Detroit
is far more extreme. Principals report virtually no rolé for them-
selves in this area. At best they can veto the candidéte.selected by

the central office, often only after a trial period of several months.
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This can be traced to a centralized locus of claims made by the
teachers' union'for control over personnel matters. While the com-
munity control movement in Detroit resulted in the decentralization of
many functions to regional school boards, the union demanded and
gained the retention of contract negotiations at the central level
(LaNoue and Smith, 1973). The union feared that decentralization of
this function woul& result in important contract differentials from
region to region, cleavages among teachers, a breakdoﬁn of solidarity,
and weakness in the union. The implications of low échool level input
into teacher selection for goal or ideological consensus are great.
The principal at Ring School feels he needs almost personal knowledge-
of an applican;'é character before he can predict how well the appli-
cant will fit the directions the school is taking. The‘centralization
of the process without the consultation of the principalvor other
séhool staff makes it impossible to work toward this fit of applicant
and school orientations. First, the central personnel -officer is
unlikely to know Qhat the school's needs in this areavaré, especially
if the district»is large. Second, centralization of this function
.increases the number of applicants who must be processéd, probably so
much as to force heavy reliance on documentary evidence rather than
face-to-face interaction. As selection processes at Ring School sug-
gest, face—to—facé»interactipn may be very important in estimating an
épplicant'§ character attributes. '

The idea of an ongoing competition for control of the directions
schools take has led to the explanatory models used here .to account
for teacher perceptions of their own autonomy. Two of ‘these, admini-
strative effectiveness and the generation of uncertainty, seem to be
applicable where the competition of claims is great; therther, the
manufacture of_cbhsensus, is applicable where the competition of claims
is minimal. These models help explain particular configu;ationsAof
control imposed on teachers and autonomy perceived by qﬁem. Such
theory generation via analytic induction does not assgré that the

models will bear much relationship to one another, but the common
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ki
competition of claims framework for examining these configurations

suggest that they might. A

The manufacture of consensus at Ring School both made substantial
direction of their behavior acceptable for teachers and obviated the
need for surveillance through the gathering of information about
teacher performance. Such information gathering can become a major
part of the administrative effort, as at Village School. Eliminating
it without cost to control, frees administrative time for other
efforts. Insofar as administrative resources determine administrative
effectiveness, the manufacture of consensus should allow administra-
tive effectiveness. Of course, such effectiveness could be translated
into oppressive heavy—handed control over teachers. The consensus
about appropriate teacher behavior, however, makes thlS unnecessary,
allowing the application of administrative resources to the solving of
problems which, again because of the consensus, are likely to be impor-
tant to both administrators and teachers. The discussion of Ring
School and City-School suggests that an important determinant of both
consensus and administrative effectiveness in solving internal prob-
lems is a low level of demands from the environment, that is, essen-
tially the absence of a competition of claims. Ironically, then, the
same conditions which make resources for control over teachers avail-
able also decrease the need for their use.

Uncertainty, the prime cause of Village School feachers' percep-
tions of low autonomy, derives from the competition of claims and
more specifically from surveillance activities involving the gathering
of information about teacher performance in the absence of directives
about expectations‘for that performance. While information gathering
in Village Scﬁool was largely a response to the accodntability mover
ment, data from. the other schools show that the claims'of other
actors in the scﬁool's environment also lead to surveillance. The
federal court requires the gathering of information to monitor the
implementation of ﬁrograms it mandates. Parents' effofts to influence

their children's treatment at school leads thé school.to,ﬁollect
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information for use in defusing the threat of parental intervention.
The existence or manufacture of a consensus about school practice
signals the absence of both this general and this specific céuse of
uncertainty for teachers. A consensus indicates the absence of an
active competition of claims and makes the gathering of information
about teacher performance unnecessary. The greater thé consensus,
then, the less the uncertainty for teachers.

