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Abstract

Decentralization and accountability have been two major themes in educational
administration reforms in mainland China since the 1980s. They continuc to loom
Jarge in the agenda ol educational reforms in mainland China. Therefore,
understanding how Chinese schools operate in the reform context is important for

policy making. However, empirical studies on the issue remain scant.

To improve our understanding on the issuc, one line of inquiry is to probe into the
micropolitics in schools as they respond to the reforms. The perspective on school
micropolitics examines how people articulate and reconcile their difterences in
interests within the formal and informal power context of schools. [t points to a basic
problem for the school organization: how (o bring together people with different

interests to work toward a common goal?

This study inquires into school micropolitics in the context of reforms for
cducational decentralization and accountability in mainland China. it focuses on the
principals, middlc managers, and teachers in public secondary schools in City G,
which has been a pioneer in implementing the reforms since 2003. It seeks to unveil

what micropolitics in the schools is like and why.

According to the empirical context of City G and the theoretical discussions in the
related literature, thrce schools have been sampled based on two dimensions. One
dimension is whether a school is a municipal school or not; the other the
competitiveness of a school in the local school system. Ethnography methods have
been used (o probe into the micropolitical cultures of the sample schools, that is, to
reveal the ways people in the schools define and deal with micropolitics.
Semi-structured, in-depth intervicws have been conducted with 46 participants with

different backgrounds (gender, subject, position, scniority, Party membership,



teacher representative or not). Participant observations have been made in otfices and

internal meetings. Abundant relevant documents have been gathered.

The interpretaton of the data has pointed out that a pattern of status-centered
micropolitics permeates in the sample schools. Status refers to one’s relative standing
symbolically recognized by supcervisors (lingdao, ') and co-workers for one’s
role performance as a tcacher or middle manager in a school. While micropolitics
focusing on money and on curriculum and pedagogy can also be detected in the
sample schools, money and issucs of curriculum and pedagogy are of lesser concerns
to the participants. The study has also revealed varietics of strategics that are
employed by the participants within the power plays of status, money, and
curriculum and pedagogy. It has shown that participants” central concern on status
shapes the features of the strategies they use in micropolitics of status, moncey, and

curriculum and pedagogy.

The study further suggests that status-centered micropolitics could be accounted for
by contextual factors such as the performance-based evaluationism in the schools,
the ambiguity in performance evaluations, the peculiar nature of tecachers’ work as
“liangxinhuo™ (K03, literally, “conscience work”), and employment security of
tcachers. Based on the findings, the study puts forth five propositions, which, taken

together, provide a general account of micropolitics in the schools under study.

The study has produced indigenous understanding of micropolitical perspectives of
people in public secondary schools in mainland China. It adds to the thin literature of
empirical studies on school micropolitics in mainland China. The pattern of
status-centlered micropolitics suggests that we recevaluate the importance of monetary
incentives in educational lcadership in mainland China. The pattern also holds
important mplications for policy makers, school practitioners, and designers of

professional training programs in mainland China.
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Chapter 1 Statement of the Problem

Surface harmony, or what one principal labeled ‘superficial harmony', can be
defined as a school projecting the illusion of harmony to outsiders and. further,
that this illusion is actually played out in the school in terms of overt behaviour,
such us through conflict avoidance. This does not indicate, however. that
disagreement and conflici do not happen in smaller forums and in different
wavs...the water appears calm but that this does not meun the absence of
ferment  below the surface. Such an atmosphere is  obviously ripe  for

micro-political activity. (Dimmock & Walker, 20005, pp. 128-9)

This study is on school micropolitics in the context of reforms for educational
decentralization and accountability in mainland China. It focuses on principals,
middle managers', and teachers in public secondary schools and examines how they
articulate and reconcile their ditferences in interests.

Two major arguments justify the study. The first is contextual and the second

theoretical.

First, we need to better understand how schools in mainland China operate in the
context of reforms lor educational decéntralization and accountability.
Decentralization and accountability have been two underlying themes in educational
administration reforms both in western devetoped countries and in mainiand China
since the 1980s (Brown, 1lalsey, Lauder, & Wells, 1997 Harvey, 2005. Hood, 1991,
1995). In fact, the two themes continue to loom large in China’s most recent plan for
educational reforms in the next decade (Ministry of Education, 2010). Knowing how

schools operate in the reform context is important for future policy making in

' People in many roles in the school organization perform duties of school management. This study
refers to all these people, except the principal, as “middle managers™. A middle manager may or may
not have the formal titie of “administrator” (xingzheng, fTH) in a public secondary school in
mainiand China.



mainland China. However, we only have a very thin knowledge base on the issue.
Most writings on school management in mainland China today arc prescriptive with
little empirical support. To fill in the knowledgc gap, indigenous empirical studies

are needed. The present study is such an effort.

Sccond, a micropolitical perspective is especially helpful for understanding how
schools opcrate as organizations. Organizations need to dcal with a basic problem:
how to bring together people with different interests to work toward a common goal
(Ball, 1987; Clegg, Courpasson, & Phillips, 2006). The prablem is particularly acute
in schools, where teacher autonomy and poorly-defined goals and mcans make
coordination chaillenging (Bidwell, 1965; Iloyle & Wallace, 2005; Weick, 1976). A
micropolitical perspective focuses on how people in schools handle the basic
problem of different interests. It asks how cach player realizes its interests within the
formal and informal power context of schools. Micropolitical inquiries promise to
disclose the mundane reality of school operation (Bali, 1987; Blasé & Blasé, 2002)
and inform school improvement efforts such as motivating teachers (Blasé &
Anderson, 1995) and training practitionefs (Hoyle & Wallace, 2005; Kelchtermans &
Ballet, 2002; Ouyang, 2000). Despite its importance, research on school
micropolitics is underélcveloped‘(Blasé & Blasé, 2002; Flessa, 2009; Mawhinney,
1999). This study secks to add to the field and improve our understanding of Chinese

school organizations.

This chapter has five sections. Section one explicates the above two arguments in
detail, first the contextual one then the theoretical onc. It further justifies the research
que;stion. Section two and three explain the purpose of the study and break down the
research question. Section four and ﬁ.ve discuss the significances and limitations of

the study.



1.1 Rationale of the study

1.1.1 Contextual underpinnings

This part discusses the context of educational administration reforms in western
developed ca:)ur}’tricsI and in mainland China and thereby shows why it i1s important

&
to study school micropolitics in the reform context.

The discussion of western reforms and studies here serves two purposes. First, it
situates the study in a broader picture and argues for its significance. Second, 1t
points out the close link between decentralization and accountability reforms and
school micropolitics. The close link partly explains why this study takes a

micropolitical perspective to study school operation in the reform context.

Decentralization and accountability have been two major themes of educational
administration reforms in western developed countrics since the 1980s. To respond to
the economic crisis in the 1970s and to become more competitive in an increasingly
globalized market, western countries adjusted the way they managed
public service (Brown et al., 1997; Harvey, 2005; Hood, 1991, 1995). Leaders in
countries such as the U.S., England and Wales, Australia, and New Zealand argued
that the state should refrain from directly providing public service. Rather, it should
focus on setting up regulations and standards, providing support, and monitoring
performance. People operating at lower administrative levels should have more
autonomy; where possible, market mechanisms of competition should be used to
improve efficiency and quality of public service. The government should develop
explicit performance measures and quality standards and use them to monttor how
well service agencies arc doing their job. In short, the role of the state should be
steering from afar. These reform ideas had pervasive impacts, although to different

extents in different sections and countries.

! The use of words such as “west” or “western” in this paper does not indicate homogeneity but a
generally similar trend among countries such as the U.S.A., the UK., Australia, New Zealand, and
Canada (Dimmock & Walker, 2000; Pollitt, 2001).



Education was no exception. Seen as a crucial contributor to national
competitiveness and cconomic productivity, education has drawn substantial reform
attention (Murphy & Beck, 1995). The worsening economic situation led people to
ask: what’s wrong with our schools and cducational system? How to make schools
better? Decentralization, accountability, and quasi-market mechanisms have been
used 1o make schools and school districts more effective and efficient in delivering
what people want from education (Ladd & Zelli, 2002). Prevalent were reform
initiatives following these ideas. Some notable examples included local
Management of Schools and school inspection system in England, School-Based
Management and the No Child Left Behind Act in the U.S.A., and Schools of the
Future program in Victoria, Australia (Blackmore, 2004). The basic idea was that
schools should compete in a quasi-market as relatively autonomous units for funding
and enrollment. The government should evaluate schools with output measures.
Indeed, output-based accountability reforms have been so pervasive as to make an

“accountability age”.

The twin themes of decentralization and accountability have also been prominent in
the educational administration reforms in maintand China since the 1980s'. A
milestone policy document was Reform of China's Educational Structure — Decision
of the Communist Party of China Central Committee issucd in 1985 (Communist
Party of China, 1985). In the document, leaders criticized that the old way of
cducational administration in mainland China was too centralized. The central
government funded the national education and made largely uniform decisions for ail
regions; the government controlled school operation in a strict and detailed way. The
leaders argued that the central government should let local authorities have more

responsibilities in funding and managing education. This way, the central

! Table 2.1 summarizes educational decentralization and accountability policies issued by the central
government in mainland China since the 1980s. These policy documents are selected because of their
milestone significance.



government could ease its financial burden and leverage various channels of
resources to expand educational provision. As for government-school relationship,
the leaders suggested that the government should allow schools more operational
autonomy and play the role of macro management. These ideas of decentralization
have been repeated and emphasized in later major policy documents (Communist
Party of China and State Couﬁcil, 1993, 1999; Ministry of LEducation, 2010; State
Council, 2001).

Along with decentralization, educational accountability has also been top on the
agenda of educational reforms in mainland China. As early as in 1993, a major
ccniral policy asserted that quality standards and evaluation indices should be
established for all levels of education; school inspection should be strengthened
(Communist Party of China and State Council, 1993). It was also suggested that
incentive and competition mechanisms should be introduced to the recruitment and
management of school personnel to improve educational quality and efficiency. This
concern on quality and accountability continued in later policy documents
(Communist Party of China and State Council, 1999; Ministry of Education, 2008a,
2008b, 2010; State Council, 2001). Various measures were introduced:
contract-based teacher employment, performance-based pay for teachers and
principals, ranking schools based on school self-evaluation and external school
review, just to name a few. Indeed, in a recently-issued outline for educational
reforms in the next decade, establishing educational accountability systems was

explicitly highlighted as a major goal (Ministry of Education, 2010).

Admittedly, different regions in mainland China may have been carrying out the
decentralization and accountability policies in different degrees. But the policies do

reflect a general trend of educational administration reforms in mainland China.

Given the prominence of the reforms, students of school management in
contemporary China cannot neglect the context of reforms for educational

5



decentralization and accountability. They must understand well how schools operate
in the context of the reforms. Though not the only approach, a micropolitical lens on
schools is especially relevant to the context of reforms for educational

decentralization and accountability.

Reforms for educational decentralization and accountability often touch on school
micropolitics. Scholars have pointed out the theoretical link betwecn decentralization,
accountability, and power rclations. On onc hand, decentralization invoives
dispersing responsibilities and decision-making authorities from higher levels of
hierarchy to lower levels (Rondinelli, 1980; Hanson, 1998). On the other hand, in an
accountability mechanism, the party held accountable is required to provide an
account on how well it has done its job. This is often accompanied by sanctions and
rewards (Adams & Kirst, 1999; Ranson, 2003). Authority, reward, and sanctions are
closely related to power rclations, in which people influence one another to realize
their own interests. Therelore, reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability often touch on power relations among people in the educational
system. People in schools are not immune to this process. Indeed, as many scholars
emphasize, we should pay more attention to the environing context of schools when

we examine how people in schools interact.

The close link between school micropolitics and reforms for decentralization and
accountability is also demonstrated by empirical findings. For example, as studies
pointed out, when England’s Local Management of Schools devolved more authority
to the school level, principals seemed to gain more share of the authority than
teachers; the gap between principals and teachers seemed to widen (Whitty, Power,
& Halpin, 1998). Other studies suggested that under increasing accountability
pressures to deliver student performances, many principals tended to make more use

of formal procedurcs to control teachers’ work (Conley & Glasman, 2008).

However, to date, western studies dominate the literature on school micropolitics in
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the context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. We know
little about what the case is like in mainland China, whose context differs much from
the west. Admittedly, reforms for educational decentralization and accountability in
mainland China look similar to western ones. However, we cannot simply assume
that what people found in western schools holds in mainland China. As many
scholars assert, social context plays a big role in shaping how people in schools act
(Dimmock & Walker, 2000). Given the unique cultural, political, and economic
context in mainland China, we need to examine school micropolitics in the specific

context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability in mainland

China.

In sum, reforms for educationai decentralization and accountability have been
prominent both in the west and in mainland China over the past decades. To inform
future policy making in mainland China, we need to understand how schools operate
in the reform context. For this end, a micropolitical perspective seems particularly
relevant. As theoretical discussions and empirical studies in the west have suggested,
reforms for decentralization and accountability are closely related to power relations

in schools.

