RESTRUCTURING SCHOOL GOVERNANCE: TWG MUDELS

Abstract: This chapter focuses on resfructuring gemands rising irom the
conviction that schoois as presently structured are out of synch with their
environments: with their external pobitical ana chient environments, and
with their internal environments as constitutea by StJaents ana teachers.
These demands seek changed governance and control arrangements for
schools. The two most fully developed and widely miscussed moeaels are
school site managemen and public schools of cnoice. These two maoaeis are
described here, contrasted with present school governance, and examined
for their potential for aitering such core characteristics 43 school
mission conception, social order, and participant roies. '
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THE SOV ERNANCE Wi

There iz yet & third domain of concern currently spawning demands foractool restrusturing.
A3 we have seeny, some of the present calls for restructuring are inspired by & desire W better
T,

align school organization and practice to accord with present Knotwiadge about teaching and

learning. Others are inspired by a desire to better ahign the schioal as a workplace with the
requisites of professional practice and wellbeing. & third inspirstion is the desire to reorganize

the school 30 as to align it better with its environment - - both its 2xternal political

ervirenment and itx internal environment.
e,
This third view of restructuring stems from the convintion that the school is stimnply no

fonger in synch with its political environment -- 1.6, with the desires of the garerstr:s and ihe

r—

cofmmunities i présum&tﬂg serves, or with the political systern whaose procadural prion ples

public institutions are expected to reflect. Nor, say proponents of this conception of

restructuring, do scheol conditions and practices accord with their internal environment

defined by the nature and needs of the human beings whe p@gul;ﬁfe sehoels - the adults a2 well a3

the uuﬁu_g_s}_c:rs. Tmstmrﬁ inapiration for restrycturing offers yet anether wisionof the major
schoel problems to be solved, and hence of the sorts of changes necessary, and the paliciss nesded
¢ introduce them. _

The second half of 'fl*a Z0th s sentury has seen repested challenge to largestale organizations of
all sorts. It has been a period of increasing public skepticism about major sccielal institutions
and & growing lack of confidence in major organizations, Pollsters have repeated
scope of such disaffection, to encompass

_ and sven - oL Bctually, schools
e receivid fewer knocks than some other institutions, whose Teaderahip bae sometimes been
taken to lack trustworthiness and/er competance. The public ranks schools in abaut the middle
of the list of major American institutions: a3 Ie;3 trustworthy then

, but a5 moteso on the athe; kand than

The critique of !argesc:air: institutions has included a number of concerns. One entive set has

addressed the matter of cantrol and governance. The izsue of maintaining democratic authority

and reaponsi t«ilitg in & aociety of increasing technical eipertise has been a major q 2100
Where does the axpfrtw dezirably limit the kind and amaunt of political contral, and how Mmay
the gxperts then be controlled? How can we assure quality conirol in a largescale emerprise,
with appropriate machanisms of actauntahih’th witheut simultanenusly impeding the

ef 'erhw-ms of the institutions a:n::mrnﬂf‘:} Amther particularty thorny issus for sublic
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schiools tas been the de>1 rability i}ath of extensive inclusivity and of roanageakble scale. The scale

problem is of relahs,«'elg recent vintage. Butii recurs in school discussions, asthe numbser o
T T——

negatives associgted with bigness lengthens, and the number of Justificalions for large achoals

dimimizhes. These are cnly s sampling of the sorts of challenges that have been put 10 numeraus

-largescale public and private organizations.

i3 not aurpfm ng that ene dimension of this critique has beena broad-gaided challengs b

bureaycracy, the uanturg 5 dominant mode of organizim lar a;::swh; enterprise. [ver the past
Lo T —— .

three decades 1t has been criticized as ipefficient and {neffective (ifs two grounds of gs‘ﬁ:‘zteai

alleged superiority}, as inhumane, 82 nn-responsive to its clignis ar 1o the rast rjﬁts aublic,

a3 deminated almost entirely by technological and tury imperatives, and a3 largely oul & captral,

leaving no ene to stand effectively at the helm. Such criticisms have been brought fo spply o

virtuslly all bureaucratically structured organizations 10 recent ysars - - corporations, the
church, the army, the post office, az well as the schosls.

whethet just and etherwise appropriste, viewing Bursaucracy 43 the souree of school 1ils
zpathights a number of alleged pathologies. 1Y points us 1n the direction of the major elements
of arganizational structure: governance and communicatien arrangements, rote allocations, and
workplace norms and procedures. These in turnsuggest four majar challenges clesely tiedio
school organization and structure, If we take seriouzly the idea that perhaps the 3choai's
problens stem from its structure - - and their resolution rests on attering that structure --
fhen schond reformis 'v'&l"i.j much a matter of examining present and desired practice with
raspect o

15 How the achaul a3 an institution copsfruss 45 mission.

21 The fundanental Fles and guxr}urr: af school

3} The roles - - functions, prerogatives, responsibilities - - of the “playsrs’ within 3 school:

students, teachers, specialists, administraters, parenis

4

43 The way schiols are g?_nfe:;'ru:-.r_:i__, t:tath_j nternaiiy and ecternaliu.

Both present si:hool structure, and the major aermatives now feing suggested fo replace 11,
represent particular positions on these four issue areas.

To date we have evolved just two w0 halor propazals for reorganizing schinls 5o as to improve

them. One zeeks to do so primarily by expanding the influence that parents, or more precizely

their eiected or ap,r.u:ﬂ' nteﬂ rﬂpsrﬂser:iaiiws can exert over decisions made for their scheot. The

ather sbandons the apgraach of enhancing rr-prr:;.rﬁtuth: gever fance and gives 1ndividual

families more direct and exiensive control. Hdoes so byenabling them to select the schood that

i

best suits them and their youngster. To date, these are the only detailed proposals we Fave for

ettt
implemanting the widely voiced demand to "restructure” the schocls inthe interasts of Hiferent

-
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govefnanr;e’ patterns. - : :

The first of these propusals is known ss @(he oiher as ﬁu:{ Sl of Shetce
concept. The hwo ideas are not incompatible, and tndeed held 3 nuimnber of fexttres 1n comimen.
They do 'hc;wa\xer rest on somewhat different diagnoses of current scfinol i1 and heace
recommend some difference; in treatmen’( A brief description of each of these proposals may
prove heipful at the outset.

Th&\s_it_ts manaqement proposal récamm&nds that mir;ricu] um', personnel, and budget decisions
be made within, for, and by individual schools. The authority to set, and the resources to

implement the decisions, sheuld be returned to the schoels by states and districts, with sach

school recetving its pudgetary share (the amount being determined by its enrollment) ina lump

sum for itg own ailocation. Each schoot i3 expected to apergle within policy guidelines set by tie

state and district -~ but 1n general, school sccountability shitte from the present input and

monitoring controls to outcomes such a5 attendance . and student achievement on state and

district examinations. The preparation of anpual reports on these and other matters becomes a
majotr scheol responsibility, as does careful langrangs planning.-
All school site management proposals call for the establishment of one or more cammitiess

- typicatly designated "Schenl &dvisoryCouncils” - - for ubtal ning the aystematic inpuf on

schooi decisions of teachers, parents, and somnetimes of other cifizens snd students as well. Site

—

management proposals differ, however, an the s:ruciaé feature of whether the councils are to be

decisienmaking bodies setting policy for the school, or whether they should merely be advisory
1o the principal who i3 the decisionmaker. & related feature on which proposals differ iz
whether the principal 13 appointed and continued in that past by the advizer g council er oy the
district superiniendent. Obvious] y, these two structural arrangements are key matters in

setting up a sile management systam.
The\Chotce idealcalls first for the deliberste diversification of schools, so that sach school
(and sometimes mini-schools, and schools-within-schoals) develops ita own program that is

distinctive in some way (for example, as to its philasophy, its curricylum, instructionsl

approach, school climate and ethozs. The public is then invited ta select their schoal fram among

the array, depending on the student's particular needs and igterests oF on family
to general school orientation.

Schools of choice have originated under more varied auspices and as an answer to a greater
variety of problems than has the site mansgement idea, which was develaped largely by scholars
and policy analysts to modify school governance. Some choice arrangements have been adopled to
accommodate students not otherwise being well served in the system, others a3 a responsa o

strong parent and/or teacher preferances, others to provide pilot sites for Tnnowvation and
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experiment, and 5ti11 others as an alternative to forced busing. The multiple rocts tend to make
for more varied renderings of the choice proposal, reflecting rather differsnt features and
qualities a3 the idea has been developed in different places. {Hence the differences amang, for
example, magnet schools, alter native schools, and open enrollment schools.

fs it has grown in some districts, the choice opportunity extends to staft who also select

their own programs. Under such circumstances, teachers often callectively design the program
. |

within their sthool , anarrangemant calling intyrn for o conmderable degree of 1ndependence

from curricular and other mandates originsting at state and district levelz. Inother locales,
howiever , the choice arrangement has not substantially altered tﬂp-d.aﬁ:.«'n program design and
contral, or the way in which teachers are assigned to schools. Choice programs of the first sort
have much in comman with $ite management arrangements, while programs of the second sort do
rot. Even, however, in those schools of choice which enjoi considerable autonomy, that

probably occurs more often informally and perhaps sometimes even accidentally or by default,

than by formal delegation of power gver curricuium, budget . and personne) dectsions - - thé

e

hallmark of 2ite management.

The site management proposal aszumes thet today's major educstion problems stem from the

fnghly centralized control o whick schools have becorse subject, and the conssquent distancing of
] htaneing ot

déci&ienmﬁking from the level of applicstion. Control properiy belongz in the hands of those

o

raost directly associated with 4 school, say sdvecates: its staff, and s students and their
farnilies. Most site management proponents give ne hint of an intent to establisha new Aslance

bebyeen school, district, and siate levels of condrol. Rather the interest iz in Jodqing control
+ I, b

achool Tevel.