Uncertainty produced by administrative action, such as informa-
tion gathering, or mediated by administrative action, éuch as buffer-
ing teachers from the intervention efforts of parents, can indicate
an administrationlthat is effectively in control of school directions
and operations, al;hough this does not mean that teachgrs will be in
accord with administrative decisions. As uncer tainty born of the
competition of claims increases, however, the administration no longer
is able both to deal with the actors generating the uncé;tainty and
to use the power'availéble to them by Qirtue of their:unéertainty-
managing role. Thus, at low levels uncertainty is a resource for
effective control, but at higher levels it becomes the cause of
administrative preoccupation and ineffectiveness, especially in
dealing with problems teachers consider important.

.Certain variables in these explanatory approaches covary mono-
tonically: as thé competition of claims, especially that arising-
from a turbulent ofganizational environment, increases, -the uncer-
tainty with which the administration must cope increasésg'this
decreases the ability of the administration to effectively manage the -
. internal operation of the school. However, a key variable, power,
derived from the dependencé.of teachers on administrators, does not
vary with this éiuster in the same monotonic fashion. Rather, it
increases as unce:tainty incréases only until that uncertainty becomes
preoccupying. Tﬁen, such power decreases. When power-génerated by
teacher dependence on administrators who manage uncertainty is high,
as at Village Schoél, teacher perceptions of their own autonomy are

low due to a conflictual definition of the operation of control and




their own expefience of it. When uncertainty is low, that is when
the competition of claims is largely absent, teachers feel quite
autonomous due to a consensﬁs about schdolAphilosdphy and ﬁractice.
When uncertaiﬁtx is very high, due to a heated competition of claims,
administrative preoccupation makes the solution of pressing problems
unlikely, leading to relatively low perceptions of individual .
éutonomy. There is no way to know whether administrative weakness
or conflictual definitions of settings where administrators effectively
manage uncertainty leads to lower teacher perceptions of individual
autonomy. Graphically represented, then, conclusions taken from all
three explanatory'approaches together would be:

| [Insert Figure 1 Here]

A.fipnal suggestive outcome of this inquiry is the demonstration
of limitations in a conflictual view of the relationship .between |
social control and individual experience. Teacher percéptions of -
individual autonomy, an important indicator of the manner in which
" these semiprofé$sionals experience their work lives, do not regularly
vary inversely with the intensity and pervasiveness of the control to
which they are subject. The analysis of the Village School case
shows circumstances in which a conflictual framework is suitable, but
the other two ches point out contexts in which social control is con-
ducive to positive individual experiences and in which the absence of
social control undermines such experiences. .

The positive impact of social control on individual perceptions
of autonomy in these cases operates through two processes. First,
social or organizational qdntrol facilitates the coordination of the
collectivity and thereby the efficient mobiligzation of .its resources.
Organizational resource mobilization may further individual goal
attainment, raising perceptions of individual autonomy. This may
happen either by furthering the pursuit of organizationél goals which
are identical with individual goals or by solving probleﬁs frustrating
to individuals. The second process through which social'dr organiza-

tional control increases individual perceptions of autonomy is by




Figure 1:

Four Determinants of Administrative

Perceived Autonomy.

administrative
power derived

- from the manage-
ment of uncer-
tainty

teacher percep-
tions of indi-
vidual auto-
nomy

high

'1ow

low

high

Power and

consensus |conflict zone | administrative
zone ineffectiveness zone
low

high

competition of claims ,
environmental turbulence -

uncertainty

administrative preoccupation with

environment

42,



43,

defining interests of various actors in the collectivity, such as
teachers and administrators, as congruent rather than contradictory.
The limitation of dissent in the collectivity is one important way
through which this process operates. Ring School achieved a very low
level of dissent By selecting for teaching positions only candidates
who would easily fit themselves to the consensus goals and by dis-
seminating that ideology pervasively throughout the school organiza-
tion. As a result of the definition of individual and collective
goals as congruent, actors come to conceive of their interactions
with others in less conflictual, more cooperative terms. Key among
these redefined interactions is the relationship between subordinates
and superordinates. Where subordinates do not see their'superiors as
having interests different from their own, they are inclined to see
control activities of theif superiors as acts of leadership, coordi-
nation, or support, rather than as burdens, impositions, or threats.
A system of social control as social support has costs, such as those
attendant on thé sﬁppression of dissent and the domination of a uni-
form value system. - Moreover, these case studies indicate that such
supportive applications and perceptions of social control depend on
increasingly rare prerequisites. Both the treatments of Ring School
aﬁd of City School point out that organizational control can serve
the goals of teachers best where competing demands on the school are
minimal and goal consensus is strong. Teachers should ndf expect,
therefore, that their work experiences will be charaétérized by a

sense of individual. autonomy in most school settings.
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Endnotes