1.1.2 Theoretical underpinnings

“Power is to organization as oxygen is to breathing” (Clegg et al., 2006, p. 3). To
understand the nature of an organization, that is, how an organization operates, we
must understand the power relations among people in the organization (Blasé¢ &
Blasé, 2002; Morgan, 1986; Perrow, 1986). Why is it so? Because the power
perspective points to a basic problem all organizations have to address: how to bring

together people with different interests to work toward a common goal?

Organizations are tools created by people for some ends. To realize the ends, people
in the organization need to coordinate their actions. They usually do not finish thetr
tasks all by themselves but rely on the cooperation of others in the organization.
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However, the cooperation of others is not guaranteed: people in an organization often
have different intercsts due to their different backgrounds, needs, ideological stances,
group affiliations and so on (Brass, 2002; Clegg et al., 2006; Hoy & Miskel, 2008,
Pfeffer, 1981, 1992). Therefore, to get their work done, pcople in organizations often
have to use their power to influence others. By looking at the way people in an
organization pursue their interests with power, we will learn much about the internal

workings of the organization.

While a power perspective is important for us to understand organizations in general,
it is especially useful for us to understand school organizations in particular. This is
so because the above-mentioned coordination problem is especially acute in school
organizations. On one hand, it is hard for school managers to control the work of
teachers, who often teach alone in classrooms (Bidwell, 1965; Weick, 1976). On the
other, schools often have poorly-defined goals and means (Hoyle & Wallace, 2005).
The ambiguity leaves much room for debate and conflicts. A careful analysis of the
power relations in a school can tell us a lot about how the school organization

handles the coordination problem and really operates.

In particular, we need to examine power relations among the principal, middle
managers, and teachers in the school. These people deserve our special attention,
though other parties such as students also engage in school micropolitics. As many
studies have wel! shown, teachers who directly interact with students are the most
important factor in determining how well schools perform (Day, Sammons, Stobart,
Kington, & Gu, 2007). What teachers do and how they do it impact what students
learn and how well they learn it. Likewise, studies have demonstrated that
principalship matters for what happens in schools (Leithwood, Day, Sammons,
Harris, & Hopkins, 2006; Leithwood & Duke, 1999; MacBeath & Dempster, 2009).

Middle managers play a large part in the top-down and bottom-up communications.

The three parties often need to influence one another. For instance, to mmprove
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student learning, the principal needs to influence teachers, who directly face students;
to realize their interests, teachers need to influence the principal, who stands at the
nexus of the school community and often has various resources at hand. Given the
importance of the three pariies, what happens among them may have big impacts on
the school. Indeed, research suggests that principal-teacher power relations impact
many things such as teacher morale, teachers’ job satisfaction, and student learning

(Blasé, 1993; Blasé & Anderson, 1995; Greenfield, 1991).

Despite its importance, research on school micropolitics remains underdeveloped
(Mawhinney, 1999; Bacharach & Mundell, 1993). Some scholars point out that
current discourse in educational leadership and management emphasizes efficiency
and results and downplays differences in interests among people. Therefore, a
micropolitical perspective, which focuses on differences in interests, only receives
limited attention (Flessa, 2009). As for the available studies on school micropolitics,
many of them, internationally and in mainland China, are anecdotal descriptions and
add little to our understanding of school organizations. Besides, confusions on the
concept of power also thwart the development of the field (Bacharach & Mundell,
1993; Me_)len, 1995; Webb, 2008).

The reforms for educational decentralization and accountability in mainland China
create opportunities to study school micropolitics. The reason is that the reforms
introduce changes into the work context of people in schools; the changes have the
potential 1o disclose the hidden part of school micropolitics (Ball, 1994). Contextual
changes disturb the old ways of working; people in schools need to interpret the
shifting environment and develop strategies to respond to it. The dynamic process

may bring to the surface what’s usually under water in school micropolitics.

In sum, while a micropolitical perspective is important for us to understand school
organizations, the field of schoo! micropolitics remains underdeveloped. We should
make use of research opportunities created by reforms for educational
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decentralization and accountability in mainland China and study schoo! micropolitics

in the reform context.

1.2 Purpose of the study
The purpose of the study is to examine school micropolitics in the context of reforms

for educational decentralization and accountability in mainland China.

Specifically, the study secks to unveil how people in Chinese schools' address the
basic problem of different interests in their work relations. When there is a difference
in interests among people, as there often is, how do they use their power to influence
one another to realize their own interests? What are their actions and strategies? Also,
the study is to understand the thinking of people behind their actions and strategies:
how they perceive their interests, the role of themselves and others, their work

context, and the reforms.

In this way, we can learn about what people in Chinese schools think and do in their
power relations. This will shed light on the internal workings of Chinese school
orgar—lizations, where differences in interests and the use of power are pervasive. Also,
the study will show how schools operate in the context of reforms for
decentralization and accountability and thereby inform future policy making in
mainland China. Given the prominence of the reforms, studies on school
management in contemporary China cannot neglect the reform context if they are to

be relevant to practice.

Within mainland China, the study focuses on public secondary schools. Public
schools are the dominant majority in mainland China. Therefore, a focus on them
makes the study more relevant to practice. The focus on secondary schools is also

due to the purpose of the study.

! In this study, the term “Chinese school” refers to public secondary schools in mainland China.
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On one hand. secondary schools are generally under more accountability pressure
than primary schools. Therefore, secondary schools better fit the research pyrpose,
which is to examine what happens in schools in a context of increasing accountability.
Students in sccondary schools, but not in primary schools, need to take high-stakes
tests in their {inal year. How well its students perform in the tests greatly influences

the reputation of a secondary school and the resources it can get in the future.

On the other hand, the coordination problem is more serious in secondary schools,
which are generally more departmentalized than primary schools. This may create
more need for people in secondary schools to use power to realize their interests.
Therefore, secondary schools are more informative for my purpose of seeing how

people in schools articulate and reconcile their differences in interests with power.

Guided by its purpose, the study raises the following research questions.

1.3 Research questions
The study focuses on public secondary schools in mainland China which have been
experiencing reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. It asks

three main questions on the schools:

1. What is micropolitics in the public secondary schools like?
2. Why is micropolitics in the public secondary schools the way it is?
3. What are the commonalities and variations among the schools in terms of

micropolitics?

1.4 Significance

1.4.1 Theoretical significance

First, the study will add to the empirical knowledge base of school micropolitics in
mainland China. Despite its importance, the field of school micropolitics remains
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infant in mainland China. Most writings on the issue arc prescriptive cssays with
little empirical support. The study is one of the few starting steps to build up an

cmpirical base in the field.

Second, the study will improve our understanding of Chinese school organizations. It
focuscs on three important types of actors in the organization: the principal, the
middlc managers, and the teachers. In addition, it digs into a basic problem in the
organization: how the three parties deal with their differences in interests within the
formal and informal power context of the school. The study will show not only what
pcople do in their micropolitical interactions but also why they do what they do. As
such, the study will shed light on how things get donc in Chinese school
organizations. Put differently, the study will help us understand how Chinese school

organizations get organized and operate they way they do.

Third, the study will contribute to our knowledge on educational leadership in

mainland China. In this study, lcadership is not seen as something resting in one

individual but as something co-constructed by leaders and followers in their

interactions. In partiéular, the study examines a basic aspect of their interactions:

how leaders and followers confront their differences in interests. With this
¢

micropolitical perspective, we will see an important facet of educational leadership

in mainland China.

1.4.2 Practical significance

On one hand, the study will help educational practitioners reflect on their work. The
study will show how the principal, middle managers, and teachers in the sample
schools perceive and deal with th;:ir micropolitical interactions. It will also seek to
explain the micropolitical interactions with various factors in their work context.
This way, the study will provide school practitioners with a clearer and broader
picture of their work relations. This can inspire them to reflect on what they do in

schools and how they do what they do.



On the other hand, the study will inform future policy making in mainland China.
Decentralization and accountability continue to dominate the agenda of educational
reform in mainland China. This study examines how schools operate in a context
shaped by past reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. As such,
the study promises to generate knowledge useful for policy design and

implementation.

1.5 Limitations

The study recognizes a number of challenges and limitations.

First, there is the risk of relying too much on western concepts and theories. At
present, we see little indigenous research on school micropolitics in mainland China.
Therefore, the study turns to western literature for useful ideas in the early phrase of
exploration. However, western-based concepts may not fit a Chinese context
(Dimmock & Walker, 2000). Borrowing western ideas introduces the risk of being
dominated by existing western literature. The extreme case of the risk would be
finding things “similar”, only deceptively, to what scholars have found in western
schools. To minimize the risk, the study will take great care in using the
western-based theories. It will only use western literature as a “sensitizing” lens and
initial guide, Insisting on a flexible and open approach, the study will strive to delve
into the meaning world of people in local Chinese schools. One way to do this is to
’*ﬁQy particular attention to the terms and phrases that have a strong local flavor. They

will be given special attention during data collection and analysis.

A second limitation has to do with language. The nuances of the concepts used by the
research participants, who work in Chinese schools, may be partially lost when [
translate the concepts from Chinese to English in writing up the report. To address
the problem, I will provide the original Chinese statements when | cite the quotations.
This will help readers assess to what extent the problem has impacted my arguments.
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A third timitation of the study is generalizability. The study secks to uncover the deep
and rich meanings pcople in Chinese schools attach to their micropolitical
interactions. As such, it takes a qualitative approach and trics to understand the
perspectives of people through small scale, in-depth inquires. Also. the study will
focus on schools in a typical context shaped by reforms for educational
decentralization and accountability. For these reasons, the findings of the study are
limited to the schools under study. Though the findings can provide insights from a

particular angle, they may not be generalizable to schools elsewhere in mainland

China.



Chapter 2 Reform Context

The purpose of this chapter is to situate the study in its empirical context and thereby
argue for its practical significance. The chapter first shows that reforms for
educational deccntraiization and accountability have been prominent since the 1980s,
both in western developed countries and in mainland China. Then. it focuses on City
G in southern China and introduces its educational reforms since 2003. As the
discussion suggests, City G is a “typical casc” at regional level if we are to cxamine
school operation in the context of reforms for decentralization and accountability in

mainland China.

2.1 Reforms for educational decentralization and accountability: Western

countries

By discussing western reforms since the 1980s in public administration in general
and in educational administration in particular, this section highlights
decentralization and accountability as two central themes in the reforms. The part
first sets the reforms in their historical background and then shows what shapes they

took on.

2.1.1 Historical background: The evolving role of the state in the west

As Harvey (2008, p. 1) suggests, “future historians may well look upon the years
1978-80 as a revolutionary turning-point in the world’s social and economic history™.
Indeed, the role of the state in many western developed countries has evolved much

since then.'

' For the purpose of depicting the historical context, the discussion here draws on general agreements
among observers. However, it must be pointed out that many of the observations remain to be verified
by systematic empirical studies. In fact, given the complexity of the issue, people have yet to reach
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The years after World War II witnessed the rise of the welfare state in the west. To
different extent in different countries, the state was seen to have a responsibility to
provide “prosperity, security, and opportunity” (Brown et al., 1997, p. 2) for its
citizens through national economic growth. Sharing benefits with workers was
regarded as important for stable and long term progress of capitalist economy.
Therefore, state welfare programs burgconed. In particular, cfforts were made to
expand educational opportunity and promote educational equality. Besides creating a
facilitative social cnvironment for economic growth, the state aiso played a
prominent role in directly pushing cconomic growth, often with the aid of Keynesian

fiscal policies.

While this model of welfare state hclped deliver economic growth in its early days, it

gradually showed its limit, especially during the 1970s.

The 1970s brought us the OPEC oil embargo, recession, and stagflation, the
fiscal crisis of the state’ (O’'Connor, 1973)—embodying the ‘cultwral
contradictions of capitalism’'—and the beginning of a massive restructuring of
the world economy. Western nations found themselves increasingly unable to
compete with the new Pacific rim powers in manufacturing. As a consequence,
the West began the painful transition from economies centered on manufacturing

to ones centered on the service and information industries. (Boyd, 1999, p. 283)

The above problems brought tight budget, which bound the hands of the welfare state.
With limited financial energy, the state found it hard to sustain its welfare programs
at previous levels. Also, the state’s capacity as an engine driving economic growth

was called into question (Brown et al., 1997; Harvey, 2005).

final conclusions about the nature of the changes, the reasons behind, and the various implications
(Dale, 1997; Hood, 1991, 1995; Green, 1999; Pollitt, 2001).
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More importantly, the globalization of world economy fundamentally challenged the
model of the welfare state. As Brown et al. (1997) point out, the economic
foundation of the welfare state was national “walled” cconomy, in which major
business activities took place within the national boarder and thus the state had much
sway in influcncing the flow of capital and labor. However, as the “walled” economy
transited to world economy, capital flow could easily transcend national boundaries.
With cheaper transportation and communication, the multinational companies
became able to invest wherever they could get the most favorable conditions such as
lower labor cost. This forced nations, and regions within nations, to compete against
each other to attract capital investment and create employment opportunities.
Therefore, tax rates were lowered down, just to further tighten government budget;

state welfare programs were criticized and contracted.