3

primarily at the

‘e shiall 1ok at both of these major resrganization suggestions for scheels, site management
and choice, examining the respenses each wanld make to the four challange iasues tdentified an
page 2. We shall also be Jooking at the way inwhich conternporary schoal argamzation responds
to those issuss. First, hewever, it may be well t emnplasize that :i_iiis_:(_i'_l_ﬂ‘nf: achaala of choica

proposal and the site management propoesal afe calling for @ Tundamendal rearderiog of sohwl
- e e e

orgamzation to peronit apd enable the individual schiool to define 13211 to a far greafer extent

than 15 now the case. Just such e reordering has now been recommended by a substantial number

of reform repoits, including the National Governors' éssociation's Zrime e sseiés, the
Committee for Econemic Development's frvesting fn due C4iigras, and the Carnegie Forum ¢n
Fducation énd the Economy's & Asdlian Freasred
The recommendation that the scheol be recognized and treated a5 the primary umt of education
iza proposal further buttressed by a broad array of conterparary research. Jahn Gosdlad has
urged it on the basts of M2 extensive study of schecls.  Effective Schools research has
4




‘underscored it. Organizational specialistz are proposing it. and most recently, those conwinced

of the superisrity of private and parechial scheels have attributed the advantage of these achools

largely to the imdependence of each, and ifs reaylti ng oppartunity (o define 1t5a] ]

(. Conception of Mission

# substantial part of the demand for restructuring achools stems from the charge that they
are not doing well by the youth entrusted fo them. The particular object of thia -:-.m'n;ﬂai:ht
differs - - including . 2.4, that the scheols are not educ:aﬁ ng -~ or that they are not educating
substantial numbers, they are failing to teach the right things, they are failing te motivate or
inspire, they are 1regading what should remain the hnﬂg provines they sre vislating
individual youngsters with unfair treatment or indifference. These complainis, as well as many
athers, bring challenge to the way in which the school construes its mission,

The riiss1on of schooling - - and especially of public schocting -~ has long e

mulii-faceted. Perhsps these Massachusetts colonists of 1620 had the singie nndeﬁne:t:a aften
attributed to them in seeking only to enable the young 1o resd the Bible so that they might know
the word of God, But if a0, they may be the Jge7 group with so clesr and uncamplicated & vizion
of just what sthool -*hould accompiish. Later colonists clearly sought public and seculsr

GUIr posEs, as wel] 8% mdwmu&l in urging the spresd of sducation. And many disagreements
over schoul practice can be traced to disagreements over whether the school 15 assumed to e
primarily s public goed o1 & privale benefit. The stance taken on this matter goda s h:ang Wl
toward determining appropriate school erientstion. I, for example, the school’s mission
primarily to serve public intere&ts, then zuch functions a5 sorting, stolting, and certifying
youngsiers for their subsequent careers seefs & ressonable focus and function. Lething
yeungsters 3ink of swim ineng program and then tracking therm into arother iz understandable
But 1f the school cught instead be construed & private benefit, then these practices are hard to
justify -- and it is difficulito anjus advantages for any individoat to ever having s Tailing qrade
entered on hi's ar her academic record)

Beyond the public versus individual question, the mission issue alsa includes the matter of

Justwhat sort of enter prise schooling is. is 15 1ask the dcihtf g of particular goods, such a5 the

raultiplication tables, Shakespeare, the alphabet, the Civil War, or other items appearing on

ultural hterabg listsT Or 1s it the dispensing of particular services, such as custodial,

instructicnal, developmental 7

Somie of the schools’ difficulties stem from different positions on these matiers, some from
the conflicting and contradictary nature of the alternatives. & partof the restructur ng)de mand
is that we reconatitute the miszion. insome ceses, what 15 sought 15 & shift o & stronger pubiic

o

o




good crientation. That certainly seems the message in the demand far better scheol performance

to improve the nation’s economic compelitiveness. So @ public good ortentstion nas seamad to
p p 3

inspire much of the current Lxcellence Movement. There are also, however, a numnber of

Wiy

restructuring proponents whose interest Hein strengthening the school’s determmination to
benefit each and every child.
The school 'z pusture an such matters appears to be that of most largescals confemporary

institutions. Hs mission is to make available a zet of services to people seeking those : ]i:‘

That seems straightfarward and reasonable enough. But in the case of the schoel, the gu:x:sf.ure iz
complicated by several features not shared by other institutions. o the first piaé& those to be

served are not there voluntarily but are fegally compelled to present themselvez. in the second

place, the yeuthfulness of service recigients recommends measureas desigied 1o 3¢ thal they

gvail themselves fully of the services. In the third place, sui national commitiments o equity

and equal opportunity recommend meazures going beyord the simple laying out of the serviges.

There may also be an abligation to render them meaningful and genuinely accessibie to service

P

recipients. These differences make schood service delivary unique. They alzo lesve us fealing
<P g :

sefmevwhatl ambivalent about schwols, Onothe one hand, we believe they open doars, even worids,

to the gaung On the other, 3r:'nnﬁl functions ean also be percelved "services masquerading a3

gifta the institution can be 3&Pn a3 both obtrusive and intrusive, and tfeaching can be viewed a

e, At s—c

practice based oo condescanzio i‘s

The cynical view reflects _]Li;%f how a number of people have come to peroeive Targe schools.

Those who staff therm have hE‘E‘!’l variously tagoad as part of "the helping professions” and as

T Matrest-Tavel bureauaratu £ they have purasusd the path of oihsr professionsis and oiher
s

bureancrata; they have bewmr- the targets of the kind of resentents sddressed fo nther figures.

Schonls have adopted the buresycratic model in identifying more and more functicns for special

treatment, and in profiferating offices of new experts to offer theqs -- 2g, planners,

evalustors, special reading teachers, spesch therapists, counselars, curriculum develepers,

schoot social workers, remedial specialists. One resull has been a depersonalizing trend alung

with the fragmentation of services.
A e e g e S e T Y

Psychologists have suggested that one of the reasons for the contemporary reseniment against

doctors i that the speb_iaﬁzi ng within their profession has led to ‘thingification.” The patient1s
defiymanized by the doctor 'who i3 concerned with a particular organ or 2 particular wound or
disease, rather than with the individua). The doctor - patient efeounter, a3 paucheiogqist Erving
Goffrman put it, 13 not a human one but a transaction between g service provider and s client's
rmaifunctioning Ubjﬂtt.4 Many suggest that the achool’s pesture has beceme analogals: ’tﬁat
school {2 a set of transactions between a service deliverer and a clignt’s particular area of

]




deﬁcem:—g ~--be that a matter of deficient mathematical skills, of scciaily unscceptable
behavior, or a lack of knwlﬁdge: of history.

One afthe majﬁr consequences of the large schos! orientation has particular in :pmt far i3

mission. The school has becorne increasingl y oriented tirward effective service delivery, rather
e T | P——

than towiard SUCLESS. in othﬂr words, 1’t:- focus has beenon its a3k, notf on 15 achigvement: o

the pursuit cf what 13 qen&raliu reg m;nwed as good practize, rather than on aucceeding with
individuals. True, sound practice i3 not unrelated to what has been Tound succeseful - - but
successful sccordi ng to statistical norme that may not apply similarly o all pepulations. Thus,
schiools and teac_hers have not been judqged on the basis of their success, buton the basis of
whefhr:r they were doing what sound practice t&ﬂﬂml’n&ﬂd*

There have been gnud reasons for such a tendency. A3 more youngsiers have prr:- e{ited-
difficult challenges, argd as circumstances have posed further obatacles, it has seemed that all we
ran ressonably expect 13 sound practice. But itappears that the Yimmits of public tolerance and
understanding have been excesded {perhaps, for instance’ by such axtremes as thﬁ Mese York high
school -_wfhith was gr&d_uaﬁ my oty 7% of its students. For whatever reawni neither
tndividusls nor the public al large seem willing any Yonger to accept the seund practice’ defense.
That 15 in considerable part what the accountability presceupation of the presant 13 about,

External demands will no Jonger permit the “sound practice orientstion; critics are irsisting

that achaogls shift their miszion to that of engaging in practice that ssecesds Tnvivtustly all

e

Cazes.

& corollary tendency of present school pasture witl probably lsc be abandoned with the shitt

awaly from the spund practice’ arientation. |t reinforced scoounting to the Merarchy -- one's
superordinates within the organization - - for they, after all, were befter judga& than the public
of ywiat sound practice’ conzizia tn. Thus, complaints from outside tendsd 2 be passsd up the

school's hierarehical Tadder and accountability diffused and obfuscated intheir traatment. 4

suereas focus demands a mare direct form of accounting in the pubiic, and a clearer view of just
where respofsibility Hes. 1tis likely fo change the traditions! practice of lodging ultimate
responsi hﬂitg witha single figure at the top of the hierarchy, to diffusing ita lot mare

generousiy throughout the system, - e

Many.of the current calls for restrutturing address this mission shift from correct to

successful praﬂtice. The ramifications of such a shift are hard to overestimate. The difference

hetwﬁn A ca!! for restructuring and a call far reform usually hifages on an asaumption shout
how m“ddmentui and pervasive the needed change will prove. The 433 umption in this case is that
we urgently nee:d a very fundsmental reconstruing of what schools are Yor. Seyand that

MOWEVEr, proposers dmur a3 by juat bt they would restructurs. The dominant frend of the Tast
7
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five to ten years has been a sharp increase in the staie role ineducation. This tegan to sceur in
the Tate 70z, largely through the imposition of state competency tests to determing studenis’
eligibility to graduate, and in some cases even to be promoted to the next grade. -? he effort has
been stepped up during the 503, wi'th curricular mandates and codrse content specification, in
addition to more tests. There are those who maintain that the right ;ambinatia N3 ang
preportions of state and local inputs caneventually correct today's imbalances in the control of

p———————

schools, and that such correctives will suffice. Gthers, however, are convineed that nothing

shert of real restrustuﬁ g will dai

A——

To the extent that site management propossls fail to assign major roles to cammunity figures !
P T T ST T

other than parents, they would appear to be reflecting a private benefits view of education,

construing it primarily s an entitiement and sdbvaniage for the individuat, rather than a matter
of public interest. Although the monitoring of particular outcomes can help asaure the
fulfiliment of larger purposes (those of the local and national communitias), the emptasis

seerns to be on the purpeses of the school's immediate constituents. Whether particular 2its

mafagement arrangementys reflect the participatory democracy flavor of shared decisions, ar