1. To this end, it would have been desirable to include other
types of schools. For example, other community types could have
been represented, including a small city or a suburb, especially
where the school drew from an upper-middle class parent body.
Although field and questionnaire data from such a school were
collected, they are not reported here, because their quality
is substantially lower than the quality of the data from the
other three schools. This is indicated by a much lower teacher

- response rate on the questionnaire pretest, poor reactions to

requests for interviews, and a low level of rapport with many
teachers in the informal settings on which field work relies.

2. The mean autonomy reports for the other fifteen decisions did
not differ significantly from school to school. Perhaps some
individual-level characteristic, such as years of experience,
would point up significant differences in response. Likewise,
other modes of aggregating individual responses might be im-
portant, for example, subject area. Quite possibly, however,
the level of autonomy in some of these decision areas is an
occupational characteristic or, indeed, an attribute of work

‘situations in general. Generally teachers report exercising

far more autonomy on classroom and personal behavior matters than
on coordination matters.

3. Not surprisingly, the principal was himself a coach at the-
high school before his selection for the principalship at V. North
Junior High School. The ways in which he personally exemplifies
the school ideology in the minds of the teachers fit in well,
therefore, with the model provided by the athletic program.

4. One female teacher explained that this gives a sexist tinge
to the school. The greatest opportunities to volunteer and
those most. valued by the administration are in the athletic
program which is largely for male students. Men, therefore,

are most likely to be seen as '"going the extra mile" and to be
rewarded with extra-paying jobs. Moreover, since many of these
jobs are carried out at lunch time and since students are held
in their homerogms during the lunch period when they are not
actually in the lunchroom, the same teachers who have been given
extra-paying jobs are also relieved of homeroom responsibilities.
This woman's dissent is rare, however. Most teachers who she
says shared her ill feelings have left the school. However,
within the small range of variation in questionnaire measures

of satisfaction, which overall were quite satisfied, female
teachers tended to be less satisfied than male teachers,. expecially
with the amount of control they have over their lives at. school.
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5. The community in which the school is embedded also seems to be-a
part of the ideological consensus. The chief indicator of its parti-
cipation in the consensus or at least of its acquiesence in its content
is the total absence of organized community activity to influence
decisions made at the school. While individual parents do visit

the school, there is no Parent Teacher Organization nor any

ad hoc organization of parents, nor has there been one since the
'school opened six years ago. While several explanations for

this placidity are possible, an important omne for the argument

here is the seeming satisfaction of the community with the thrust

of schooling at V. North Junior High School. Both teachers and
administrators report parental satisfaction, ascribing it to

parental feeling that the school is teaching their children

as they themselves would have it. In effect, under this

explanation community neglect amounts to a delegatlon of control

by parents and taxpayers to the school staff. Teachers and
administrators tell of times, however, when nascent and un-
organized protest, usually about the treatment of an individual
student by-his or her teachers, was effectively blunted by the
massing of school resources against the protest. Key among

these resources are the prestige of the primncipal, data the’

school has collected, and subtle threats about adverse outcomes

for the children of parents who persist in not complying with

school wishes. It is not completely accurate, then, to claim

that the community totally ignores the school; rather, the school

is able by largely satisfying the community and effectively

blunting influence efforts by the dissatisfied to extend the
effective boundaries of the ideological consensus into the community.

6. The parallel argument about levels of productivity is riskier
in part because appropriate definitons and measures of school
productivity are the subject of great disagreement. The furor
over the accountability movement which includes the charge that
educational outcomes are being poorly measured reflects this

. disagreement.

7. Of course, this is not necessarily the case. High control

in the form of an horrendous elaboration of work rules resulting
from labor negotiations, curriculum development leading to un-
workably prescribed directions for instruction, and/or overbearing
supervision by administrators, for example, may lead to a bottle-
neck of control which ties the hands of administrators and teachers
alike. Crozier (1964) suggests that the side of bureacracy

called pejoratively "red-tape" may arise from the exercise of a

lot of control, in the French case for private rather than
organizational purposes.