With the role of the state in economic development and social provision declining,
the market ideology gained more and more popularity (Boyci, 1999). This has been
referred to as the rise of the Neo-Conservative (Levitas, 1986), the New Right
(Aronowitz & Giroux, 1986), or Neoliberalism (Harvey, 2005). Margaret Thatcher,
taking command of Britain in 1979, and Ronald Reagan, elected president of the U.S.
in 1980, were leaders in this movement. They instituted the market ideology in their
reform initiatives and propelled its diffusion to other western nations such as

Australia, New Zealand, and Canada. To reduce the fiscal burden on the state,

policy responses have aimed first and foremost at greater budgetary restraint
pursued in a variety of ways: the downsizing of public-funded organizations;
corporatization and privatizing strategies; deregulation; and asset sales

programs. (Peters, 1992, p. 269)

In a Neoliberal design, the state should withdraw from many of the areas that it
previously engaged in. The role of the state was to create an institutional framework,

characterized by elements such as private property and legal regulation, to support
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the functioning of the free market. Beyond this, the state’s intervention in the market
should be kept to the minimum (Harvey, 2005). This belief in the virtue of the market
combined, uniquely, “with a traditional conservative view that a strong state is
necessary to keep moral and political order” (Brown et al. 1997, p. 19). In particular,
given the tight budget and fierce global competition, the state was expected to drive
efficiency, productivity, and public accountability with instruments such as
performance indicators and quality audit. As will be shown below, these idcas have
profoundly reshaped public administration in general and educational administration

in particular.

2.1.2 Western reforms in public administration

In terms of public administration, observers have pointed to the rise of New Public
Management (NPM) in major western developed countries since the 1980s (Hood,
1991, 1995; Kettl, 2000). In general, at the level of policy discourse, the nations
seemed to have been converginé in the way they manage public services (Pollitt,
2001). Admittedly, in their practices, different countries might be carrying out the
NPM talking to different extents (Hood, 1995). However, the concept can help us get

some flavor of the trend of change in public administration.

Hood (1991) lists seven doctrine components of NPM:

“Hands-on professional management” in the public sector; aq
Explicit standards and measures of performance,

Greater emphasis on output controls;,

Shift to disaggregation of units in the public sector;

Shift to greater competition in public sector;

Stress on private-sector styles of management practice;

Stress on greater discipline and parsimony in resource use; (Hood, 1991, original

emphasis)

As Hood (1995, p. 94) further points out,
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the basis of NPM lay in...lessening or removing differences between the public
and the private sector and shifting the emphasis from process accountability
towards a greater element of accountability in terms of results. (Hood, 1995, p.

94)

Note how the two core ingredients of NPM closely resembled the above-mentioned
two aspects of Neoliberal ideology. On one hand, to improve the cost-efficiency and
quality of public services, NPM tried to make public service agencies more like
private suppliers rivaling against each other for customers. This often involved
breaking down the monopoly of state bureaucracy, offering more autonomy to
operational units through decentralization, and creating a quasi-market, in which the
-relatively autonomous units competed. On the other hand, NPM reflected
Neoliberal’s concern on public accountability. Using output standards and explicit
measurements, the state increasingly freed itself from detailed control of the
processes and operations of public service agencies. Yet, steering from afar, the state
still maintained the overall hold, and, in many cases, its control might even be

tightened (Dale, 1997).

2.1.3 Western reforms in educational administration

The above discussion shows how the changing global economy impacted the welfare
state and the way public administration evolved in the west in the second half of the
last century. To enhance their giobal competitiveness, wesiern nations increasingly
turned to a market ideology in managing economy and public services, dismantling
centralized bureaucracies to increase institutional autonomy and foster competition.
Meanwhile, the state held up outcome-based accountability as a central mechanism

to keep its control.

Similar changes have also been taking place in educational administration in those
nations (Adam & Kirst, 1999; Brown, 1994; Green, 1999; Whitty et al., 1998).
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Driven by global competition, the nations placed a growing emphasis on the quality
of education, which was linked directly to human capital and economic productivity.
In addition, the tight budget pressed for greater cost-efficiency in educational
provision. Those concerns, coupled with others such as disappointing results of
top-down reform initiatives (Murphy & Beck, 1995), led people 1o question how
educational service could be best delivered. In particular, the demand for reform in
educational administration escalated when school systems were blamed for
producing unsatisfactory test scores and thus contributing to the economic crisis in
the 1970-80s. Such a link between school reforms and economic changes was clearly

illustrated by the U.S. case:

No aspect of the environment has molded education over the past 15 years more
than the economy, more specifically, the perceived deterioration of our economic

well-being as a nation. (Murphy & Beck, 1995, p. 69)

Our nation is at risk. Our once unchallenged preeminence in commerce, industry,
science, and technological innovation is being overtaken by competitors

throughout the world. (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983,

p.5)

The 1980s will be remembered for two developments: the beginning of a
sweeping reassessment of the basis of the nations economic strength and an
outpouring of concern for the quality of American education. The connection
between these two streams of thought is strong and growing. (Carnegie Forum

on Education and the Economy, 1986, p. 11)

To respond to those challenges, the U.S., together with many other western countries
such as England and Wales, Canada, and Australia, iaunched a series of reforms in
educational administration. As suggested by many scholars, much similarity existed
in the policies of those nations (Whitty et al., 1998). Again, as when we look at pubic
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administration policies, we cannot simply assume that policy convergence represents
practicc convergence. However, from the common elements in policies, we can

detect a general trend.

Just as in the case of public administration in general, in educational administration
in particular, Neoliberal ideology has figured prominently in the reform initiatives
since the 1980s (Brown et al., 1997, Leithwood, Edge, & Jantzi, 1999). Such reforms
as there were generally emphasized the virtue of market competition in enhancing
service quality and cost-efficiency. Through decentralization measures, local
authorities and, in many cases, schools were allowed more autonomy in
administrative matters such as finance and personnel. Not unusually, a quasi-market
was created so that parents could choose between different schools, whose funding
from the government then depended on how many pupils they can attract. Another
side of the Neoliberal ideology, the concern about quality and public accountability,
also played out. Besides exposing schools to market pressures, the state increasingly
focused on student performance as the basis to evaluate schools (Barker, 2008,
Blackmore, 2004; Carnoy, Elmore, & Siskin, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 2004; Marks
& Nance, 2007; Whitty et al. 1998). In fact, the shift from a concern on input factors,
such as teacher training and material investment, to output, notably student
performance on standardized tests, characterized a general transition of educational

accountability policies in many western countries.

The pervasiveness of decentralization and accountability efforts in educational
reforms is evident when one scans the policy initiatives of western nations. For
example, afler reviewing the educational reforms in England and Wales, Australia,

New Zealand, the USA, and Sweden, Whitty et al. (1998) conclude that:

The above discussion...suggests considerable congruence in the policies we are
considering...This decentralization via the market is also articulated with
Justifications of quality and efficiency, drawing on the discourse of the new
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public management with its emphasis on strong school management and
external scrutiny — made possible by the development of performance indicators
and competency-based assessment procedures, reinforced in many cuases by
external inspection. These developments in education policy reflect a broader
tendency for liberal democracies to develop along the lines of what Gamble
(1988) has called the ‘strong state’ and the ‘free economy'. (Whitty et al., 1998,

p. 35, my emphasis)

Similarly, Moos, Krejsler, and Kofod (2008) note:

The situation for schools has changed markedly since the early 1980s in the UK,
the USA, Australia and Canada, and since the early 1990s in Norway, Sweden
and Denmark. Beginning at that point in time governments launched
neo-liberally inspired new public management reforms (NPM), involving the
decentralisation of finances and administration from the state to local
authorities or (o institutions...This has been coupled with a largely
neo-conservatively inspired interest in more centrally developed curricula and

standards for student achievements. (Moos et al., 2008, p. 343, my emphasis)

In sum, decentralization and accountability have occupied the primary attention of

educational policy makers in many western countries since the 1980s.

2.2 Reforms for educational decentralization and accountability: Mainland

China

Like western developed countries, China has also been promoting reforms for
educational decentralization and accountability. Table 2.1 shows how the major

policy documents since 1985 reflect the two themes.
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Table 2.1 Major Policies of Educational Administration Reforms in Mainland China

Since the 1980s

Year Document Release Measures to Reform Educational Administration
1985 | Reform of China's The state must solve a big problem: it is controlling
Educafional Structure -

Decision of the Communist
Party of China Central .
Committee  (Communist

Party of China, 1985)

the schools too rigidly on too many details. It should

focus on macro management, decentralize
authorities, and give schools more autonomy.

The central government should withdraw from
making uniform policies for all regi;)ns. It should
provide general directions, leaving local
governments responsible for basic education.

Schools should gradually implement Principal
Responsibility System. The school principal should
have authoriq‘f in making operational decisions and

take responsibility for them.

1993

Outline for China’s

Educational Reform and
Development
(Communist Party of China

and State Council, 1993)

The central government should withdraw from | .

making uniform policies for all regions. It should

provide general directions, leaving local
governments responsible for basic education.

The state must change the way it manages salary
levels. Currently, the central government makes -all
decisions. We should let the central government
play the role of macro steering and let local

governments and schools have more autonomy.
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Schools should implement Principal Responsibility
System.

The state should establish quality standards and
evaluation indices for all levels of education and
strengthen school inspection.

Schools should hire staff via public recruiting and
fair competition. They should specify the
responsibilities for every post and reward staff

based on their performance.

1999

Decision on Deepening

Educational Reform and

Quality

Education in an All-round

Promoting

Way (Communist Party of
China and lState Council,
1999)

The central government should withdraw from
making uniform policies for all regions. It should

provide general directions, leaving local

governments responsible for basic education.
increased

County governments should have

authority on educational funding, teacher
management, and principal appointment.
School staff should be hired via public recruiting

and fair competition.

2001

Decision on Reform and
Development of Basic
Education (State Council,

2001)

For the compulsory education in rural areas, the

central government should provide general

directions, and the local governments, particularly

the county level government, should take the major

responsibility.
The central government should give local
authorities and schools more autonomy in

developing curriculum.
Teachers should be hired via public recruiting. Their
performance should determine whether they will be

retained and ~ promoted. The hiring of school
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principals should also gradually be changed to this
way. The local governments should actively
implement Career-ladder-system (zhiji zhi, HRZ#ill)
for Principalf, in which the principal’s performance
leads to his or her “career ladder rank” and salary
level.

Local authorities should closely evaluate how well
high schools promote quality education and reward
good performers with the tile of Exemplary High
School.

2008

Guidelines on
Implementing  Merit

Pay System in

Compulsory

Education Schools
(Ministry of
Education, 2008a)
Guidelines on

Carrying Out Teacher

Performance
Evaluations in
Compulsory
Education Schools
(}\Ainistry of

Education, 2008b)

From September 2009, teachers in compulsory
education stage are to be evaluated based on their

virtue, teaching (further divided into moral teaching,

. academic teaching, research on teaching, and

préjfessional development), and management duties,
with an emphasis on workload | and actual
contribution.

Teachers with better evaluation results should
receive more share of the incentive merit pay (about
30% of the total salaries of all teachers in the
school) allocated to the school. The evaluation
results also impact teacher accreditation and
promotion.

Under the directions from local authorities, schools
should design detailed evaluation procedures, carry
out the evaluations, decide on how to allocate the
incentive merit pay among teachers, and seek

approval from their supervising authorities.

2010

Outline for

China’s

Schools should have real and more autonomy in
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Educational Reform and
Development: 2010-2020
(Ministry of Education,

2010)

operation. They should not be mere attachments
to the state. The regulation and provision of
education should be separated, with schools
managing themselves according to the laws.

The government should change its role from
directly intervening in school operation to
serving schools with legislation, funding,
planning, information service, and general
directions.

The government should improve educational
accountability systems and strengthen school
inspection. It should establish national standards
for educational quality and build up educational
quality assurance systems. It should make
different organizations to work together to
monitor and evaluate national educational
quality and regularly publish reports.

Schools should set up targets and manage their
operation accordingly. They s-houid look for
better ways to incentive teachers and improve
teacher performance.

Schools should implement Principal
Responsibility System and Career-ladder-system

for Principals.

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the policy documents.

Like what happened in the west, fiscal difficulty has been an important impetus for

Chinese government to turn to decentralization policies (Hawkins, 2000; Mok, 1997).