© whether authority remaing sssentially in the hands of the principal, the "subsidiariiy”

principle is presuppnsed - - § e, the conviction that decisions are best reached af the level

closest to their implemerdation. The interests most strongly voiced st thet level are Hikely fo be

the immediate and personal concerns of the participants.
It seems reasonable o suppose that the upshot with respect to achool mission would be

schools more attuned to the particular characteristics of their studerts - - fo their educational

needs and aspirations, and perbaps to their intsrests. Such schoolz ought o display & good deal of
flexibility as compared to sehoals where districhwide reqeiations and procedurss fhave been
established to cover large numbers of youngsters, many of whom may differ 1o imeoartand wans
from the popwlation of any particular school. Gepsnding on the match bebween the principal and
The parent ce-_r{m'aunitg -~ and how the principal is appointed - - site management could iz

mean closer alignment betwesn the particylar ¢hnte oriemtation of parents and the values

r‘_eﬁe-cted ifithe achool. This would mean an increase in whal i3 often called school

“responsivensss,” as the institution is better abla to adapt to the orizantations of particular
A O T T —— T —n, :

groups. The result could be a dislinctive ethnic flavor Tor the misston and genersl style that

many schools reflect

Irreapective of the extent fo which 3 particular site management ar rangement divides

authority ameng and bebween professional educaters and parents, the increased contact implicit

in the arrangement may atter their relationships. The social distance may natrow betwesn

educators as professionals and employees of the bursaucracy, and parents s ‘l-agpe raizng” The

Apcesr—*
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pat‘tnﬁr&hig azpects of the parent-educator connection, and the home-school Hnk, are Hkelydo
loom Jarger. The arrangemant Shﬁu?d make both parents and educators more frons fo ses |
themselves g% engaged in & shared enterprise directed toward LOMMeR purpeses. Thus, a greater
sense of mutuality seems probable. Unﬁer suchcircumstances, the bureaucratic tepdency 1o
depersonalize service d'e'_iiverg iz likely to recede and the perzonal dimensions af educatien’s
missign expand. The scheal might well become more flexible inits willingness to respond
differently to individuals and theif differing needs. . ' _

But slthough site management gs canduce to such terdencies, it i3 alsa quite plausible that
it would change very little in any of these regards. [T the School Advisory Council remaing
advisory enly, and its discussions tri?ia] or perfunctory, it is possible that the stle
management impaﬁt wioutd not extend much further than the internal shift of authority within

the district's hierarchy. Decisionmaking pewer for the Schoed Advizary Council would certainly
strengthen the likelihood of such tendencies 25 a sense of partnership and mutuality and of

increasad personalizing and Nexibilityon the part of the 3chool. Short of the decisionmaking

feature, however, such tendencies are far Jess assured. And 11 13 even possible that a sirong,
decizionfaking 3chool Advisory Council with a bureaucratic ortentation might keep its powers
strictly within the Council and the empowerment would extend no further than these
representatives.

It is conceivable that depending upon the extent and the adequacy of cutcomes manitaring, ‘__1}_::_

ranagement arrangements could neglect the interasts of the public and the wider community.

Depending upon the extent of the rejection of certury-long tencencies loward standar dization snd

program unifermity, the range of progras diversity could become a problem, slang with

coordination difficulties between educational levels. Bothof these challenges address the
W

possibility thet & system we now perceive a3 overly centralized and un{ﬂ{u}l‘fﬁ:“u cogld Deiams

50 tauch less 50 43 to pose oppoestie probiems of fragmentation and disarray. That is possible,

aﬁhnu?;t: the rmany other factors also functioning to sssure educational unifermity mignt well
siffice to maintain strong school -to-schoot Hikenssses. These factors include such things a3 the

wide use of particular texthooks and other materials, the similarity in tpcu her prrpamhun

nationwide, and the commen elements in collective bargaining agreemen ts.

There iz an a&diﬁnn&l a:_haﬂer:ge, posed quite early in the history of the siie management 1des

by ane of its formulators: “The key question in community responsiveness is whether the

tyranny of the majority at a single school site weuld produce better public policy than the

tur::rmg af the majority in an entire district” "3 There are two noteworthy features of the way

inwhich the author, Lawrence Pierce, frames the ciallenge: the first iz his as ssumption of the

tyranny of the majority, whether ifs Jurisdiction be the school or the district. &ny celfective

3
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enterprise may frove unavoidably tyrannical inorelation to das.ﬂ;idénta. But the right ot a
minerity to register effective disagreement, or to puruse its own course, 16 more rastricted
gnder the arrangements by which we organize school then is the case in many other pursyits --
egq., religion, h:lém'r" activities, the selection of assorted professionsl expertize Umedica

legsl, et ). '

& second feature of Pierce’s challenge 15 that it calls stiention to cur political tradition’s

assumplion that a larger decision base - - a state instead of a district, the nation instead of 3

state - - may yield wiser decistons, o at Teast decisions whers the interests of minorities have 3

bettar chance at representation snd inclusion. Ciwil righis demands of the o5 demed this

aszumpiion, and the public schoot's continuing fatturs to meet the needs of particular oroups
cantinues to fuel the hope that i1 the dissdvantaged could contral thelr own prograns, the

programs would adapt better fo what is needsd and hence privve mers suctessiul.

F’rmesmr Fierce's response fo the tgrannu challenge was to combine the it management
des with tha: sppoitunity to choose one’s school . Thus, ifa family dig not share ot approve of the
prientation of the neighborfood schoul, they could select another. Such @ solution makes sense:
Schools permitied to develop thelr owno vision of education would surely differ more than schoois
can now , because of constant current pressures teward amiormmty. When the differences, and &
rarticular school's resylting orientation, are platnly logically arbitrary - - the consegquance of -
just one of several strains of professional opinien - -then 1t seems only fair that 2 youngster
needing, or a family preferving, & gifeseaf strain ba free to seek it. (This does not mean that
sthools avtonomous enough to differ would necessarily prove anyg more il:lg'ia:éﬂ g ariitrary than
centrally controlled scheols: th& gxtent 1o which educalicnal science supporis anarray of
different and even r:&ntr"mw)r‘x. praciicss - - and the exient fo widch edunalion 12 permansntly

value-based - - means that sy school's practice muat be to s large degres Togically arbitrary )

Does this mean that the schools emerging frofm the site panageiment arrangament will Ge
idiosyncratic? Possibly, o some extent. 1 is eeriainly conceivabls, for ewample, that a
neighbar hood whgrf: a number of thespians Hyve might want the schest's mission o feature the
perferming aris - - or that a community of professors might want the miszien to emphasize the
cultivation of intellectual prowess - - or that a disadvandaged community might want @ raission
offering & career emphasis and employability sssurances. But, proponents of site managemend
assert, stch sihools will be oo less logically arbitrary than are present scheol orentations and
prasticez,'a grest many of which enjoy no mars -- and :'a:zme’.f.ir:'reé legs - - ampirical support
than the alternalives they exciude.

This Teads to today's secand major proposal for resiructiuring sohodls, (he ohnice
arrangement. A3 the paragraphs immeaiatal | above have suigested, saine higve come o the thindee

' 14




ides as & necessary concommitant of the site management arrangement. For pthers, it is the choice
feature that i3 the more salient and significant one, with school governance of Tesser irport.

“what might be the effects of the choice arrangement on the school's conception of mission? It

3683 reasenable to anticipate tendencies similar to those we sssociated with site management,

but prﬁbahlg‘ Tore sharply pronounced. ‘When a school s clientele has explicitly chazen to be
there, itis reasonable fo expect agreement on al least one matter of substantial educations

importand significance. Depending on the school's theme, or the \way inwhich it has established

its own distinctiveness and identity, a school of choice- may enjoy satensive value sgresment

ameng the grau;j_s associated with it, 3taff as well a3 parents and students. That means there may

be substantially more unanimity with respect to mission tham i% commen in public sducation.

This could make for more scheol -to-schoal differences - - af the same Hme that it gields the

benefits which effective sehools research and private schools research have Hnked to high
levels of mission coharence.
Arother mission-related 1ikelihood associated with & schost of choice i3 that it is even mare

rofie than a site managemment school to feature responsiveness to individual students and

par‘a‘:nté. The fact that it 7s chosen alters the relaticnship of chooser apd chesen, in ways that

changes in achool governance may nof accomplish. It stands 1o reazon that a balancing of siatyses

snd power diffarences, and s resulting mutuslity, are more likely to arise_ina relation to

inepee

which neither of the partieé: involved 15 captive. And g likely consequence 15 added efforts at

responding adequately fo 277 individuals, rather than s mpf y as:fd;eﬁ:si ng the sverage or the

majority. (It must be recogrized, however, that such 3 benefit can be artic pated enly ina

sigstem providing enough sttractive achools of choice to go around. in those locsles whers magnet

schonls have hundreds or even thousands of applicants for sach cpening, reports suggest that the
indifference and tack of responzivensas cad be even higher than in the schools the magnets
replaced!)

Thus, the choice arrangement i3 Hikely to bring an intensification of the school's private

B e

berefits orisntation. Inferests associated with the public good would need to be mainiained either

———

by input controls and monitoring, a8 under present arrangemants, or by accountability for

putcotnes as the site rﬁan&gem&nt arrangement would have it

. Rulez a.nd Procedurss Defining the Sehool's Social Order
According to seme, a great many of education’s difficulties are fairly directly traceable to

matters rarely discussed and often uprecognized. These include the most fundameantal beliafs and

~commitments, and the most basic understandings of the way things work, which are so desply

N
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ingrained as to be taken for granted, rarely discussed, snd virtually never questioned. They
constitute ihe cuitm'e of a sehool and yield it wocisl order as they give rise 1o rules and standard

aperating prac&durea.- School culture is, of course, far broader. 1t consists of aorms and beliefs

- ahout students, about the world, and about 1ife and ifs purpose. | refer here only to that part of

L oaninnuni

thiz broad ié&oiagica} system that gives i s to those rules of behavier, both wiitien and
unwritten, which contral the interactions of the partisipants,

within contemporary schools, this most fundamental belief system appears to include 2
commitment fo bureaucracy as the only plausible, viable farm of social r;:rgamzatiﬁra. At levels
too fundamentsl to be challenged, r_@_@ of those in schools have accepted that there must be

differential status and authority assignments, fixed roles, clearly divided responsibilities and

—

aczeuntabﬂitg measines, and written rules gover ning interactions. lr‘r&sg&cti'«e of e they

nymbers app&renﬂg continue to assume itz singular superiority as 24 way tos arganize
largescais enterprise. Many alse sccept the inevitability of bursaucratic dominance 1nany
rder i society.