8. Other explanations are possible. Schlechty (1976) states
that urban students are often unruly because they lack commitment
to the goals or symbols of the schools they attend. -

9. This analysis of the problems of organizational l1ife in schools
resembles Durkheim's approach to social life, in general.

Durkheim pictured the ability of the individual to function in
society as based on the controls with which society binds him.

When these controls are relaxed, the individual becomes ineffectual
and even distraught enough to commit suicide. Social control as
the mechanism for integrating individuals into their collectivities,
underwrites individual adjustment.

10. These three explanatory models do not necessarily exhaust

the dynamics which operate to explain variation in the way control
systems are perceived autonomy covary. More intensive case
studies might well have uncovered more models. This is one of

the costs of deriving theory inductively from data rather than
from a set of categories which are logically all-inclusive. The
benefit here is that the models derived inductively are more '
likely to find empirical verification in other sets of data than
are deductively derived models (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).




47.
References

Blau, Peter M.
1955 The Dynamics of Bureaucracy: A Study of Interpersonal
Relations in Two Government Agencies. Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.

J

1964 Exchange and Power in Social Life. New Yofk: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc.

1968 "The hierarchy of authority in organizations." American
Journal of Sociology 73(October):453-467.

Blau, Peter M. and W. Richard Scott _
1962 Formal Organizations: A Comparative Approach. San
Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company.

Blau, Peter M. et al.
1966 'The structure of small bureaucracies." American
Sociological Review 31(April):179-191.

Blauner, Robert v
1964 Alienation and Freedom: The Factory Worker and His Industry.
Chicago: . University of Chicago Press.

Coleman, Jamés;S.
1974 Power and the Structure of Society. New York: W.W. Norton.:

Croiier, Michel : :
1964 The Bureaucratic Phenomenon. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press. -

Dreeben, Robert ‘ :
1970 The Nature of Teaching: Schools and the Work of Teachers..
Glenview, I11.: Scott, Foresman and Co.

Emerson, Richard ' ’ -
1962 '"Power-dependence relations.” American Sociological
Review 27 (February):31-40. - g

Glaser, Barney G.'and Anselm L. Strauss :
- 1967 The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for
Qualitative Research. Chicago: Aldine Publsihing Company.

Gluckman, Max =
1967 '"The judicial process among the Barotse.”" Pp. 59-91 in
Paul Bohannan (ed.) Law and Warfare: Studies in the
Anthropology of Conflict. Austin: University of Texas
Press.




T e

48.

Hickson, D.J. et al.
1971 "A strategic contingencies theory of intraorganizational

power.'" "~ Administrative Science Quarterly 16:2(June):

Hinings, C.R. et al.
1974 "Structural conditions of intraorganizational power."
Administrative Science Quarterly 19:1(March):22-44,

Hirschman, Albert O. .
1970 Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,
Organizations, and States. Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press. -

Janowitz, Morris '
1975 '"Sociological theory and social control." -American
Journal of Sociology 81:1(July):82-108. :

LaNoue, George R. and Bruce L.R. Smith

1973 The Politics of School Decentralization. Léxington,
Mascachusetts: Lexington Books. '

Lortie, Dan C.

1969 "The balance of control and autonomy in elementary school
teaching." Pp. 1-53 in Amitai Etzioni (ed.), The Semi-
professions and Their Organization: Teachers, Nurses,
Social Workers. New York: The Free Press.

Macaulay, Stewart
1963 "Nonfcontractual relatjons in business a preliminary
study." -American Sociological Review 28:1(February).

Nader, Laura : o
1969 "Styles of court procedure: to make the balance." Pp.
69-91 in Laura Nader (ed.), Law in Culture and Society.
Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company.

Schlechty, Phillip C. .
1976 Teaching and Social Behavior: Toward ar Organizational
Theory of Instruction. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.

Tannenbaum, Arnold S.
1968 Control in Organizations. New York: McGraw-Hill Book:
Company.

Thibaut, John W. and Harold H. Kelley

1959 The Social Psychology of Groups. New York:  John Wiley
and Somns, Inc. S