From 1949 to the late 1970s, mainland China adopted a mode of central planning in

-
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the management of virtually all affairs. Accordingly, in education, the central
government made decisions for all regions and funded education itself. However, in a
vast country like China, this mode put huge financial strain on the central
government. Therefore, since the early 1980s, along with its transition to a market
economy, mainland China has been decentralizing financing rcsponsibilities to local
governments and, in many places, to schools and local communities. In 1985, in
Reform of China's Educational Structure — Decision of the Communist Party of
China Central Committee (hereafler, the 1985 Decision) (Communist Party of China,
1985), it was stipulated that local governments should take the main responsibility
for managing basic education and mobilize their resources to increase educational
funding. It was emphasized that in a developing country like China, which had to
support the education of a huge population, multiple channels of financing must be
sought. Indeed, to make up the gap between government funding and school
expenditure, schools usually had to cultivate various sourcés of income. This might
include, as observed by many scholars (Delany & Paine, 1991; Wong, 2004, 2008),
operating school business and recruiting “out of plan” students, who scored lower
than the entrance requirement of the school but were willing to pay “sponsorship
fees” to the school. As schools had to bear more financial responsibilities, they also
gained more financial autonomy, though to a limited degree since the bulk of funding
was still controlled by the local government. As a related change, schools acquired

more latitude in matters such as student recruitment and internal management.

e 3

Besides pushing local governments and schools to take more financial
responsibilities, the /985 Decisior also highlighted the need to grant schools more
operational autonomy in a general way. It criticized the old management system in
which the government strictly controlled all aspects of school running in a detailed
way. In that case, as the /985 Decision argued, the schools became passive
attachments to the huge bureaucracy and lost opportunities and incentives to innovate.
The 1985 Decision suggested that the government should change into 2 macro
steering role in educational administration and devolve authorities to schools. Later
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policies have been repeating these ideas. For example, Outline for China’s
Educational Reform and Development (hereafter the 1993 Qutline) (Communist
Party of China and State Council, 1993) pointed out that schools should have more
autonomy on the matters of teacher salary. Indeed, in the Mcrit Pay System for
Teachers released in 2008 (Ministry of Education, 2008a, 2008b), schools were to be
responsible for designing detailed procedures for teacher evaluations, carry out the
evaluations, and decide on how to allocate the incentive merit pay among teachers.
Although the incentive merit pay only accounted for about 30% of the total salary of
all teachers in the school, this new system still represented a step in increasing the

say of schools in educational administration.

Among other measures, Principal Responsibility System was one way in which the
1985 Decision tried to give schools more operational autonomy. In this system, the
principal, with the aid of School Affairs Commitice, took the charge of school
operation. Also, schools should hold Teacher Staff Representative Meetings to
approve principals’ major decisions. This system aimed to relax schools from the
strict control of the state and Communist Party of China (CPC). Instead of taking
care of everything of school running, the 1985 Decision stressed, CPC functionaries

in schools should focus their attention on ideological leadership. ’

Besides decentralization, accountability has been another ungsrlying theme in
educational reforms in mainland China during the past decades. On one hand,
measures were taken to hold schools accountable. For example, the /993 Outline
suggested the government establish quality standards and evaluation indices for all
fevels of education and regularly inspect schools. Also, Decision on Reform and
Development of Basic Education (State Council, 2001) asserted that tocal authorities
should evaluate how well schools performed in promoting quality education and
grant exceptional titles to the good performers. On the other hand, teachers and
school principals were also held more personally accountable for their performance.
Teachers no longer enjoyed “iron rice bowl” (lifelong employment) as they did
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before the 1980s. Rather, they entered into contract-based hiring relations with
schools (Communist Party of China and State Council, 1993, 1999; State Council.
2001). Their performance, instead of seniority, increasingly determined their salary
levels and promotion opportunities. The reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers
showed this clearly (Ministry of Education, 2008a, 2008b, 2010). Similarly, school
principals had been held more accountable in many ways. One way has been the
Principal Responsibility System, which placed more responsibility along with more
authority on the position of the principal. In this system, the principal is the one to
take final responsibilities for sch?ol operation. Another way was the
Career-ladder-system for Principals (Ministry of Education, 2010; State Council,
2001). There, like the teachers, the principals reccived regular performance

evaluations, the resuits of which led to their “career ladder ranks™ and salary levels.

The twin themes of decentralization and accountability were clearly reflected in the
most recent major policy document, Qutline for China’s Educational Reform and
Development: 2010-2020 (hereafter the 2010 Outline) (Ministry of Education, 2010}.
As the title suggested, this policy document provided general directions for
educational development in mainland China in the next ten years. Therefore, it
deserves special attention. Even a quick reading shows that this policy continued the
themes of decentralization and accountability since the 71985 Decision. Like its
predecessors, it stressed that the government should withdraw from detailed and
direct management of schools and turn into playing the role of macro steering and
service. Schools should have morc and real autonomy on operational matters.
Meanwhile, to hold schools and people in schools more accountable, the government
should establish national standards for educational quality, strengthen school
inspection, monitor school quality indices, and publish regular reports. Schools
should set up targets and mange themselves accordingly, while teachers and school
principals should be constantly evaluated, with the results impacting their salary
levels. In short, as the 2070 Qutline suggests, mainiand China should go farther on
decentralizing authorities to schools and enhancing accountability.
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Admittedly, the above review only deals with policies issued by the central
government of mainland China. Different regions might have been carrying 0;1t the
policies or, as in the case of the 20]0 Qutline, will carry out the pblicy, in different
ways and to diﬁerent extents. However, the central policies still indicated the general

trend of educational administration reforms in mainland China over the past decades.

2.3 Reforms for educational decentralization and accountability: City G in

China

The study will be conducted in City G a city in southern China. The reason is that
City G has been a pioneer in promoting reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability reforms and therefore is a “typical casc” at regional level to answer

my research question.

" In 2003, government leaders in City G started an initiative to make the city one of the
first few cities to win the title of “Educationally Strong City” in the province. As part
of the initiative, a series of educational reforms were launched (see Table 2.2). The

themes of the reforms have been decentralization and accountability.

Decentralization mainly happened in salary reforms. Since 2003, the public schools
in City G have experienced two rounds of salary reforms, which shared similar

guiding ideas. Therefore, I only introduce the first one, namely, the 2003 reform.

Before the reform in 2003, teachers’ salary levels in City G, as in most other places in
mainland China, were determined by local educational authorities. Factors such as a
teacher’s occupational grade (zhicheng) and seniority could tell you how much the -
teacher carned. Schools could do little to cﬁange the salary level of a teacher,
whether the teacher performed well or not. This system, as many criticized, lacked
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flexibility and motivation. In 2003, The Municipal Education Bureau of City G
issued Implementation Measures for the Reform on the Allocation System in the
Schools in City G (Trial Edition) (The Government of City G, 2003a). This policy
divided teacher salary into two parts: fixed salary and fluctuating salary. The former
took into account lactors such as the teacher’s occupational grade and seniority and
would be calculated according to the general formula decided by local educational
authorities. The fluctuating salary would be allocated by the schools based on the
duty and performance of teachers. A budget of fluctuating salary was devolved to
school level according to the number of the staff in the school. The management
team were responsible to make detailed allocation plan, have the plan passed by the
Staff chresen}ative‘l 'Meeting in the school, and submitted the plan to its local
educational authority for final approval. Through this reform, the public schools in
City G got more room in adjusting the salary level of their staff. Note that the
cducational decentralization in City G is not to be cxaggerated: issues such as
curriculum and school personnel quota are still decided by the government. In other

words, the decentralization has been a real, yet limited, one.

The 2003 salary reform also embodied the idea of accountability, because the
purpose was to use differentiated salary o motivate school staff. Specifically, a
teacher’s fluctuating salary comprises post salary (gangwei gongzi, X1 T%) and
performance bonus (jixizo jiangjin, #i3( K. 4). Post salary was paid monthly,
according to the type, amount, ardd quality of one’s duty in the school. Performance
award was pdid every semester, according to one’s overall work performance. How
to evaluate teacher performance and decide the corresponding salary level was part
of the allocation plan to be made at school level. The idea of accountability was clear

in the policy document issued by The Municipal Education Bureau of City G:

The allocation of fluctuating salary must emphasize three principals. The first
principal is to favor the frontline teaching posts and important posts...The
second principal is to recognize the value created by staff when they work
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beyond normal load. These staff should gain reasonable reward for their extra
work. This can be done in various ways such as giving them compensation for
extra work. The third principal is to show how much contribution one has made
in one's post. For those who fail to fulfill their post duties and those who take
leaves of absence, their fluctuating salary should be deducted accordingly, For
those who perform outstandingly or make significant coniributions, their
performance bonus showld be increased. (P8l T 551195 K7 1~ R B, —
BIEE SRR IRNY...... 8 AR T & 1R IF )
AT FEL 1 Sk BAE T fERTF ()il 89 T 5, B R 58 L E
FR AR S CI PN 7 BEAR B . = R BRI i 5 T WA 35 ek
PBE /T R LTS5 1¥), LR IDAIRERT 50T 58 . Xt AL TN BRI TE L 0 57
B, DINAE 5. ) (The Government of City G 2003a)

From the above introduction, we can see that the salary retorm in City G in 2003
decentralized to the school level more authority in salary allocation and tried to
strengthen the accountability of teachers with differentiated salarics. Similar reform
measures became a national policy only after 2009. In 2009, the central government
issued a policy on the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers in the stage of
compulsory education. The government of City G responded to the 2009 central
policy by making a local version in late 2010. This is the second round of salary
reform in City G. It largely continued the ideas in the first round, that is, the 2003

5
salary reform.

The salary reforms in City G tried to enhance the accountability of school staff at a
personal level. That is, they targeted at individual persons and cvaluated how well
the individuals perform. Besides the salary reforms, the government of City G has
also been promoting other educational accountability reforms at a personal level. In
2003, the government issued Opinion on Reforming the Personnel System in the
Schools in City G (The Government of City G, 2003b). This policy changed the way
principals and teachers entered schools and how they were managed. In the old way,
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principals and teachers were assigned into schools by upper level bureaucracies.
They generally enjoyed lifelong employment described by many as “iron rice bow!™.
But in the new way, they needed to join public recruitment and compete for their jobs.
Principals needed to attain specific goals during their terms; Teachers signed
contracts with the schools. Both principals and teachers would be regularly evaluated.
How well they performed would impact whether they could keep their positions in

the next round of recruitment or contract renewal.

Another initiative in City G 1o increase accountability at a personal level was
Career-ladder-system reform for school principals. It aimed to improve school

management by changing the way principals are classified and rewarded.

In the old personnel system, principals were regarded as government officials or
cadres (ganbu, + {#), and were assigned administrative ranks by the local
government. Meanwhile, schools were defined as units (danwei, J4%) in a public
administration system and were also assigned administrative ranks according to their
scale and government affiliations. The administrative rank of a school usually
determined the rank of the school principal, which further determined the principal’s
irrcome and privileges. “For example, the principal of a provincial/municipal key
secondary school usually had an official status equal to that of the mayor of a county

while the principal of a county (district) key school equal to that of a deputy mayor

(Qian, 2009).”

The old personnel system for principals brought a number of problems (Chu & Yang
2002; Zhao, Xie, & Xu, 2008). On one hand, many principals oriented their effort
toward a career in government bureaucracy, which made them more responsive to
local government officials than to teachers and students. Indeed, the identity as
official cadres often led principals to adopt a bureaucratic style in school
management. That is, they expected or even demanded their staff to respect and obey
them and were reluctant to let staff join decision making. On the other hand, the old
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personnel system lacked incentive and flexibility. Since principals’ ranks were locked
with the largely fixed status of their schools, it was hard to motivate them to improve
school quality. It was even harder to relocate a strong principal to help a weaker
school. The reason was that the weaker school usually had a lower rank, which
further meant that the principal, if relocated to the weaker school, would have lower

salaries.

To address the above problems, in 2004, the government of City G replaced the old
personnel system for principals with the career-ladder-system (Guangzhou Daily,
2004; Guo, 2007; Liao & Wu, 2004; Peng, 2005). This reform redefined principals
from cadres to ordinary school managers and eliminated their official ranks.
Moreover, il evaluated principals on their educational thought, school operation,
instructional management, and student achievement. Based on their evaluation
results, the principals were grouped into five classes ranging from junior to first.
Those classes, coupled with other factors such as workload, would determine
principals’ income. According to the reform policy, the evaluations would be done
regularly and reclassify principals every time.! Well-performing principals would
have a chance for promotion, while principals getting poor results in evaluations
would be degraded. It was hoped that the new personnel system would encourage
healthy competition among principals and propel them to improve school

effectiveness and efficiency.

In short, the career-ladder-system reform put more accountability pressure on school
principals. It eliminated their cadre status, broke their stable privileges, and pushed
them to perform for higher ranks. Note that in implementing this reform City G has

also been a pioneer in mainland China; this is part of the reason why City G is a

" The first round of evaluation was done in 2004. According to the schedule sct up in the policy
documents, at least another round of evaluation should have been carried out since 2004. However, no
such evaluation has been done ever since. The Head of the Personnel Department of the Education
Bureau of City G indicated that the government had been reconsidering the way to evaluate principals.
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“typical case” for this study. Actually, as early as in 1999, a central policy document
put forth the idea of Career-ladder-system for Principals. Later policy documents
issued by the central government have also been repeating the idea (Ministry of
Education, 2010; State Council, 2001). However, only a few cities such as City G
have been implementing the. policy idea at a local level. In 2010, City G was chosen
as one of the two experimental sites in China to further explore how to use the

career-ladder-system to improve the performance of principals.

In addition to the above accountability initiatives that targeted at individuals in
schools, the government of City G has also been strengthening outcome-based
accountability at school level. One important measure was the Action Plan to
Invigorate Junior Middie Schools issued in 2004 (The Government of City G, 2004).
It proposed a series of performance indices (e.g., the ratio of students whose test
scores were above certain level), on which all public junior middle schools in City G
would be evaluated at the end of every academic year. How well a school performed
on the indices would determine its scores; thus, every school would get a total score.
The Education Bureau of City G would compile a report, which would rank all the
schools according to the total score and show detailed breakdown of the total score
for each school. Then, the Bureau would distribute the report to all the principals of
the public junior middle schools and their immediate supervisors. Also, the Bureau
would hold a meeting joined by the principals and their supervisors. In the meeting,
the Bureau would praise the schools that performed well on the ranking report. As 1
heard and saw in the field, people in the schools took the ranking very seriously and

regarded it as a key indicator of school reputation.