Such urderstandings, snd the interaction patterns they produce, yield s schonl s social erder.

This ‘order’ deterniines the way in which 15 constituents do’ schosol, and this, in turn,

defermines the school's climate. There is good reasen o be concerned with zuch matters. 4

widening range of research is suggesting that they deterniine how those assacialed with 5 schos
react 1o and feel shout it - - and that this in turn determines the irr;pﬁri‘am‘é the ‘g'will asaign it
in their hives and the kind and amount of effart thPi; will devaie to 11 This seems true of staff as
well a3 of students, and it 2eems 1o 9o a long way toward defining the difterence bebween 4 qoud
and a poor school B '

Within the school, such assumptions have yielded a strong tendency toward formal rules

e ]

generation (even to the point whers students are confronted af the beginning of the schonl year
W ————t—

with long lists of rules to be followed Tn sach of their tlasses :nﬂ extra-curricular activitiss).
The need fﬂr'f.md appropriateness of auch -~ as the best way to have things run smoothty and
aveid chaos - - 13 simply ass urmed. The nead for bosses to comnand, OVRFSeE, and enforee the
work of teachers is 3i milariy gasumed. The impersonslity fosterad by bureaucralic organization
iz notenly acceptéd but receives particular reinforcement in the school: The wari 12 50

mﬂgj_ggq andipﬁrﬁened among the steff as to discourage if not to entirely preciud:

e,

collaberation. It is pursuedin isolation ﬁ‘l}miﬂﬂtzagwé ‘behind the Cladwmum doar

R DU s N
In what ways would todaly’s two major re*—*trux,tusmg proposals for schools reviss this social
order? Would the site management arram;emeni alter itinany substantial wayy Would the

choice arrangr:munf modify it? The answer 16 &ach case probably turns in significant measure

12



onone Key governance contingenicy. [nthose site management arvange n;r-q‘fiw the authority

shifted to the principsl remsdiass with the principal, and w233 rot shared witn the S _
advizory Council, there maig be ordy mi mimal change in other regards 23 well. in thoss schools
AT e T T T oz

of chaice where the top-down contral pattern remained undisturbed, sther changes mignt 4o

prove minimal. But assuming site management snd cholce arrangements which actually
dispersed authority, what school secial order changes maght be anticipated”

Site management is & less assured source of such change than i the shoice arrsngement. The

reason i= that even it Schosl Advisary Council members are empewersd as decisionmakers,
changes for o2key members of the staff and other parents may prove minimst. Site management

iz a plan that directly affects only the rearesendst?ves of teacher and parent groups - - and then
—td _

only in their policumaking roles; even the i&athr‘: re eftative's role may rematn unchangsyd
a3 that individual functions within fiis or her classroom.  And others may not oe empiwered ai
all by the arrangement. Site management i3 primartly @ gover nance strangement. s ol

clear that formal governance s::h&ngﬁs along wouild serve as sufficiant cataiyst to broader soctal

P

afder chaples - - alihough of course they would do so i1 teacher influence in the decizionmaking
couneil were to yield policies specifying fundiions differently, or explicifly changing key
procedures {e.q., establishing tesm teaching.

But there is little reason why the switch fo s representative gevernment need be

aceampaniad by extensive social order change, 11 would, of course, i ;ﬁa:(ﬁgtffhv redatianshin o ihe
e —— -

school of the parent members of e decizionmaking body. - But & sclioo] boards Tave proven, that

arrangement certainly needn’t disturb 4 bursaucratic oriesdation Tor schoois. Thu:a, Wi O e

that site managerent may, but need not, Jead to broader changes in the sogial arder of the schoal.

2 installstion may set the stage for further changes, buf there is potiind in the machinery i

extaplishes or the dynamics it stz 10 metion that makes it g probable catatyst of broad aocial

erder chane within the schosl.

The chnice arrabaement, in contrast, wuu]aj prababiy be assured of uisiding Droagar @ocisl

=

G t’ Lhdni;c:‘, since there 15 3 stromg tendenc to dispersa anyg additional .ﬂﬁhm. :t!; afengihe

’-J

staff, thereby bringing direct empower ment to s conziderably larger groeup. Hers are the

dyramics likely to bring about such QEE’l{‘i’dh,_r:d eMpowermant.

Recall that the new aythority tramferred in & school by the choice arrangament i3 mada

necessary by the -;ﬁﬁrge to establish a distinctive program representing a unigue Sdenfify. This

ecessarily entails the empowerment of 3l the program planners, as they must oreste apd

arryout thelr own vision of schooling. 1t makes sense that the full teaching staff be Tnvalved,

becanze the novelly or umqu':; 233 peeds o be pervasive and manifested throughout the sohend,

not just 10 be reflected 10 a supplementary add-on or stdeline. 1133 inis kind of tevelvement in
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plantiing which is thought to account for the raport of teachers 1o sohodls of chatoe tnat

work i3 more profeasional in nature than was the case 1n thelr previous

srograni- plannifg obligation places a premium on refiec - - afdd on coilective retiection - -
25 staff seek to evolve a mission for their school, work aut curricuium decisions and walgs to

package acadernic content, and devise learning activities. Because the charge 13 to mount 4
distinctive program, they cannet simply pursue existing colrse syllabd of aooept the leadership

of texthook authors in selecting their directions. The situabion, then, places ieaciers in few a0

novel roles: ins ’fcud of being cast as the comzumers of cupriculem designs and materiaiz, they
mu&t function as thc creators of them. This inturn generates expectalions bf craativity from

¢ e

teachers, rather than asking conformity of ther.

I the course of the saris of experienies js;g?s:é::etch&d, the isglaticn Typical of the teaching
rode in most schoola ie Hkely o be altered substantially. Teachers w11l have lo b8 drvelved with
eolleagues in such tasks as school mission adoptian, and collaboratian may becorns as necessary
a part of role demands 83 independence and seii-sufficiency have proved to dats -

Thers i5 another quite fundamental regard inwhich the choice arrangementis kel ty-
Sranaformm Isaching and simultanecusly to glter the sacial order of the schoo]. Today's peblic

i i .

lassic terms,? Srsefiacds? institutions. They

i
=]
e e

-

sthools are, in Tonnes

ln

that 1z, by formal

1
L,

agreement to perform certsin specified functions. Governments post offices, depariment stores

represent such instifutions, By ne streteh of the imagination do they and their a3

copstitute real communities. f.’i‘:?ﬁﬁfr}zsz‘-f.@-f?institsjtimns,n:nntha ather h:':nsj_::ar'e.}::I:amrs'!sm'itie:s

o ———
They consist of peaple bound together by senliments, shared beliefz and Somamitments, and
it ]mgs af kinship to one another. Zeseflandsr? institutions sre marked by seu
sasnciationsl D - relationships restricted o the single purpose and function that B brought

turis hurnan beings together. A customst and a supsrmarket cashier share a seenidary aascciaiion
- - g5 ordinarily do a lawyer and client, and in rmost high schosls, & teacher and 3 student. A

teacher is o math or an Enghish teacher and has no concern of responsibiiily for a siudeni's

performancein athier classes nor in the individual's personal B, Primary s -.n:it:';e':tir;sm} ofi the
other hand, are typical of demerasie? institutions. These are relaticnships maried by a range

of interest and concern, auah that the whele 1iwes of participants, past, present, and Tulure, ars
e 3 g e S e !

Jprogpectively relevant and germane to the relstionsfnp.

How 1 seems thet the chm: e arrangemend tends to make schoois Tntn Semm

cammynities, and to make rtflaﬁan:;hl p3 there inth primary as

';d?.'%i_éfii:; Suih 4 endan 4 HY

1

been noted by & nuniber of nbaervers WAt seems to arise from several sources. Fi 3, the

wmm&ﬂﬂhtg reflected in the chotce provides the foundstion upon which & &am

. 1
Lammumtuxunm‘ -- and sometimes 11 reflects one that is already gresent’=
14




g
Second, there seems a $1rong teruieru:g in sehaots fehoice to pursue brosd sducalicnal alms
addressing the full mi:ﬂﬁr’ru.: g
ll‘-l;i'f’:?'fff'ﬁﬁﬂ with intellectual groveth as well a3 with stademic achigvement, They tend 4150 te be
concet ned with the sort of fuman being in-ﬂ imevalving -~ with personality s
character, and with fastes and proclivities a3 well as with knoswledoe and Tdeas.
require primary associations between students and teachers, and these inturn qenersis
Eerf;fs'fgﬁ:-.é:ﬁf? community,
Third, there i3 a tendency in zchoodz of choice te deny the buras
defined and specific roles. Hole defi nitmm 0 fany suc b schols tend o be much nwre Nexible.
— ——
sfithin g bursaucr :nr sozial order, Ihe ralnienance of role stabality 15 a fundaments) vatus,
foles may oroll 'E‘ “ate A3 specialization warranta, Glherwise, fewsver, it 13
the stability and enduraru:e.n:rf vale definitions which largely acoount Tor the :jr‘prnunul.nu and
tabitity of the srganizatian. Their resistance to change 13 perostved 3 fajor wirtge of
't:ur::-.au::ratie: argarizations. Bals ow 1r.?ra.i. o# 15 thus 2 primary value, The ;M
schoals of chmce | hiwever, 13 igpmaﬂg },u:i:t ihe o ;apgait::f: rele ﬂa::-:.i:t:ﬂii:g 1 oositive value,
Jiven ltn-ﬂmmg to maxim
it appears then that the cholce arrangemment has considerable patential for e::ham;“é g A fidnher
| of the dimenzions of a scheal's 2ocial order. At fesst under SOMME LoD IO, i1 123
E change 1o the Kinds Elf relationsiips and tnteraction patterns characterizing the Lamdin
% the norms governing schiol befavior. & brief word may be kelpful about the machinerd far
increasing the Hkelihood of zuch changes in schonls of choice. The 23zentials appear to begin
with the op Mﬂ 2~ whichin tern presumes g Droad shoogh seray 50 that
chonsers can find a program whith appeats, The choise opportumby for siaff seenms a1 leaed e
tmpertant as cheice for students and their families} 2 The staff must be Charged with
desigmng & unique and distinctive program, and thed must be given the autherity nesded fo do 3o
Le, the speoific authorization to set saide external curriculer and othes mandates, and fo daviss
—
:iiié_r‘__ﬁ'af_l____s_f{glm’(j{; ity measures. what 2 needed net are ar rammgements that conicee o
escher collabaration. Such arrangements aw_» irciude 2hared instead of individusl
rizspensibilities, and cominon Time periods requiar)y set aside far collaborathy They oam
include praviston for team fsaching, sut-oi-cia spigamends for aigdents o {res 18agnar
3 timne for work with colleagues, pertodic stafl relreats, stared summer workabops and work
' schedifies,
Obwiousty, the kind of sovial order dw:: ibed here departs sigrficantiy frofi that of most