As for high schools, the case was similar. Student performance in College Entrance
Examinations (CEE) impacted schools’ reputation the most. People would compare
how many students in each school got admitted by universitiecs. Both the total
number and the prestige of the universities the students entered were important. The
information was easy to get, even for the general public. In fact, many schools,
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particularly the strong players, tried hard to let the public know their performance in

the CEE.

Table 2.2 Educational Administration Reforms in City G Since 2003

Year Reform Policy Measures

2003 | Contract-bascd Teacher Teachers need to sign employment contracts
Employment rather than enjoy guaranteed employment.

2003 | Public Recruitment of Principals are no longer appointed by local
Principals cducational authorities and enjoy safe

employment. Rather, they are selected through
public recruitment and need to fulfill specific
goals during their terms.

2003 | Performance-related Schools receive a budget of
Pay System for performance-related pay and devise their own
Teachers plans to allocate the budget among the staff.

Teachers get different levels of salaries based
on their duties and performances.

2004 | Career-ladder-system Municipal Education Bureau eliminated

for Principals

principals’ administrative ranks and cadre
status,

Put them under the management of Municipal
Education Bureau, who evaluates principals’
performances and decides their new

occupational grades, which are linked to their

salary levels.
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2004 | Action Plan to
Invigorate Junior

Middle Schools

Municipal Education Burcau uses a set of
performance indices to evaluate the schools
and scores the schools according to their
performances.

Ranks all schools according to the total scores
they get;

Praises and rewards the top ones on the
ranking list in a meeting joined by all
principals of public junior middle schools and

their supervisors.

2010 | National Merit Pay

System for Teachers

A budget of incentive merit pay (about 30% of
the total salaries of all teachers in the school)
is allocated to schools.

Under the directions of local authorifies,
schools should design detailed procedures for
teacher evaluations, carry out the evaluations,
decide on how to allocate the incentive merit
pay among teachers, and seek approval from
their supervising authorities.

Teachers with better evaluation results should
receive more share of the incentive merit pay
allocated to the school. The evaluation results
also impact teacher accreditation and

promotion.

Source: compiled by the author based on policy documents.
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Chapter 3 Theoretical Context

This chapter situates the study in its theoretical context. The chapter has two
purposes: to justify the research questions and to argue for my way to approach the

qucstions.

To achieve the two purposes, the chapter has five sections. Section one discusses the
definition of micropolitics. Section two argues that knowledge on school
micropolitics is important. With such knowledge, we can belter understand how
school organizations opcrate. We can also make our educational administration
practices and training programs more effective. Section three shows that the
prominent educational reforms of decentralization and accountability often touch
upon school micropolitics. However, we only have a limited knowledge on school
micropolitics in the context of the reforms. Section four demonstrates the lack of
such knowledge in educational research, both internationally and in mainland China.
It points out that the available literature on the issue is constrained by several
problems such as unclear understanding of the power concept. The section also
emphasizes that we should make use of the research opportunities brought by
educational reforms in mainland China to advance our knowledge. In the end, section
five addresses the problems of previous studies and discusses my way out of them. It
builds on previous literature, clarifies the key concept of power, and highlights the
important logic. Based on the discussion, the next chapter will suggest an initial

conceptual framework, which can sensitize my fieldwork and data analysis.

3.1 Micropolitics: A working definition

Micropolitical research of schools is a relatively recent endeavor. lannaccone (1975)
is credited as among the first to apply a micropolitical lens to study the interactions
of people in public schools. Since then, though a handful of empirical studies have
been done (Bail, 1987; Blasé & Anderson, 1995), the field of school micropolitics
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remains infant (Ball, 1994; Blasé, 1991; Blasé & Blasé, 2002; Flessa, 2009,
Mawhinney, 1999). Given that, also due to the complexity of micropolitical
phenomena, this study follows Blasé’s (1991, p. 11) suggestion that “a broad-based
working definition of micropolitics seems helpful at this stage”. Based on a
comprehensive review, Blasé (1991) proposes the following definition of

micropolitics:

Micropolitics refers to the use of formal and informal power by individuals and
groups to achieve their goals in organizations. In large part political action
results from perceived differences between individuals and groups, coupled with
the motivation 1o use power to influence and/or protect. Although such actions
are consciously motivated, any action, consciously or unconsciously motivaied,
may have political “significance” in a given situation. Both cooperative and
conflictive actions and processes are part of the realm of micropolitics. (Blasé,

199ic, p. 11)

Note that 1n this definition, both formal and informal uses of power are covered. This
is in line with the spirit of a broad-based working definition. While that is the case,
the “micro” pz.u't in micropolitics often refers to the more informal, subtle use of
pdwer. How do people in organizations pursue their interests in ways not explicitly
stipulated by formal rules? This is what usually occupies the primary attention of
students of micropolitics. In fact, as Hoyle (1986) asserts, micropolitics points to a

wide array of strategies and activities outside of the formal structure of management.

Micropolitics is best perceived as a continuum, one end of which is virtually
indistinguishable from conventional management procedures but from which it
diverges on a number of dimensions — interest, interest sels, power, strategies,
and legitimacy — to the point where it constitutes almost a separate
organizational world of illegitimate, self-interested manipulation. (Hoyle, 1986,
p. 126)
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Taking bargaining as an example, Hoyle (1986) indicates that bargaining is

more micropolitical to the degree to which it is implicit rather than explicit,
outside rather than inside formal structures and procedures, and draws on

informal resources of influence (Hoyle, 1986, p. 127).

3.2 School micropolitics deserves deep investigation'

This part bricfly outlines the importance of examining school micropolitics. It should
be noted that the perspectives outlined originate mainly from Anglo-American
contexts. As such they may lack a certain amount of explanatory power in a Chinese
society (Dimmock & Walker, 2000). Their use does not imply that there is no
discussion of organizational politics in Chinese contexts (Feng, 2005; Wu & Yan,
2007). However, there is little formal empirical work or organized debate readily

available in the literature, especially as it relates to schools.

The part first discusses the importance of studying school micropolitics for
understanding how schools operate. Then, the part shows that research on school

micropolitics can also inform educational practitioners and professional trainers.

3.2.1 A micropolitical lens is important for understanding scheol organizations

3.2.1.1 A micropolitical lens is important for understanding organizations in

general

A micropoliﬁcal perspective points to a basic problem all organizations need to
address: how to bring together people with different interests to work toward a
common goal? Micropolitical studies examine how people in organizations address
the problem and thereby provide unique insights on what happens in the

organizations.

' This part draws on some materials in Walker and Wang’s (201 1) chapter.
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People in organizations often have to deal with conflicts, potential or real ones,
among themselves. This is so because people in organizations are interdependent but
often have different interests (Brass, 2002; Clegg et al., 2006; Hoy & Miskel, 2008;
Pfeffer, 1981, 1992). Even in cooperative actions, people still need to handle their

differences in interests.

To realize one’s interests, one needs others to act in certain ways. One hopes that
others support one’s plan or, at least, not to stand in the way. However, others do not
necessarily approve of one’s goals or means. Not unusually, others have different
perspectives and preferences (Ball, 1987, 1994; Perrow, 1986; Weick, 1995).
Therefore, to achieve one’s purposes through the organization, one often needs to
handle the resistance of others. To prevail in the interaction, more often than not, one
has to use one’s power. This is due to the endemic uncertainty organizations work
within and bounded rationality of people (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993; Thompson,
1967).

The combination of uncertainty and bounded rationality (the fact that cognitive
processing limits make it impossible for any individual to make purely rational
decisions on the basis of complete information) makes it difficult to specify goals
and the means to achieve them. Because of this, the selection of goals, means,
and the cognitive logic that links them can easily become the source of political

activity within organizations. (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993, p. 427)

This way, micropolitics abounds in organizations, various partics using their power
to deal with others’ resistance and try to prevail. Out of these interactions come the
policies of the organization. These policies shape the organization’s daily activities

and “who gets what, when, and how” (Lasswell , 1936) in the organization.

Taking a micropolitical perspective, we examine how people in organizations handle
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their differences in interests. We ask: who are having different interests on what
issucs? Why do some resist others? How do those prevail manage to prevail? What
arc the implications for what the organization does? From this inquiry, we can lcarn
much about how thc organization operates. Indeced, as many scholars point out,
organizations, by nature, are unavoidably political entities. To fully understand how
they work, thereforc, they must be viewed as such (Blasé & Blasé, 2002; Flessa,

2009; Mintzberg, 1983; Morgan, 1986; Perrow, 1986; Pfefter, 1981, 1992).

We cannot make serious enquiry into organizations without an enguiry into
power. Power is inscribed in the core of organizational achievement. If it were
not, there would be nothing to remark on because, whether for good or evil, the
social relations that constitute organization, the collecting together and
coordinating of individual wills, endeavors, and energies, would not occur.

(Clegg et al., 2006, pp. 2-3, original emphasis)

3.2.1.2 A micropolitical lens is important for understanding school organizations

in particular

Two key features of schools make them especially open to micropolitical analysis

(Ball, 1987; Hoyle, 1986; Hoyle & Wallace, 2005; Malen, 1995).

The first is the structural looseness that accompanies high levels of teacher autonomy
(Bidwell, 1965; Hoy & Miskel, 2008; Weick, 1976). High levels of discretion leave
room for resistance. Schools leaders are therefore faced with complex issues of

control (Hoyle, 1986; Kelchtermans, 2007).

Teacher autonomy is reflected in the structure of school systems, resuling in what
may be called their structural looseness. The teacher works alone within the
classroom, relatively hidden from colleagues and superiors, so that he has a

broad discretionary jurisdiction within the boundaries of the clussroom. (Bidwell,
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1965, p. 976)

Bidwell (1965, pp. 974-6) argues that such structural looseness is rooted in the nature
of educational technology. As social organizations. schools are charged with the tasks
of passing knowledge and socializing children. Both tasks require intensive
interaction between an individual teacher and students. On one hand, such interaction
allows the teacher to tackle subtle variations in students’ capacities and their
day-to-day {luctuations. On the other hand, over longer periods of interaction, the
teacher and students may develop personal bonds, which may faciliate the teacher in
motivating students. These distinctive educational requirements demand the usual
temporal and functional division of labor in schools, which, in tur, leads to

structural looseness as depicted above.’

The second feature is the ambiguous nature of schools, especially in terms of their
educative and social purposes, and the diverse values which flow through them (Ball,
1987, Hoyle & Wallace, 2005). Schools operate with multiple yet poorly defined
goals and technologies. Unlike many other organizations, schools are open to
multiple sources of control: the bureaucratic authority of government, the
professional authority of teachers, and lay authority in the community {Ball, 1987,
Bidwell, 1965). As normative institutions, schools are rife for ideological dispute, the
intensity and diversity of which are uncommon in many other organizations (Ball,
1987; Hoyle & Wallace, 2005). Ambiguity in terms of control, purpose and means
induce and even encourage people to use micropolitics to promote or defend their

idéological and pragmatic postures.

In sum, a micropolitical perspective is critical if we are to understand organizations

in general, and schools and school leadership, in particular. With structural looseness

I To say that schools are particularly rich in structural looseness is not to indicate that they have no
tight bureaucratic control, Schools may be best seen as closer to the loose end in a continuum from
loose control to tight control (see Hoy & Miskel, 2008, pp. 122-4; Johnson & Fauske, 2005).
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and rich ambiguity, schools fit into a micropolitical frame particularly well. In other
words, we are not to neglect micropolitics if we are to make sense of how schools

work. Ball (1987, p. xi) notes:

to deny the relevance of micro-politics is in effect to condemn organizational
research to be for ever ineffectual and out of step with the immediate realities of

life in organizations. »
This is echoed by Blasé (1991, pp. 1-2):

The micropolitical perspective on organization provides a valuable and potent
approach to understanding the woof and warp of the fabric of day-to-day life in
schools. This perspective highlights the fundamentals of human behavior and
purpose...The micropolitical perspective presents practicing administrators and
scholars alike with fresh and provocative ways to think about human behavior in

schools.

3.2.1.3 Micropolitical interactions among the principal, middle managers, and

teachers are particularly important

The principal, middle managers, and the teachers are not immune to what’s discussed
above and also ofien encounter power relations in their interactions. In many
occasions, the principal relies on the teacher to get things done but the teacher may
resist the principal’s will. For example, the principal may believe that teaching to test
can produce high scores and enhance school reputation. However, the teacher may
object this idea and insist that students’ all-around development is much more
important than exam results. Therefore, the principal needs to find ways to deal with
the teacher’s resistance. Similarly, micropolitics may come into play when the
teacher seeks to realize some interests through the principal, who usually controls

various resources. With different perspectives, the principal may resist the attempt of
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the teacher.

Though power relations may happen among many stakeholders in the school
organization, micropolitical interactions among the principal, middle managers, and
tcachers deserve our special attention. The basic reason is that the three parties are
especially important for the operation of the school. After all, “schools depend on the
concerted eftorts ol administrators and teachers™(Marks & Nance, 2007, p. 28) to
excel. Middle managers play a large part in the top-down and bottom-up
communications. Therefore. studying micropolitical interactions among the three

partics can teach us particularly much about how things work in the school.