3 ;irermum erdifferent personal atiributes than do prezent schoot roles. Differs

i5




would 'be needed and different competencies must be developed. Trai_ ning in cooperative wark

would be impartant, for instance, along with nruﬂ*hfﬂ‘g mn: :rsd ather strategies of group

endeaver. Additionally, teschers need more anledge uftm:u teaching fields to be curriculum
P~ b

N - . . . T
designers, than if required only to carry out & curriculum assembled by sameons plsedd

Hi. The Boles of the Players

One of the major criticisms often directed at schools i3 Lhat they have divided ug tasks and

functions in ways thal are counter productive, Az the previcus section sought to suggsst, most
comtemporary largescale organizations organize and parcé? put functions in predic’téb%e Wals.
The direction of the enterprise, and its coordination, sre masterminded from the {op, and the
pwar one's position in the pyramind-shaped hierarchy, the narvower the range of function and
the fewer the discretionsry decisions o be made. Taska, and the roles of those whe perfarm
them, are well defined and delineated, and one worker i3 Hkely to be stepping on another's toes -
by assuming other functions and responsibilities, oreven-by understanding or knowing fow fo |
perform themi _

Ultimately, the principle employed to divide up the total task, and to assign responsibility
for the separate pieces, 13 the Jagics? divizsibility of the toisl product or service. Just which
ogic fo employ a5 the division base is fairiy clear in product menufacturs where the slements of
the parts are the ultimate components of the final product. Thus, the production of each of
these is the task assigned a particular sel of workers - - 1., production inan autamobiie
raanufacturing corporation might divide workers into groups of rivel makers, dnll hole
punchers, and . asrsmbiu specialists are then responsible for sading just ane of
these components in fhs: a‘ssembimg of carburators, generators, axles, ete, SHI other assembly
specializts :iutasaquf:rxﬂ y 1nstall one of these parts in the emergent product. The analog iz a bit
harder to identify, however i organizations established to provide g service rather thafia
manufacture g préduct. Service organizations typically divide up the parts interms of the

knowledge base that undergirds ssch one - - and 5o wa get history teachers as distinct from

- music teschers, and counselors and admvinistrators as distinct from teachers. The kopwledge

base keeps expanding, and with it the téndencg o further redivide and thereby to delimit the

tasks and functions of i r;dmdﬁah

apmm————t

The resuls of these role-defining tendencies s:xf largescale organizations have been the shject

of much criticizm of schoels. They are also what prompts a number of those demanding {he

restructuring of school erganization. Some are convinced that the ceaseless multipiying of

speciatties apd experts i3 serving steadily to deskill classroom teachers, leaving them in

ahrinki ng and dirminishing roles, with 1ess and Jess knowledge of the total ender prise of

e
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schooling.  Others stress that even shortof sucha progressive deskilling, narrow role
definitions serve to alienate workers in the schoal - - the staff as well #s the students for whom

they are responsi Ble. Some are convinced that today’s further tightening of the top-down control

- arrangements always present in large erganizations is impeding the teacher’s task and alienating

teachers from their work. Others focus on the financis) canzequences, charging thata

dizpreportionate amount of 3chool funds are going to the 'sup&i*structure-‘ -~ administrators and

N

staff specialists - - and correspondingly few resources rerm@in to be concentrated on elassrsom
instruction. Itis glso alleged that the way we have divided up the services o be performed in
schools i3 fundamentally 111- suited to the clients fo be served -~ that the division of

“instructional areas into disciplines taught by different teachers makes for a srtuation in which

sfudents remain unknown by their teachers, just as the subjects taught by the r colizagues

remain unknown to teacher. The division of counseling from teaching functions, for example, in

effect deprives youngsters of contextual adult counsel and quidance. The divizion of disciplinary

from teaching Tunctions undermines the teacher s ability to mai nfain cantrol in the classroom.
find thé programs designed to have remedial or enrichmant specialists deal with special groups
parrows still further the range of students the elasaronm teacher handles and eventually the
skills and general competence of that teacher.

~ Several of these cases are worth examining in a bit more detail, for what they seem fo

recommend by way of re-dividing tasks and functions in a school | snd hence for reatlecati 0]

rijes. Consider first the atleged impacta of current role divisions on students. 1 is charged

situation in which the daily sxperience of students i3 se fragmented 83 to deny meani mfulness to
what 13 taught, at the same time'that it becomes i mpossible for students to be known as
individuals. Thus, the allocation of tasks according to substantive experiise s thought fo

S ———Y

uhdernvine the effectiveness of instruction as well as to deny youngsters the psucholagical

—

support they nesd,

- Megative effects on teachers are also attributed fo the role definitions typicel of public
schools. The sociology of work identifies the narrowing of worker function vith & loma of

T ———

meani ngfulness and attendant Joss of psychic reward fﬂf’.f:i'flﬁ}ljign’i&ﬂi. Ax Peter Drucker put it

“The quickest way to quench motivation i3 not to allow people to do what they have besn trained to
do.” 14 Accordi i to some anaiysts, this particular feature of school organization is targel i}.

reaponsible for the "hurneut’ phensmenan receiving so much attentian several years aga, 43

- tasks are more narrowlyend rigidiy defined, workers become less abie to zpecity their own

working conditions; to perceive the outcomes or impacts of their afforts, or hence, to engage in
tazks they can find meaningful. Thus, at legst for some, current role definitions in schools fend

Pl ]
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ta decrease teacher task engagement and job satizfaction.

it i3 thuz not surprising that seme find present role allocations to cordribute fo schoo

e

ineffectivness. By producing debititating psychological effects on both sets of key figures,

pe—

teschers and students, present task divisions are said to underming school productivity of all

-

sortz.  But the toll is alleged to be particularly heavy with respect 1o education's broad or

general goals, A3 fasks are defined inincreasingly narrow and explicit terms, responsibility iz

inereasingly difficull o assign for the development of such traits as good charactar, and Sivie

a—

responsibility, and sound judgraent. And estranged workers are net Dkely to 9saume dnagsigned

Mty

respensibilities.

Such charges Tend added force to the %ugg&aiign that the way in which tasks are apporticned
within schools needs re-examination. &t present the distribution is epistemaiegically rooted.
Organizational practice predicates assignments on knowledge bases, with an expanded knowledge
base yielding {or juéﬁfi}i ng} new specializations. But if ihe consequence of this is the
fragmentation and ineffectivensas we have seen, what might be dore instesd? How euisd we to
anportion tasks? ' '

g possibility i3 te attenuate the coannection now linking kr;a:n'¥;'1&ifge base b organizational

specialization, ackndwledaing thal the requisites of effective service delivery stmply differ
A e, = oy

sufficiently from the requisites of schelarly expertise that the Jatter sheuld not dictets the
e SO

N

fermer no matter how extensive the knowledge base betomes. Heretical sz this may initially

appear, thers 1s much o be said for it. For example, despite present demands for increasing
teacher expertise in the subjects they teach, 1t i3 well known that particulariy in the disciplines
representing cumiulative knowledge (mathematics and the sciencas), teachers simply cannot
use their advanced knowledge. M i3 glso well known that the indtwidual beet versed 1n g subjsct
ray fot be its kest feacher, apd that the administrater best wersed in the sscinlogy of
arganizations may not be the school’s most effective leader.

without arguing the art over science conception of tsaching or administering, we might at
least ask whether organizational practice inschoals has identified the seaces knowledse base
for role allocdtions. (@ could be, for instance, that the proper base might be rew epistemological

combi nations, amg]ﬁmaﬁ ng krowledge, for instance, about a particular student age group {eg.,

young adolescents) #2us & broad feaching area (eq., US. tistory and literature} /s relsvant
S e———m

-y

sehoo] organization and structyre {e.g., middle schools and jupior highs). Whether ar not this

particular combination seems felicitous, it may swell be advantageous to re-explore, without

just assuming, the nature of what really constitules specialized knowledge for sducators, )(

Particularty as discussion proceeds an how to strengthen the preparation of educators, it may be

impﬁrtaﬂt to chattengs the traditional notion that teachers, for example, need much subject
' 14
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matter 'p'r'eparatian plus same scquaintance with pedagogy. Perhaps a more Tundamentsl
restructuring L, inorder.

i i3 ¢lear that the dddi’é&'%l ng of extant o ‘m! SIS 'w'l}i.ﬂ{l entail wrg fundamental and

far - reaching reorganizing of the school. It co utd yjield very different sub-structures and

slignments of rgspﬁnsi bilities. it It might prove beneficial to sta rt all over to decide how best to

divide up the tasks. Perhaps we would not have greupings based an age and abiiity levels but

would divide students into different sorts af groups, Perhaps we would not use the Carnegie unif

aystern - - and ifitis ra‘:té_i ned for students, it might not be for teachers, or vice versa. Posaibiy

ofie or two or three teachers would remain with a student group all day.

Inany event, it appears that the way the functions need to be distributed may not accard with
the _Ix::gisal'divisiﬁnzs of products or services at all - - and hence thet schols are, indeed, now

allscating tasks in ways that impeds instead of assuring qgeal realization. But short of such

.

fundamental rebuildi ng of the school as an erganization, what risle changes raight be antici pated
in the wake of the twu restructuring propesals that are now twl f1g urged Wiogld site
o - management or chaice bring substantial related chanmgesy

Site management would di r'ecﬂq expand the rotes of these teachers imvobved in the School

emcy

Advisory Council, o include pelicymaking {or policy advisement) functions. The roles of sther

i

staff would not, however, be modified by the arrangement -~ unless, of course, specific pobicies

were adopted |, stipulating specific changes inteacher responsibilities and functions. Hor would

any of the soris of role changes considered above be invalved even Tor tsacher members of
School Advisory Councils. 1145 certainly plausible that the -:zuuai‘i'un uence of parents mightd t'dd
to policies modifying current role 3 chtmm within the frhmﬂ -~ particiiarly rele ._.humtmnw
between parents and school staff - but it i3 qmie pus,,ztslc that 11 would not. Az we have tried

throughout to suggest, a great deal af the change potential of the site managerment ayramngement
hinges upon the extent to which the School Advizory Council iz actualiy empowered. 111

remains unempowered, and advisery only, Tittle may change, and in fact disappointments msy

generate negative feelings on the part of parents. But, as we have also tried o suggest, even if
the ddvisory Council 13 empowerad, there is Hittle in the site management arrangement

providing an automatic catalyst to changes in o247 elements of the scnool'z organizativnal

atrul,ture

By contrast, the choice arranuernent does seem te come with butlt-1n dyramics conducing to

changs in the several parts of & scheol’s orgsnizational structurs, The need to jeintly construct 4

school mission changes work patterns froam solitary to collaborative. The tikeli hood that

upsucceasful youngsiers will leave the scheol ;sruwjas an incentive to construing schesl mission

as effectively serving all of those enrolled. The 3elf—aeleutluﬁ appertuniiy which cheice eniails
15




- helps generate Gemeinecher? cofnmonity. With respect explicitly ta the effects of the choice

ooy,

arrangement on roles, the evidence suggests that staff in schools of chotee are cleariy Hisly ta

azsume more extended roles than those assigned them inother Jrhm}ﬂ‘-' Thts ofien cocurs by

necessity, since many schools of choice are small enaugh to Tack the specialized parsonns] to
offer particular services. Sul sometimes 1t happens 10 other ways, 93 youngsters come to knoy
ard tr‘ust t&achum asmmwduih and teachsars become more sware of the fraits and Dackgrounds ‘
of their students. it appears that the r:heii:e arrangement iz likely to usher in conditions and o

eztahlish dynamics charing the te«:the r's role cansi urau}g Collectively, these !:z:.nduu: ta

rking staff roles far hruadur than 1n other schools, eathers come to function iess as subject

matter experts and more 35 experts in studends.

It might also be nated that the helgitenad job satisfactions of teachers in schoels of choice, and

the stranger fidentification with their school, also produce a willingness to take on added

funciions and 1o a3sume responsibilities well beyond those of teachers in other scheols, Thi.&

yields a separate impetus to the rofle extension commenky wisibie 1o schools of chaica. 1 mighd

alsa be noted that student roles, teo, are 1ikely 1o be expanded 1n schesls of chodce. {113 not

ancommaon for 3tudanta to teach courses, or units within courses, and in other ways fo reflect g

sirang sense of responzibiiity in relation to ihe schoal.

I¥. Goverancs

Current schoo) criticism has come increasingly o rest an the way scheols are guver ned.

* Indeed, a5 voiced by many, the demand for restructuri ngix preciseiys demand for new

governance arrangements and machinery. The dissatisfaction has seemed o silsch Jargely to
several Testures, Perhaps the most frequent target iz centratization,
w

For almast a century, g steady trend has shifted educational u::rmu farihec g Garlher from

the claszroom, 113 final point of application. With the sdoption L-T largescate puresuctatic
arganization came the ratisnale for controfling the teacher’s work and, 15 the extent possibie,
placing the tea.] y important decisions for the elassreom in the hands of sdiministrators. Buf thet
safe erganizational structure also served as a steady drsin on the pravegatives of puilding
administrators, a5 the prerogatives of central adminizstrators gathersd more and mors conirol
into district offices. -

* Inseme states, there has long been a visible tendency to centralize schont qover rance 541
further , assigning the county or the state a dominant rofe. Such a fendency has received

powerTul support from the Excellence Movement which haz significant]y increased the schoo]

control exerted at the state Jewel. State control is now sxercized through a combinstion of such
20




meastres at curricular mandates with specified course syllabi, and standardized.

stateuadmi nistered teating programs. fn this way, legistatures and state education deps Fients
ha*ve :.aught to control and moniter classroom inputs, processes, and outcomes. it is not
3urpnsmg,than that the vigor with which "the '&gutatm‘gmﬁpul:ie"]b fias been exercized aver
the past five to eight years is now yielding sharp complaints to the effect thet schoals are
over-reqyated -~ and burdsned with stultifying homogenization and &tanﬂarmzatinr‘:. The

results, some charge, have pean to impede the success of teachers and to drive the best ones out
n? classrooms aliogether.

#s earlier chapters h&ve I de clear, a related cornplaint againat present schaol gove FERnCE 13

that it fits pooriy with the m;r.:retianar"'u povwer neceszary to effeciive tea_a:hi ng. Thus, same

claim, present school gover nance inipedes the use and application of the teacher's expertize, and
deprives teachers of the reguisite conditions of professional perfermance.

# corgllary tendency has been the increasing mamatwn of the schoal from pubiir sintrol,

with more and more decisions made by these aperating the system. As one pair of analysts
describe it, schaol centrol was “wrested from the g}enpla."i? Their &xpian&tix::t‘l, and that of

athers, is that G;ram parrntmﬂaemb hfs but:'i't Pﬁ%h‘v‘ﬁlg B}uf}eﬁ ami willed uu’r and even the

indirect influence thH; mvight exert ihmugﬁ the board of edmathn fias been blonted by s siiflin

board functions: Boards, it iz charged, often ﬁf-&] exiensively with matiers of 1sss tmport then

representing the sehools to the public than of representing the public to scheal authorities inthe
- L

k | 66 6 thosg they j’jmfe_-]g And many board fﬂ&rrlh::r“u soratrue their fupction nofe in terms of
|
{ formulation of school policy.

Accountability to the public has thus been obfuscated as ‘Lhw} ern,,h Wess -~ teachers --

l"raw been gecountable to their %upermdmms -- dﬁpartm?nh hatrs and princtpals - - ra?m:r

Thaﬁ 1o ‘ihﬂ parents or public whe have santed 10 voice complaints or o exprass & .;.u;“-.iatiu,u

H‘: concert with these tendencies, there has been another: @ trend toward the amalgamation ar
n'-__.__"'""'—ﬂ‘

lcenﬂaﬁ nyg of value 1ssues with mattera of technical knowliedge, such that the public's
prerogatives have been usurped with respect te the values to be served in schools and the

priarities to be observed amang them. This tendency, identified &3 the "hyperrationalization™

l of school practice, has placed professionals 0 charge of many decisions u‘mt willd garlier have

besn identified Ltearlg a5 issues for public determination. i has peen nar ked gz well bya

tempiation to over-extend the evidence, amd to mandate arrangements that are logically

arbitrary in that there is a3 much empirical support for allernative arrangements az thers is

T ———

far these imposed and enforced.

A Tinal governance challenge of o different sort has been raised by these who mainiais that the

incentive %truz,ture filt into present school governance iz fundaimentally flawed. Teachers, it

Tr4
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effectively deprive them of rewards forextraordinary effort or salutary performance, and the

assignirent of students to their classes leaves therm not oaly with & ‘captive audience’ but witha
aroup to which they, also, are captive.

Now how , and to what extent, do current influential restructuring propozals sldress such
problems? It seems worth repesti ni at the cutset that only two medsls far slering the
qw&rn&nce structure of public schools have schieved myeh prominence: the sife maragement
model and the propoesal 1o make public schools ints schools of choice 20 TFH: & tiard suggestion
is, of cbursa, fhe yaucher proposal, and a number of permutations have been elsborated in
extensive detail. Space Yimitations have recommendsd their emission hera, in the inferests of
focusing moers thorough attention on the restruciuring now being urged within the public sectar,
Privatization is yet another restructuring possibility, and it has now heen proposed 1n several
forms in addition to vouchers. for example, a plan has been developed for t&a:::hm‘sz ta estallish
themselves 33 private entreprensurs and to contract thelr services, ir;divi:iua:‘;lz; or 0 groups,
with boards of education.} Noother models have been elaborated for restructaring sshos
governance within the public sector, slthough thers has been much talk of teacher
empowermant whici} wmﬂd, of course, necessitals governance changs,

Between the site management and choice models, 14 is the former which makes mast explicii
‘eply to schoel governance objections, Tite mansgemend 15 immadiately re:sgt-ns:ive_ o the
challenge of over-centralized school contrel. 1t sccomplizhes this by making the school the
primary unit of edycation and, to 3 considerable exient, & self-determining unit, Extsraal
authorities st distriet and state Tevels would continue tooset policy parameters and brosd
guidelines -- presumably, fer example, with respect to squity and standards - - and tndividual
schools would have extensive sutonemy 10 terms of their qoals, priorities, curvizuiar
organization, 1earning activities, climate, and genersl arientation.

The extent.tu which the site management arrangement would affect the distribution of power

e

and autonomiy within the school, and between schosl and parents, would depend hesvila upar (13

the way the School édviaarg Council 15 constituted and (2] the functions assigned 11, a3 well a3

on { 3} the way in which the principal is named and maintained in office. A site mansgement plan
vy

inwich the School Advisory Council is named by and strictly advisory to the principal has aot
redistributed authority between school and community at a1 -- although the principsl may
choose to delegate sume of his or her power.

Evenin sucha minimal change arrangement, however, there has been one Wghly significant

[ o Y

shift: conziderably more authority now resides at the schood Tevel ang thus the orincipal fas

PR
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potentially become & much more powerful figure. One must stress "polentially,” however,

because so long a3 principals are named and continued in office at the pleasure of district,

authorities, those authorities will be in a pozilion to exert sufficient pressure fo call {he shots

quite extensively for the building level. Mevertheless, the principal’s position in the sife

- management arranf;emﬁﬁt will be more prominent, and that individual w111 doubtless be looked

upcrh by parents and _pub]if: as more responsible and accountabie for school operstion than
principais are generally taken to be fiowd. Thus, from the standpoint of incumbsents, the price of

this prospective enbancement of the princi palship will be increased vulnerability. There will

quite prababiy be an increase in status for the principal -- sz well s in pay, 2ccording to many
site managemant proposals -~ to match the apparently expanded responsibiiities. Buf whether
there i5 alao an ingrease in power must depend upon the superintenderd uniess the principal is

gtherwise named.