A well-developed body of literature on school effectiveness has attested to the
utmost importance of teachers for student learning in the school {Day, Sammons,
Stobart, Kington, & Gu, 2007). Compared with other factors such as material input
and textbook availability, teacher training and teaching quality play a more
significant role in shaping what and how much students learn. Similarly, research on
principalship has shown that principals matter for schools (Leithwood et al., 2006;
Leithwood & Duke, 1999; MacBeath & Dempster, 2009; Yu, Leithwood & Jantzi,
2002). Both qualitative cases (Leithwood, Harris & Hopkins, 2008; Murphy, 2008)
and quantitative evidence (Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2008)
demonstrate that what the principals do and how they do it impact school cutcomes
to a great extent. Specifically, Leithwood et al. (2008) show that principal leadership
account for 25% of across-school variation in student achievement, controlling for
student background factors. This cffect size is only second to that of classroom

teaching.

Given the importance of the principal, middle managers, and teachers, studying
micropolitical interactions among them promises to help us better understand how

schools operate. For example, studying principal-teacher power relations may help
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clarify the processes through which principalship impacts student learning. While
scholars generally agree that principals impact student learning mainly in an indirect
way (Hallinger & Heck, 1996), we have yet to fully understand what happens
between principalship and student outcomes. Admittedly, principal-teacher power
relations cannot lead us to find all the answers. However, considering Ihe_critical role
of classroom teachers, we have reasons to look more into how priilcipals influence
teachers and how that impacts student learning. Indeed, a comp;'ehensive review
points out that enhancing teacher motivation and commitment are important ways
principals shape student l;:aming (Leithwood et al., 2008). Also, various case studies
have shown how successful principals deal with power relations with teachers
effectively and thercby improve student outcomes (Busher & Barker, 2003; Wong,

2007). -

3.2.2 School micropolitics has important practical impacts

Besides improving our understanding of schools, studying school micropolitics may
also contribute to our practice in school management and training programs.

Studies have shown that micropolitics impacts many things in school management.
These include, among others, teachers’ commitment and morale (Blasé, 1993; Blasé
& Anderson, 1995), teachers’ micropolitical relationship with other teachers,
students, and parents (Blasé¢, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c), student learning (Greenfield,
1991), and bolicy implementation (Cibulka, 2001; Coburn, 2006; Kelchtermans,
2007; Smith & Rowley, 2005). For example, Blasé and Anderson (1995) found that
teachers had lower morale, trust, and performance when they work with principals
who are reluctant to share power. Other research indicates that lack of power in

decision-making harms teachers’ informal learning in workplace (I.ohman, 2000).

When it comes to significance for training programs, researchers also believe that

micropolitical perspectives can offer badly needed “micropolitical literacy” (Blasé &
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Anderscn, 1995) to educational practitioners such as principals and teachers.

A recurring theme in micropolitical writings about schools is that micropolitics itself
does not entail negativity (Ball, 1994; Clegg et a., 2006). In fact, politics is a neutral
tool and can well be employed 1o achieve positive school outcomes. Of course, it can
also be utilized by some to attack or even hurt others (Blasé¢ & Blasé, 2003).
However, in any case, only by mastering proper knowledge and skills can
practitioners effectively, and, hopefully, positively tackle the endemic micropolitics

in schools.

It is for this rcason that many scholars argue that teacher education and principal
preparation programs should include micropolitical training (Blasé & Blasé, 2002;
Chrispeels & Martin, 2002; Hoyle, 1999; Kelchtermans & Ballet, 2002; Ouyang,
2000). Such training may become more urgent as accountability policies expose
schools to more scrutiny from the public and potentially heighten the conflicts in
schools (Ladd & Zelli, 2002; Taylor, 2007). Actually, some scholars see micropolitics
as an antidote to the pressure brought by increased accountability and provide lists of

micropolitical strategies to practitioners (Hoyle & Wallace, 2005; Johnson, 2004).

In sum, a micropolitical perspective matters much, both for academucs and
practitioncrs in education. We should carefully study school micropolitics if we are

to understand and, hopefully, improve schools.

The structure and source of authority are important educational issues, both for
what they reflect about the way educational decisions are made and carried out
and for the way they reveal connections between schools as organizations, the
state, and society. At one level these issues have consequences for teaching,
teachers, school curriculum, and student learning, and at another level they
affect access to the opportunity structures schools provide. (Delany & Paine,
1991, p. 23)

47



3.3 A micropolitical lens befits the context of decentralization and accountability

reforms

How do schools operate in the context of reforms for educational decentralization
and accountability? While there are other ways to approach the question, a
micropolitical lens is particularly relevant. This section will first discuss this from a
conceptual perspective, examining the close link between the three concepts,
decentralization, accountability, and power. Then, the section will use empirical
findings to show that reforms for decentralization and accountability often touch on

power relations among people in schools.

3.3.1 Decentralization, accountability, and power relations: Concéptual links

3.3.1.1 Decentralization and power relations

Lauglo (1995) unpacks the general meaning of the word “decentralization” as

follows:

In spatial terms, to decentralise means to disperse objects away from a central
point. In current usage, the term decentralisation refers not only to that process
but also to the condition of objects being located remote from a centre...when
the concept is used to denote...the distribution of authority in organisations such
as national e(ducarion systems... centre' may still have a spatial reference...but it
refers mainly to the apex in a hierarchical authority structure in an

organization... (Lauglo, 1995, pp. 5-6, my emphasis)

It is decentralization in an organizational context that bears relevance to our
discussion. As Lauglo (1995) points out, decentralization in an organizational context
involves the process of dispersing authority from a center of authority. It can also

refer to the condition of authority distribution that results from the process. Here,
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from the general definition of decentralization, we see how it is closely linked to

power relations.

Specifigally, Rondinelli (1980) defines government decentralization in developing
countries. While he emphasizes that decentralization may take various forms in
practice, his definition highlights the link between decentralization and power

relations.

Decentralization is defined here as the transfer or delegation of legal and
political authority to plan, make decisions and manage public functions from the
central government and ity agencies to field organizations of those agencies,
subordinafe units of government, semi-autonomous public corporations,
areawide or regional development authorities; functional authorities,
autonomous local governments, or nongovernmental organizations. (Rondinelli,

1980, p. 137, my emphasis)

More specifically, Brown (1994) defines decentralization in educational
administration. His definition also points out the link between decentralization and

power relations:

Decentralization means the devolution of authority from a higher level of
government, such as a department of education or local education authority, 1o a
lower organizational level, such as individual schools. (Brown, 1994, p. 1407,

my emphasis)

A discussion of the classifications of decentralization measures further demonstrates
that decentralization entails important power implications. A widely noted
classification is %ed on the extent to which decision-making authority is transferred
to the lower organizational levels (Rondineili, 1980; Bray, 1999; Hanson, 1998).

Accordingly, decentralization is divided into three major forms:
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(1) Deconcentration: transferring tasks and responsibilities, but not authority, to
lower levels in the organization;

(2) Delegation: transferring of decision-making authority from higher to lower

hierarchical units, but that authority can be withdrawn at the discretion of the

delegating umit;

(3) Devolution: the transferring of authority to an autonomous unit that can act

without first asking permission.

Another classification is developed by Murphy and Beck (1995), who build on ideas
of some previous scholars (Brown, 1992; Ornstein, 1983). To Murphy and Beck
(1995), different types of decentralization imply varied locus of decentralized
authority, which should be the basis to classify decentralization efforts. Based on this
notion, their framework contains three types of educational decentralization to school
level: administrator control, professional control, and community control. In each
case, control of decision making authority rests in the hands of principals as
administrators, teachers as professionals, or parents and other community members.
Although, conceptually, other parties such as students may take hold of the
decentralized authority, Murphy and Beck (1995) maintain that these situations are

rarely to be found in practice and thus omit them from their classification.

While the above classifications are only ideal typical, they do suggest that
decentralization often entails implications for power relations. Indeed, insisting that
“any redistribution of authority is wrapped in politics” (Murphy & Beck, 1995, p. 55,
note 7), Murphy and Beck (1995) reject the term “political decentralization” coined

by some scholars (Brown, 1992).

3.3.1.2 Accountability and power relations

Based on dictionary definition, Leithwood et al. (1999) explicate the general

50



meaning of accountability:

...the quality of being accountable means being subject to giving an account,
being answerable, and capable of being accounted for. The term “account”
entails giving a report on, furnishing a justifying analysis or explanation,
providing a statement of explanation of one s conduct, offering a statement or
exposition of reasons, causes, grounds, or motives, or simply providing a

statement of fucts or events. (Leithwood et al., 1999, p. 13)

As Leithwood et al. (1999) further highlight, there may be different levels of
accountability. The party held accountable may be required to offer a description of
activities under its jurisdiction, explain why the actions have been taken, or, in the

highest level, make an argument to justify the appropriateness of the actions.

Though Leithwood et al.’s (1999) general discussion of accountability 1s useful, for
our purpose of examining educational administration, Ranson’s (2003) definition

may be more suitable:

To be accountable, conventionally, is to be “held to account”, defining a
relationship of formal control between parties, one of whom is mandatorily held
to account to the other for the exercise of roles and stewardship of public

resources. (Ranson, 2003, p. 460, original emphasis)

From Ranson’s (2003) definition, we can see a clear link between the concepts of
accountability and power. Essentially, according to Ranson (2003), accountability
installs 2 mechanism of “formal control” so that one party has formal power, that is,
authority (Scott, 2001), to demand certain “account” from the other party. Certainly,
in practice, accountability relations, like power relations (Scott, 2001), are usually
reciprocal and muitiple, as Ranson (2003) stresses. However, the above simplified
model helps clarify what’s invoived in an accountability refation. That being said, we
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do not have to limit accountability relations within the realm of “formal control”. In
fact, one party can hold the other party accountable in various informal ways, as will

be seen morc clearly later.

The link between accountability and power becomes cven clearer when one realizes

the sanction, often in a potential form, involved in accountability relations:

Being accouwnmable may mean . . . no more than having o answer questions
about what has happened or is happening within one s jurisdiction . . . Bul most
usages require an additional implication: the answer when given, or the account
when rendered, is ta be evaluated by the superior or superior body measured
against some standard or some expectation, and the differences noted. and then
praise or blame are to be meted out and sanctions applied. It is the coupling of
information with its evaluation and application of sanctions that gives
‘accountability’ or ‘unswerability or ‘responsibility’ their full sense in ordinary

usage. (Dunsire, 1978, p. 41, cited in Ranson, 2003, p. 460)

With the potential ability to sanction, the party holding the other party accountable
obtains the ability to affect that other party’s actions and, sometimes, even thoughts.
Hence, a power relation between the two parties emerges (Bacharach & Lawler, 198();

Brass, 2002; Scott, 2001).

The link between accountability and power is also evident in the classifications of
accountability relations. Again, it must be noted that the classifications serve
conceptual discussion purpose only. In practice, often reciprocal and multiple forms

of accountability relations cxist between two parties at the same time.

A well-established classification of accountability relations in public administration
is developed by Romzek and Dubnick (1987). Extending their work and synthesizing
it with other important discussions such as Wagner’s (1989), Adam and Kirst (1999)
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come up with a classification schemc as below:

Table 3.1 Types of Accountability Systems

Type of sccounmbility  Natuee of prindpsl- Nature of Accouncability

system agent relstionship sccountability expecention mechanism Incentive
Buraucratic Supesior/subordinate Compliance with organizational nules  Supervision Rewnod/punishment
Legal Policymalesfimplemsnrer  Complicance with begal mandates COwensight Legal sanction
Professianal Laypenonfexpent Special knowledge Training Discretlon

Politcal Constituent/representative  Responsiveness Election Suppert

Mol Groupfindividual Effort Obligadion Affirmation
Marleer Cuscomer/provider Service provision Choice Parronage

Source: Adam and Kirst, 1999, p. 467.

Note how the Jast column in the above suggests the link between accountability and
power. In the table, “principal” denotes the party holding the other party accountable,
and “agent” the party held to account. When an accountability relation is set in place,
the principal gains the ability to use certain incentives to influence the agent. In other
words, the principal gets certain power over the agent. For example, in a political
accountability system, constituents obtain power over the representative through
their ability to offer or withdraw, formally or informally, their political support for
the representative. Likewise, by controlling reward or punishment, the superior in a

bureaucratic accountability system acquires power to influence the subordinate.

One point is worthy to note: different types of accountability relations suggest
different incentives controlled by the principal and thus may entail different power
implications. Therefore, careful examination is needed when one tries to understand
how accountability designs, particularly the change of these designs, impact power

relations among actors.

Though the original Romzek-Dubnick (1987) classification contains fewer types of
accountability relations, it helps to further clarify the link between accountability and

power.
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Figure 3.1 Source and Degree of Control in Accountability Systems

Source of Agency Control

Internal External
Degree of High 1. Bureaucratic 2. Legal
Control
Over
Agency
Actions Low 3. Professional 4, Political

Source: Romzek and Dubnick, 1987, p. 229.

As shown in Figure 3.1, different accountability relations indicate different locus and
degree of control, thus generating different power implications. Take the degrec of
control for example. On one hand, bureaucratic and legal accountability specify the
required processes and procedures in detail, through organizational rules and legal
regulations respectively. On the other, in professional and political accountability
systems, much discretion on execution is left to the agent; the principal just

communicates general expectations and evaluates results.

In sum, theoretically, decentralization and accountability are closely related to power
relations. Therefore, a micropolitical perspective, with its focus on power relations
among people in organizations, seems particularly relevant if we are to examine
school operation in the context of reforms for decentralization and accountability.
The following part further shows this with empirical findings. The discussion mainly
draws on western studies, for the empirical base on the issue in mainland China is
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thin. It must be noted that the following review does not intended to be exhaustive
but suggestive. It is just to highlight the relevance of a micropolitical perspective for
examining school operation in the context of reforms for educational decentralization

and accountability.

3.3.2 Decentralization, accountability, and power relations: Empirical findings

Much research points out that reforms for decentralization and accountability have
contributed to widening the power gap between principals and teachers (Raab, Munn,
McAvoy, Bailey, Arnott, & Adler, 1997). Principals and teachers seem to have been

“differentially privileged” (Whitty et al., 1998, p. 57) in the reforms.

In many cases, the devolution of decision-making to the school has resulted in a
concentration of power “at the top”. In smaller schools, this power is usually
concentrated in the hands of the headteacher alone. But in larger schools, the
headteachers increasingly surround themselves with ua cohesive “senior

management team”’ . (Whitty et al., 1998, p. 57)

Power concentration and emerging “senior management team”, Whitty et al. argue,
are “leading to a growing gap between the manager and the managed, and the
consolidation of vertical, rather than horizontal, management structures” (Whitty et
al., 1998, p. 57). This theme repeats in much other research such as Blackmore’s
(2004) study of Victoria’s Schools of the Future program, which is bound to “drive a
wedge between principals and teachers, positioning principals as managers and not

just educational leaders” (Blackmore, 2004, p. 275).

The increased principal-teacher power gap is evidenced by studies on teacher
participation in school decision making. For example, in Victoria’s Schools of the
Future program (Blackmore, Bigum, Hodgens, & Laskey, 1996) and England’s
grant-maintained schools (Thomas & Martin, 1996), principals or headicachers have
been found to be program leaders or the sole decision makers. Admittedly, in some
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schools, teacher participation may have grown. }t seems that principals’ styles of
sharing power depend on their schools’ “market positions” and local institutional
contexts (Gewirtz, Ball, & Bowe, 1995; Raab et al.. 1997). As Odden (1995)

observes in Victoria,

Jess successful and more stressed principals were either centralizing power and
decision-making in their offices, which undercut nearly all other attempts to
involve teachers in decision-making, or trying to be centrally involved in both
CEO (chief executive officer) type duties and instructional leadership, which
simply stretched them beyond their limits of time and energy. (Odden, 1995, p.
10, cited in Whitty et al., 1998, p. 57)

However, even when some principals “took very seriously the language of
participation, and werc not slow to convert this into specific arrangements to
{acilitate greater levels of collegiality, it has to be said that any such participation was
very much on their terms and often more symbolic than substantive” (Whitty et al.,
1998, p. 58). In Hargreaves’ (1994) terms, such participation may be more properly
described as “contrived collegiality” than genuinc collaboration. It secms that
decentralization policies and increasing accountability burden largely serve to
exacerbate teacher participation in school decisions and legitimate principals’ central

leadership.

The increasc in principal-teacher power gap is further supported by findings on
teacher autonomy in the context of reforms for decentralization and accountability
(Bushnell, 2003; Codd, 2005). “Felt open to increased control” (Blackmore, 2004, p.
277; Smith & Rowley, 2005), “teachers resented increased monitoring and evaluation
by administrators and the intrusion of the school-mandated activities into their ‘real’
curriculum” (Wong & Anagnostopoulos, 1998, p. 46). On one hand, such monitoring
and evaluation, as required or at least encouraged by accountability policies, offer
principals more power; on the other hand, they reduce the room for teachers to
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decide on instructional matters. Indecd, after reviewing research literature and
conducting a survey of teachers, Taylor (2007, p. 555) concludes that “discretion in
the workplace has been eroded to such an extent due 1o a high degree of central
regulation and local accountability as to question the applicability of Lipsky's model™,
which portraits teachers as “street-level bureaucrats” cnjoying self-policing and

self-managing power.

However, in some cases, reforms for decentralization and accountability may reduce
the principal-teacher power gap. For instance, in Dempster (2000)'s study in

Australia, respondents

“generally agreed with the view that principals use participative decision
making and planning processes in school-based management. In the main,
principals, teachers and parents agreed that education policy, curriculum and

resources were jointly discussed” (Dempster, 2000, p. 54).

Another study shows that, when properly designed, accountability initiatives may
lead to more teacher participation in decision making, though the authors also
caution that the data ** might reflect an unrealistically optimistic view” (Goldman,
Dunlap, & Conley, 1993, p. 76). As introduced by the study, between 1987 and 1991,
Oregon’s “2020 School Improvement and Professional Development”™ program
funded 271 schools to initiate and implement school improvement plans. It was
required that the projects be written, administered, and led by teachers, instead of
principals. Principals and teachers in the study said that “decision-making structures
and processes developed for 2020 had begun to move the schbcl toward more teacher

involvement” (Goldman et al., 1993, p. 78).

Despite the above exceptions, the big picture from available data seems to be that
decentralization and accountability policies largely increase or maintain the power

distance between principals and teachers. It is not a trivial issue. Noticing that
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principals, instead of teachers, were empowered by Britain’s Educational Reform Act,
Ball (1994) insists on a critical look at the change: “The manager’s autonomy
becomes the teacher’s constraint. Decisions imposed from far away are replaced by
decisions imposed from close at hand” (Ball, 1994, p. 62). As Ball sees it, teachers
become “the objects of management relegated to the status of human resources; they
do not participate, they are not included in the partnership; they are there to be

managed (Ball, 1994, p. 62, original emphasis)”.

Other studies examine how principals use power to influence teachers in the context
of reforms for decentralization and accountability. It scems that the reforms lead
principals to make more use of formal ways in enacting their power. Accountability
policies bring principals more pressure to deliver student achicvement; continuous
reforms generate more uncertainty in principals’ work environment. Therefore,
principals may turn to formal procedures and rigid rules to get their priorities exactly
carried out. This is described as a “mechanistic shift” by Staw, Sandelands, and
Dutton (1981). Such a shift is demonstrated by a number of studies (Conley &
Glasman, 2008; Raab et al., 1997). Studying the devolved management of secondary
schools in England and Wales, Raab et al. note “a growing trend toward the
monitoring and control of teachers’ work through mechanisms such as performance
indicators and appraisal” (Raab et al, 1997, p. 151). Indeed, as accountability
policies such as No Child Left Behind reward or punish schools based on their
student achievement, principals are propelled fo locate, sort, and analyze a variety of
data such as achievement targets and test scores (Luo, 2008; Thornton & Perreault,
2002). When school reputation depends on test scores, data-driven decision making
appears morc reliable than intuition. Therefore, principals translate external
accountability pressures to internal management and eval‘uate teachers with objective
data generated from formal procedures. In Ball’s words, this process “replaces
personal relationships with appraisal and commitment with performance incentives™

(Ball, 1994, p. 63).
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Still other studies show that reforms tor decentralization and accountability may
create more intermediate levels in schools and thus make principals’ power use more
indirect, The reforms put more challenges and responsibilities on principals. To
survive and succeed, principals tend to build senior management teams and-leverage
middle managers in supervising teachers (Fitzgerald, 2009; Whitty et al., 1998). This

way, the communication and control in schools become more indirect.

In sum, the above review suggests that reforms for cducational decentralization and
accountability in western developed countries ofien touch on school micropolitics.
On one hand, the princtpal-teacher power gap scems increasing; on the other hand.
schools seem to be moving toward bureaucracy with formal rules, intermediate levels,
and tightened control. Note that this conclusion is tentative at best. More evidence
with sharp focus on the issue and detailed analysis is needed to paint a clearer

picture.

Meanwhile, we scem to be witnessing a growing separation in schools. As principals
assume more the role of manager than “the leading professional™, principals, together
with their “senior management teams”, seems 1o be increasingly distanced [rom
teachers.  Analyzing Britain’s reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability, Ball notices “the development of a division of values and purposes, of
protessional culture it you like, between managers, oriented to the budget, the market,
entrepreneurial activities and the drive for efticiency, and teachers, oriented to the
National Curnculum, teaching and lcarning, student neceds and the drnive for
cifectivencss™ (Ball, 1994, p. 58). He summarizes it as an “increasing separation of
the professional worlds, perspectives and interests of the manager and the teacher”

(Ball, 1994, p. 63).
This separation may be regrettable to both principals and teachers.

We used 1o feel united as a group. That has changed with the new role of the
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principal. There is a perception of a hit of self-interest there (with principals
getting performance bonuses) whenever they initiate anything. (a teacher, in

Down ct al., 1999, cited in Blackmore, 2004, p. 27§}

What we need to be doing is working together but instead the dividing line is

quite clear (Jean, Principal, cited in Blackmore, 2004, pp. 278-9)

3.4 Limitations of literature on school micropolitics in the reform context

3.4.1 Mainland China

Few empirical studies exist on school micropolitics in the context of reforms for
cducational decentralization and accountability in mainland China. In {act, most
writings on power relations in schools in mainland China arc commentary essays
without empirical support (Gu, 1996; Guo, 2008: Wu, Xie, & Zhou, 1999). The
authors often provide suggestions and directions for the practitioners based on
intuition and personal reflection. This situation is similar to what is happening in the
field of Chinese principalship, which is closely related to the field of school
micropolitics. [n their dissertations, Qian (2009} and Hu (2010) have conducted
careful reviews of the current state of principalship research in mainland China. As
thcy have shown, despite improvement over the past two decades, prescriptive cssays

without empirical base remain dominant in the writings on Chinese principalship.

Some empirical studies do cxist that touch on school micropolitics in mainland C hina.
For examplc, some studics suggest that in mainland China, the typical way of
decision making in schools is still top-down (Chen & Liu, 2003; Hu, 2010; Jin, 2007
Qian, 2009; Wong. 2006; Wu ¢t al., 1999). When making decisions, the principals
usually first discuss with his or her leadership team and come up with a proposal,
which is then presented to the teachers for suggestions (Hu, 2010). However, more
often than not, the consultation is a torm lack of substance. it 15 just to let the
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teachers to have a sensc of ownership and confidence in the decisions rather than ask
for their genuine ideas (Lo & Lai, 2004). Teachers have little input in making
decisions. In Jin’s (2007) survey, only 26.2% of the backbone teachers, who had
strong expertise in their subject matters, reported that they frequently took part in
school decision making. Compared with male teachers, female teachers seem to have

even less opportunities for participation {(Chen & Liu, 2003).

‘Some other researchers examine teachers' expectations on participative decision
making. For cxample, Chen and Liv (2003) surveyed 244 teachers in primary and
secondary schools in mainland China and found that teachers’ actual level of
participation was lower than their desired level. What kind of decisions do teachers
want to participate in? Current findings on this scem inconsisient. Some studies
indicate that tcachers are interested in taking part in decisions related to their
immediate interests, such as bonus allocation and instruction (Hu, 2010; Wong,
2006). It seems that teachers do not carc that much about school-wide operational
matters such as development plan and financial management (Chen & L.y, 2003). To
teachers, the operational matters arc not their duties but that of principals and middle
managers; discussing the matters will increase teachers’ workload with little benefit
(Wong, 2006). lowever, other studies suggest that teachers actually have wider
concerns and want to have some say in the long term development of the school. We
can see this from the following words of a Provincial-level Backbone Teacher

interviewed by Jin (2007):

The principal treats me well and often says that I am a pillar of the school. |
hope that 1 can do something for the development of the school, but there is no
Jormal channel. I do not have power. Even though [ talk in formal discussions, 1
won't be heard It’s not like I want to be a cadre: 1 just want 1o do something.
Now, besides teaching, I also write some stuff. Yeah, if you have time, do take u
look. Sometimes, I wonder, the government sends us out to study, when we come
back, what are we expected 1o do? Maybe | think too much. As a teacher, you are
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fine if you teach well. (f& RN TEM L, 755 B FELIIE 170 A HRE
ISR T, (AT 1 o CHL JER, 1 05 & i RAN. A HE
TS, e R, B bR T#H BL AR, X T, 1R,
e G AT AR, TN A PRG ETT
{142 wWHELBME T, S, A 158817, ) (a Provincial-level Buckbone
Teacher, cited in Jin, 2007, p. 81)

Other scholars investigate the ways principals use to influence teachers. In Qian’s
(2009) study. principals believed that teachers were driven by monetary rewards and
material incentives. Therefore, the principals tried to win resources by cultivating
guanxi (relationships) with external partics and use the resources to reward those
teachers who performed well. In return, the principals demanded loyalty and good
performance from teachers. Likewise, Delany and Paine (1991) pointed out that as
principals assumed the new role of seeking financial resources in reforms for
educational decentralization, they also gained more influence over teachers. The
reason was that principals could use the financial resources as incentives for teachers.
However, the way principals use to influence teachers may not be congruent with
teachers’ needs. In a survey of 879 teachers, Lin (2005) asked the teachers to rate
different ways principals use to influence them. Along a 7-point Likert scale,
teachers only gave an average score of 3.712 to “rewarding or punishing teachers
publicly”. By contrast, they seemed to like ways such as “encouragement”.
“providing visions and acting as an cxample”, “care and support™, and “cooperation”

much better and, on average, rated thesc ways 6 or even more.