By contrast, a site management arrangement inwhich the principsl is named bu and

responsible to an elected School Advisery Council has substantially modified existing poveer and
. M - = " =

authority distributions. This provides the structural foundstion for a genuine reapportioning of
professional and community centrol, as well as for a return of substantial effective power to the
sehool . But it 1s not &7 that i naces&ari} o the qocomplishment of these major purposes of site

management. Recall that site management i3 ordinarily defined to entail the contre] of

gurricul um, budget, ard persennel at the school Tevel. These are not sl -or-nothing dzcizions,

of courss, and varying degress of control are pessible with respect to each. But 20 basic are

ia transferred into the school | it would be hard to 2ay that site management exists, Mintmally, a

school must receive s Tump sum budget to allocaie a3 it aees fit - - even though there may be

same excluzions and limitations, Dften, at Jeast initially, salaries are excluded from this aum
and requlated at the district Tevel. The freedom to purchase services and supplies directly fram
nrivate suppliers if desired, is slso o budgetary prerogative often excluded initisity, despite the
right to allocate sums as the schoal sees fil. A% the site management srrangsment develops,
however, instructional cost decizions are alese made &t the site level, snd individual schoals are
free to decide to purchase technical assistance services, for sxample, from the district or from
outside it. L | |

Minimally, with respect to personnel , a sile renanement schwol must be able to control
hiring to the extent that a teacher who seems a poor prospect for its particular program cannoet
e externally assighed 1o the school. As the site management concept 15 more ft_ﬂlg developed,

control over personnel decizions would also include the right to adopt differentiated »tafTing and,

for example, to employ ene teacher and three aldes rather than two teachers,

3T
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Mintmally, with respect to curriculsr control, the si’te msnagement school must be free o

arrange and package s cyrriculum g it desires - - for example, fo feach Subjects a3 separats

dizciplines or &5 inter-disciplinary offerings. Within courses, there must be sufficient
freedom to permit such decizions, for instance, as whether history should be thematically
taught, or offered as a chronology of events or a3 a set of recurring 12518s or &3 8 number of
different strands of development. Inorder to claim curricular condral, a sohos! must alse from

the start have at Jeast the freedom to supplement an axter nally speeified sed of offerings {ie., 2

set dictated by required festa) with offerings and topics important to its constituents even
though not to others. ‘
There are both similarities to site management, and contrasts, in the way the schoois of
AT — Pl
choice ides responds to current school governsnce complaints. O course, choice entails
Aty

decentralization alzo -- since the deliberale diversifying of schoois i into mpati Ble with their

centralized control. Autoramy snd re]tet from standardization are requisite to cresting the
g C——
urigque and distinctive programs ?Uudamﬁﬂf_al to the choipe concept. Stmilariy, dlh:. entiatad

programs tend to set centrifugsl forces in metion since they are mmmpaté Ile with the

generation of standard operating procedures far all. Thus, although they do aet call explicitly

Xp
for site management, cheioe advocates envision schools of choice &3 gaining a consideralie

amoeunt of autonomy and contral over theiv own programs.

They also envision some degres of control gver perasnnel within the sehool. Dy extending the

cheice oppartunity 1o staif o5 wall as o students, they seek fo sssurs that prospective taachers
are zumpathetic to the school's mission and identity. But cholce advocates alse urge the

parti tigipation of pressnt schond siaff in inferviess and Inring decizions, with the amwer o
oy

canclude that & prozpect is not » good capdidate and should not be offersd & position 1n The schood.
The chisice Yiterature contains 1ittle discussiaon of bodgetary control. Although thare have

been discussions of relative costs, these have nod reflectad school -tncurred expandityres hut

largely expendityres taken on gt the disirict level for parti cular sensols. Ths, ¥ has been

ascertained that magnvt *cheo!v custemarity require start-up expenses, and that elen

JE Y,

entart

schoal magnets often L:wt ]e-:;&b to operate thareatier than other eiamentary sehoais inthe
PN —— T e

district, while 3emndarg k.hmﬁ maqnﬁta aversge higher per pupil costs than other district

programs. 21 qnthar tg{}c* of schuols of choice, per pupll costs are typicatly at or belaw
e

district averages. == Butin none of these cases i3 budgetary control reporied t0 be sxerted at

the site level. Short of explicit provizien o that effect, it should not be anticipated te il
R i .
from the chotce arrangement. ‘
L . . L :
The choice arrangement sirikes easentially the zame bargin with respect to r‘&guiat‘.z}n afd
PP T
untaiitlity as does the site management sehool: 1t obitaing increased aulenomy vis freedom
24
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from andates and process manjtoring, increasingly inexchange for oulcomes aszessment. This

A et =

i3 precisely the bargain Governor Perpich offered iinnesota schools in his Access to Licellence

plan proposing ultimately to transform all of the state’s schools into schoots of cheice. 1 must

be noted, however , that schoels of choice face a difficulty with this bargain that ite management

- schools need not confront. Their distinctive programs may differ a2 to educational goals or ends,

43 well g5 with respect to means. This means that they need o be appraised in relation fo what
they are trying to sscomplish, as well as in relstion to what other schools are trying

accomplish and what test-designers are trying to test. Their major strengiic mai, indeed lie

elsewhere than in what the tests examine -~ léaving them at a disadvantage in scare

COmparisons.

Schisﬁri%- of choice offer guite a different, and novel, response 1o the charges that scheis have
insulated themselves from public and parent contral, while al the same time aben:ar'td ng mora and
more of the decisions that were eariier public decizions. Rather than relying onthe return c:f_

power and autharity to the immediate vicinity, where it can be exercised and menitored by Tocal
officials, the choice arrangement simply offers opportunity to find the oriemtstion one prefers

apid to choose 1. The arrangement in effect ackoowledges thal school must tnevitably represent

an interweaving of values, preferences, personal arignfations wizd techaical knowledge about

teaching and learning. Schools of choice do not undertske, then, the division and

re-apportionment of decisions between profession and public. it Teaves them largely in

professional hands. But it #nables famities to leave school situations they do not Hike and to

o

affiliate with the gne they find most compatible and most promising for their yoingster.

If the value dimensions of an educational program are largely inextricable from the

erm—y

technical dimensions, then this may be a more effective way to empower parents than the

reattecation and pﬁwer sttt approaches can deliver. it recognizes the inextricable enfanglement

of fechnical and public guestions in the design of educatiogai programs. |1 protects the

professional integrity of those programs -- 1, the extent fo which they can e based on
techmical '!-:m:syiadge and the professional judgments of feachers. And it slso profecs the
interests of parents by empowering them to choose amang programs. Hete that the cheice

o

ar rangement does not promise decision- making power or prarogatives within the school. {in

some schools of chaice such power 15 extensive - - indeed, with seme even featuring joint

decision-making as a major theme. But such s role i not an element of the chwice concept.  Yet

“in different terms, choice offers individual families more power than even direct participation

in decisions would offer: participation does not always assurs influence. But the right to place
. . e ran———

one's child in g school one has chosen - - and to remove that child i sufficientiy moved to do 30
S ,

-~ carries & guarantes of personal efficacy.
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. Thé.e wice arrangement would not totally shift the incentive str ucture for eduwcators, as some
governance critices are demanding; but itwould tend to modify it in rether important » .saxw
From the start, the opportunity io choose and 1o be affilisied with a sehico] reflacti A GNE'S GWh
professional origntation - - or better yet the opportunity to develop such a school - - 35 the sort
of vizion that brought many people into teaching in the first place. I accords with the incentives
rezsarch has shown to be prominent for teachers. 2% But at the sams i e, anether sort of
ircentive should serve to heightén teacher responsiveness to the public: the eppoeriunity 1o

rrei nitai v @ schoal acoording 1o ane's own vizion of educatien iz contingent upon parental

acceptance and sharing of that wisien. Tihus, 4 school of chotce cab vemain eoen onliy 56 long a5

—

continues to attract a constituency. Should it become Insurficiently attuned to local Tamilias, ar

unsuccessful 1n 11s efforts with students, the school must be redesigned or 113 =taff must be

relocated elsewhere. Thus, the chidce arrangement would appear to introdice e e fairly

effective sorts of incentives.

SSUES AND CHALLENGES
We can be fairty sure that peither site management nor choice would prove 5 panacsa, and .

that both would inttoduce challlenges and risks. We turn now 1o 40 examioation of what might

‘prove Yo be the iasues that these twe aystems waould need o confront. Perhaps the first ts the

protection of the larger pubiic interest in schoals governed nrimarily tn; the educ:afrsr‘ﬂ aiud

parents most immediately involved (as in site mansgement ), ev in schio dr-n,;:d Ly grouns of

educatars for selection by groups of families (e inschools of chetced. Botharrangements
v e e———

prazume that ‘ua’(e and district guidelines would confinue to reffedt the public interest and to

keep schools upft&tl ng within'the parametzrs eutlined by puidic poticy. Both site management

apd choice assume, however | that individaal schoels w11 have a censiderably 2niarged

det:ia—iunmakinq sphere. Presumabiy ihis can come oot of the substantial «pr, re curcently faken

up with bursauvcratical 1y impased requirements that di not substaniially Impact ypon the pubiic

Cinterest and will not diminish its sphere. Hevertheless, thiz would bear watching under both

X

3ite managerant and choice arrangements and would need to remain & coneern of efficials at both
state and district tevels. Whether the accountability srrangements evolved o date - - the
assessinents facilitated by testing programs and deta collection - - could serve to suffic fently
protect the public's stake in public education remaing to be seen.

A second challenge that would bear walching iz whether the imterests of sigesds are

'.r

sutfigiently protected under site menagement and chotce conditions. Although youngsters would
of course formally continue to enjou whatever legizlative and judicial protections they

currently possess, it is conceivable that these would not receiwe as substantisl profectionin all

o
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site management and choice programs as under current cm.um.«.tdm.us (e reason 13 that
particularty under site management, what is sought is not checks a'md balances, but 3
preponderance of authority to lodge with the school. Thus, the overlapping of respon&nbiiiﬁes

which currently affords some protections might tend to disappear. Onecanalso envision
circymstances and programs 1n which children's rights could be systematically abirogated, for
instance in a4 program tending toward rigid control | aa defined by parents and teschers. One can
glso envision cireumstances under Which what should be educationsl entitlements might bw

isutfiviently regarded. Imaging, for example, a -Lhuulm witdch Tittle groendwork 15 1aid Tor

the later dexelﬂpment of higher intellecius mlls --1ie., inthis example, processes That are

C ruual but ;ae: h.’t]ﬁﬁ testable anly st some later da Schools of chodee as wall a2 zite

r‘sarmgement mi’iUU]:: could be subject io this sort of i1, By and targe, however, the right of

students to withdraw from a school and enrol] elsewhere might be expected fo function s a

strong deterrent to the tendency of argamzations o overicok the mights and desives of their

chienis.

$f - A third area of prospective challenge pertains to whether the integrity of technical kn 'axz’ga

and professional judgreent can be pridected under the site management and chelce arrangements.

would the participation of parents in & site management school, or the pcra,‘.:ar of parents ina

school of cholce, Jeopardize whether establizhed knowledge or professional discretion were

| w————

' permitted fo govern the sttuations calling for them? This 15 g matter of considerabie and

undersiandable concern to n-dur‘atufs although theres is little systematic evidence on {he

question, what there 15 is reassuring in relelion to such professional coneerns, &t leasi 5o far &3

.p g

zchools of chalce are concernad. Une of the conclusions reached with respect 1o the much-siudied

! _ Alum Rock choice demanstration wis that the power Enhancement ‘,F'l-'m‘“d to ?u\fur teatfier's

e fhan pm‘&nts 23 This would suggest that teachers’ ghility tu p:uir't T ?m: mcruqd!luh GH

rt might be strengthensd 1n refation to thess of parents, a5 well a8 16 absolute t2rms.
‘{J But professional educators must be concerned aboyt other matters as well, and a separate
question must be rajsed aﬁrju tws The right fare 43 wagear ners under sile managernent and

chnice. Ce tai nly under each of these arrangements, protections now usually assurad b

contractual agreement would have to be moditicd or otherwise hanaled. For example, the
[ A i’

individuai’s right te mp?&cﬂ %3 senior te:‘:x:her: within any sehoel ina prmﬂ of retrenchimant

15 not compatible with the autonamy of site management schools of with the pr Eiﬂurimmtlu

P —

integrity of schoals of © httli’E‘ iz not impossitle to retain such wagear ner quarantess under

each of the new structures under examination. But doing 20 10 a fashion consistent with those
- structures 13 g challenge that will need attention. '
e &7 5till snother challenge lies in the risk that site management and choite schools may become

~72
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institutions marked by majority tyranny. Insome respects, the sorts of protectianz miai nlal ned

outside the school should suffice - - the protections extsnded by state and dizirict peiicy, for

i

example, and by the courts. In another respect, however, they eannot, and either of these
structural reforms would introduce & real antinomiy. On the ane hand, Fessarch s yggests with
increasing force and clarity that strong value consensus and mission coherence contribute much

to schoo] effectiveness. The capacity to generate such agreerment 15 a aubstantial part of the

benefits of both the site management and the choice proposals. But af the same Hin i, gr:.r;ui e

dﬁferencﬁ and fF‘SDBﬁa?‘VERE“ﬁ ip all ’w‘hu ar& 3 sehiuol s l:DfH‘EﬂUPn‘iH at @ given mofment ; could

dﬂute that atmng agreement. I3 there a solution r ﬁ wth the educational bvau: itz and

 the individual rights which can thus stand st !eggerhe.cds. Some find 11 1n the choice

arriangement- the tradividual or Qroup cﬂmﬁ]‘uii g & dissatizfied minerity at one school fave the
prwﬂege and the oppartunity to leave it for another. But there may be other, Teds extreme

responses fo this challenge and 1t should be viewed a question for conzideration.

l;, «  Still another such guestion involves assuring certainmsorta of equity within schools of choice

Although such schools have proved effective instruments for Turthen nr.j equity concerns, they '
have g0 posad two kinds of equity challenges. The first iz how to aveid further ethnic and
e .

secio-economic segregation in schools that are chosen, given the koown correlations betwesn
such groupings snd child-rearing tendencies. Although thers have been exceptions, itis

well- known that middle class and affluent parents often select npen schools far their wungsters,

while working class and underclass parents gravitate toward back-to- basics and fundsmental
schools. Experience of several sorts suggests ways to avoid this kind of segregation by chojce:

experignce with respect to the way schoel themes are selectad and articylated, the wai schools of
A —— v

clwice are located, and the way they ste marketed. Dut this kind of equity convern 2 a challengs

which meeds 1o be addressed 16 a cheloe system,

7 - Another such challenge 15 one that has been variously labetted "the problent of the unchosen”

anmd "the problem of the inactive chooser, 24 Fips t, how can esch family be appriszed of the
choice appartum%g in zuch fashion that all are able and disposed to use 1t and to use i1 wisely?
Unfor tunatuiu thoze famﬂws mast prong to take rapid advantage of the choice optian are the

more educsated and well-to-do. Thus the interests of the less fortunate may need protecting in a

choice systerm.  ‘What happens in such a system to those youngsters whose familiss fai;ir:z

exercise the choice o EE“?‘ This becomes a challange because the temptation is 1o use these
gﬂﬁ-f;hﬁ&ﬁ&i’ﬁ te solve the sgedesr s problems (for example, by placing them in under-enrolied
programs). &nall-choice system that ended up with some schools filled with choosers afid
others populated solely by non-choosers would face real gquity problems,

There ¢an be comparable sorts of aquity problems o districts where some of the schools are

28
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achools of choice and others are not. Since the schools of choice ars likely to receive more
favprable Tunding, some have cried foul, even in districts where the differential is plainiy

marked a3 start-up funds anly, Even more Tundamental are the equity preblems raised by the

departure for schools of choice of youngsters whose families are active chousers, leaving

r:;ighharheod schools to the non-choosers. The staff of these schovls bas protested that the

consequence 13 an unfair, two-tiered system. The reply of choice advocates 13 that the

arrangement should bring benefits in the form of improvements aot just tg the sciwels of cholce,
T iy S R a3

but to 477 local achools. Nevertheless, thers remains a challengeto help asaurs the realization

of this kind of benefit.

A final r_:hallehge of 2 somewhat different order is alse worth mention. Bath the site

rraragement and chojce propozals entall different kinds of roles for formal iradership within

these schonls. As earlier nofed, a number of fresh responsibilities are addad for the principal of
4 site management schael. Such individuals need preparation that iz more ke that given now to
progpective district officials ~~ in addition to the preparation for instructional Teaderamp that

principals in other schools are expected to prwide.‘is The princi pals or direciors of schocls of

chiice alse need 1o be prepared for somewhat differant furchions. They may be cabled upen do
A aemmprren : .
perfarm more often a3 instructional and as symbolic teaders than mest principals sppesr fo

di-fft‘ with leadership functions generaliy becorning &t least as pronsunced a3 the management
functions more typicst of the principalship inather schoots.27 it is possible, too, thet this
preparatian challenge will not be restricted toleadership. It may-be that teachers in site

management schools and in scheols of choice need different sorts of preparation than teachers

typicatly recei'ﬁ‘:.;ﬁh At minimum, thiz i3 a question that needs f0 be examined carefully.

B

CONCEUSION
Thiz concludes our exarmimation of the two major propesals under most frequant discussion as
raodels for restructuring public schoels. Both stem from convictions aboyt despeeated and

pervasive school problems. The demand for restructuring is precise }g ademand for fundamental

ny

-and thorsughgol g change - - a3 opposed to miner tinkering with and adjusting of what is there,

ar perhaps making a few additions 1o cover newly perceived gaps. Inatesd, e very fieani ng of

_ fhe ferm Kz ?f&ﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁ{} ivotves 3 new beginning from the start, a ul} redoing or re- 7:.wm‘1 g

cmd re-creating. Many are insisting today that nothing short of such extensive ever hauling can
bring the necessary improvements in schools.

Such an interpretation of the challenge stems from the conviction that today's public schools

are | in profound difficulty. &tiis core there uquallg ligs a pereaplhion of axtreme mi Jungnment

tsetw-:en sthools and their envirenments. As we have tried to zuggest, some of those demanding
25




restructuri hg are most concerned about the mi:,ahun ment between the scheol and {13 exieraal
political environment -~ V.2, the expectations of parents and communitias and of the larger
politicat systern. Other restructure demands corme from those emphazizing the achool s infernal
enviropment and its misalignment with the adults who staff schools and the youngatars who
attend them. Both these misalignments, 1t is thought, call for a rethinking of the most
furdamendal qualitiss of schools: What is their charge and muszian® How cught they go sboiud
pursuing it daily? What kinds of tasks need doing in 8 scheel, and who ooghl Lo b respansible

Tor them? How ought the while process be arganized and contralied”?

ppp—

YWe have examined the replies 1o these questions reflected in tﬁd&i; 3 twg I"EEIUT-E:ALUI"‘ERQ
models, and we have juxtaposed their replies to the replies implicit in present schosi gsr-actita.
Detaited examingtien of the two models reveals that neither would be undertaken with full
assurances of without challenges. ‘whether sither the site managernent ar the siheal of chajoe

proposal could accomplish the sorts of fundamental recens tmm g af schoals that restrusturing

advocates seek would depend upon the details of the plans in each case. Both arz multi-faceled

pmpar_\als - - a3, indeed , adequais response to multi-faceted problems must be. The result,

howaver, i thet either proposal can be defeated by elitai pating Trom the adoption plan one or

mare of the Tacels requisile 1o success. Movemver, any restruciuring proposal s Hisly to

mirﬁdure chargeteristic challenges of 113 ewn. They may be giftzrent challenges than those pose

by current arrangement, and there may even be improvement potentisl in exchanging he

present zet or a new set; but any orgar nha?im‘rl '5'1 Cofies with 143 aw r'i:- .:' and the two

conzidered here are not exceptions. Ta tha:.e hﬁ‘u-‘r%fer w’hﬂ urge sehogl restructuring, the
situstion is dire rm}ugh -- and the present difficulites profound endugh -~ &5 maks sueh risks

wirt th taking. Site manag:mr.er:é or chojce, they hape, will alier the schaol's presest minimally

sroductive relationship o 115 environment.
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