Although the above studies touch on school micropolitics and provide usetul
information. they arc far from cnough in giving us a clear understanding of school
micropolitics in the context of educational reforms in mainland China. This is due to

several limitations of the studies.

To begin with, most of them only focus on one side of the power game, either the
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principal or the teacher (Chen & Liu, 2003). As such, they lose sight into the
dynamic interaction process in which people adapt their own strategics according to
what others do (Blas¢ & Blasé, 2002; Zeng, 2008). Seeing only onc side of the
interaction may lead us to form a false static image of ‘_‘:Chinese principalship™ or

“teachers’ way”,

In addition, few studies take a power perspcclive to systematically cxamine
micropolitical interactions among the principal, middle managers, and teachers in
Chinese schools. Usually, only anecdotal descriptions or stories are offered without
deep analysis (Wang, 2010). As such, they have generated little fresh understanding

about how Chinese schools operate as organizations.

Furthermore, lew studics highlight the context of reforrns for educational
decentralization and accountability in mainland China and examine school
micropolitics in this context. This is particularly true of those studies that use a
quantitative approach and fail to take into account the context in which school
micropolitics takes place (Chen & Liu, 2003). As shown before, reforms for
decentralization and accountability have been pervasive in the educational
administration of mainland China over the past decades. Therefore, we cannot

neglect the reform context if we arc 1o understand contemporary Chinese schools.

In sum, the literature on school micropolitics in the context of educational reforms in
mainland China is scant. Though there are some related commentaries and empirical
work, they fail to provide thorough knowledge. We have a knowledge gap on the

issue. It is this gap this study seeks to fill.

3.4.2 Internationally

Despite its importance, a micropolitical perspective is not at the forefront of studies
on organization and management (Clegg et al., 2006; Scott, 2003). As many scholars
have pointed out, the mainstream research in organizational studies tend to look at
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things from the eyes of the manager. This view emphasizes coherence and efficiency;
it downplays conflicts and resistance. Therefore, micropolitical issues are to be

avolded at best.

Specifically, in studies on school organizations and school management,
micropolitical analysis is thin (Blasé & Blas¢, 2002; Flessa, 2009; Hoyle, 1999;
Malen, 1995; Malen & Cochran, 2008, Mawhinney, 1999). This is true in many
sub-fields. In a comprehensive review, Blasé and Blasé (2002) conclude that “extant
research on micropolitics of instructional supervision is limited both in quantity and
breadth” (Blasé and Blasé, 2002, p. 6). Also, Flessa (2009) demonstrates that" whilc a
micropolitical perspective would contribute much to the field of distributed
leadership in schools, such a perspective is largely neglected in the field. As an
example, he cites two recent books by leading scholars on distributed leadership

(Leithwood. Mascall, & Strauss, 2009; Spillane & Diamond, 2007) and notes:

Although both books are concerned with the way that leadership is streiched
across roles and positions, and both books include empirical investigation of the
ways that leadership is enacted by different individuals at school sites, neither
includes an index reference for "conflict” or for "politics”; micropolitics garners
mention on 2 pages out of almost 500. Why does a literature that focuses on
individuals' work within school sites and that investigates the different ways
schools are managed and their implications fail to feature a micropolitical

analysis? (Flessa, 2009, p. 332)

Flessa’s (2009) comments remind us of Ball’s (1987) similar complaints two desadcs
ago. Ball (1987) is unsatisfied with the then-dominant systems approach in studying
school organizations. He argues that systems approach fails to see the unavoidable
conflicts in schools and thus loscs relevance to the daily realities of people in

schools.
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I take schools, in common with virtually all other social organizations, to be
arenas of struggle; to be riven with actual or potential conflict between
members. to be poorly coordinated, to be ideologically diverse. (Ball, 1987, p.

19, original emphasis).

10 deny the relevance of micro-politics is in effect to condemn organizational
research to be for ever ineffectual and out of step with the immediate realities of

life in organizations. (Ball, 1987, p. xi).

Not only is the field of school micropolitics now an infant, its growth is also limited
by some enduring challenges. A critical issue is the concept of power. Many studies
fail 1o provide their definitions of the concept; where defined, the concept often

remains unclear (Bacharach & Mundell, 1993; Malen, 1995; Webb, 2008).

All in all, one might sum up micropolitical research us an interesting field, but
methodologically wanting us a result of contested notions of power. (Webb, 2008,

p. 128)

Another challenge is to cxamine the link between school micropolitics and

organizational features of the school. Discussing promising areas of micropolitical

inquiries, Blasé and Blasé (2002) suggest researchers look more into “the
;

relationship between school organization factors (e.g., policies, programs, evaluation)

and micropolitical interaction” (p. 27) and “the influence of informal cliques, grade

level and department teams, and standing committees™ (p. 24).

To move forward, the field of school micropoliics must address the above

challenges.

3.4.3 Research opportunities brought by educational reforms
The lack of current research on school micropolitics in the reform context is
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regrettable, especially given that cducational rcforms may bring abundant

-

opportunities to study the issue.

The basic argument is that reforms generate change, which in turn has the potential
to disturb the established order and so invitc new interpretations and micropolitical

action within schools (Ball, 1994; Mintzberg, 1983).

Changes have the potential to expose the micropolitics that are too-often obscured by
daily routines (Ball, 1987). Changes give risc to micropolitical actions. For cxample,
scholars note that bringing parents into school-level decision making in Hong Kong
and Taiwan may increase conflict (I.ai & Lo, 2002; Ng, 2007). Indeed, Hong (1999,
cited in Chen, 2002) shows that in Taiwan teachers and parents hold significantly
different views on the extent to which parents should influence school decisions
through aggressive lobbying. Another example is the principal selection process in
Taiwan, Wu (2004, cited in Wu & Lai, 2006) finds that involving multiple parties in

decision processes is accompanied by more power struggles in some schools.

Through applying a micropolitical lens, researchers can acquire fresh understanding
about school! management. Although this perspective may fall outside more
pedagogically focused approaches, it has the potential to provide realistic insights
into what is happening in schools and why it is happening. This in turn can aid

understanding of ways leaders can influence student learning.

In sum, while school micropolitics is an important area, it remains underdevcloped,
in mainland China and in the international literaturc. We should make usc of the

valuable opportunitics brought by the educational reforms to advance the field.

To move the field forward, this study addresses the afore-mentioned limitations of
existing literature on school micropolitics. On one hand, the study examines how the
organizational features of Chinese schools are related to school micropolitics. On the
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other hand, the study informs its inquiries with a clearer understanding of the concept

of power.

3.5 Clarifying the concept of power
While there are many definitions of the concept of power (Scott, 2001), this study
focuses on interpersonal power relations. This is so because the purpose of the study

is to examine micropolitical interactions among people in schools.

The purpose of the study also suggests how the study should define the concept of
power. As Blasé’s (1991) working definition of micropolitics indicates, people
engage in micropolitics to realize their goals in the organization; also, micropolitics
often derives from the perceived differences among people. Therefore, differences in
interests are at the core of micropolitics. To serve the purpose of examining
micropolitics, the study emphasizes differences in interests among people when it
conceptualizes power. Borrowing Weber’s (1968) classic definition of power, the
study defines power as the ability to realize one’s own interests in a social

relationship despite resistance.

Clearly, this definition, like Weber’s (1968), is open. Many factors may allow one to
realize one’s own interests despite others’ resistance. Indeed, as Bacharach and
Lawler (1980) suggest, power may be best understood as a primitive concept, which
can sensitize us to certain phenomena but needs specification to be empirically andl

analytically more useful.

To clarify the concept of power for the purpose of this study, 1 build up the following
scheme (Table 3.2). The scheme heavily draws on the works of Scott (2001), Lukes
(2005), Bacharach and Lawler (1980), and Clegg (1989), who have thoroughly and
critically reviewed the debates on the concept of power and contributed useful
synthesis and suggestions. While the discussion below cannot detail all elements in
the scheme, it stresses the logic behind and the linkage among the elements.
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To simplify the discussion and highlight the core, assume A and B engage in
interpersonal power rclations. That is, they need to deal with their differences in

interests. Further, let A be the one who manages to prevail and realizes its interests.'

‘Table 3.2 Clarifying the Concept of Power

Elemcntary Corrective influence Persuasive i;ﬂuencc ]

forms of power ;"orce Manipulation | Signification [egitimation _

Developed torms o Through constraint Through discursive formation ‘

1

of power Coercion Inducement Expertise Command

Power base B Punishment | Rewards Cognitive _ Normative
symbols symbols

Power typc [nfluence Authority

Power source Personality, training and experience, network | Structure

position, elc.

Source: adapted mainly from Bacharach and Lawler (1980) and Scott (2001).

The scheme begins with power form. As defined above, power is the ability to realize
one’s interests despite resistance. Power form means what shape the ability takes on.
Scott (2001) differcntiates between elementary and developed forms of power.
Developed forms go beyond clementary forms to include resistance, intentionality,
and subordinates’ anticipated reaction. For example, hit by A with physical force, B
may have no room for resistance. This is a case of A prevailing over B with an

elementary form of power. Contrast this with coercion, a developed form of power.

' Note that this is only for the purpose of discussion. To be clear, this siudy recognizes that power
relations are inherently two-way, each side having the potential to affect the other and prevail. (Scott,
2001).
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There, A relies on threat of physical force rather than the actual use of it. Therefore,

resistance is possible for B.

Scott (2001) further divides clementary forms of power into corrective influence and
persuasive influence. While the former operates through directly impacting B’s
interests, the latter is based on reasoning. Signification and legitimation appeal to

different kinds of persuasion:

“Where persuasion operates through cognitive symbols - ideas and
representations that lead people to define situation in certain ways — it lakes the
form of signification. Where it operates through the building of value
commitments to particular ideas or conditions, it takes the form of legitimation

(Giddens 1984: 29). (Scott, 2001, p. 15)

In their developed forms, corrective influence takes the shape of constraint, where B
complies to A after deliberate calculation; persuasive influence functions as
discursive formation, where B complies because B recognizes A’s positions
designated by certain cognitive systems (expertise) or value systems (command). For
example, in inducement relations, A offers B rewards and incentives for conformity,
whereas in command relations, A gains conformity with her office in a formal
structure. As Scott (2001) notes, the classifications are ideal typical, serving
analytical purpose only. In practice, different forms often operate in combination.
Nevertheless, systematic classifications such as Scott’s help clarify the concept of

POWET.

When linking Scott’s (2001) classifications to Bacharach and Lawler’s (1980)
synthesis on power base, one finds an interesting correspondence between the two, as
shown in Table 3.2 above. Bacharach and Lawler (1980) highlight the difference

between power base, power source, and power itself.
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In dealing with the bases of power we are interested in what parties control that
enables them to manipulate the behuvior of others; in referring to the sources of
power we are speaking of how parties come to control the huses of power.

{Bacharach & Lawler, 1980, p. 34)

With the light shed by Bacharach and Lawler (1980), we sec what A controls to gain
the capacity to affcct B. For example, command is based on A’s control over
normative symbols, which leads B to ascribe legitimacy 1o A’s orders, believing that
it is appropriale to follow the orders. Likewise, expertisc is based on A’s control over
cognitive symbols. Wilh this control, A claims a superior position in a knowledge
system. This leads B to define the world in certain ways and thus accepts what A
suggests according to the knowledge system. The professional authority of a doctor

over a patient is a case in point.

Bacharach and Lawler (1980) also emphasizc that it is analytically important to
differentiate between influence and authority, which arc of different nature and
operatc differently. On onc hand, stipulated by formal structure and regulations.
authority deals with issues in a given scope. On the other, deriving from sources such

as personality and experience, influence may spreads over a wide array of issucs. !

Power, as a capacity to affcct others, may or may not be exercised (Scott, 2001).
When exercised, that is, when A uses her capacity to prevail over B's will, this may
be manifested in various ways. Powcr theorists call them different faces.” The first
face is decision making, where A and B discuss their different ideas and A makcs the
final decision (Dahl, 1961). The second face is non-decision making. There, A stops

B from bringing certain issues into the discussion. A may do this with tactics such as

| See Bacharach and Lawler (1980, p. 44) for a fuller discussion on the differences between authonty
and influence.

2 Lukes (2005) calls them dimensions, while Scott (2001) and Bachrach and Baratz (1962) term them
facets/faces. The latter view is better, for when discussing power exercise, we are not dealing with

dimensions of a construct but are referring to the different ways power may be exercised.
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agenda-setting and behind-the-door manipulation (Bachrach & Baratz, 1962). In this
case. B's intercsts may still get expressed, but in the lorm ol grievances at best. The
third face of power goes even further. In that situation. A mobilizes her power to
shape B's interests, preferences, and perceptions so that B would not realize that
there could have been differences in intercsts between A and B. It should be noted
that the extent to which the third face of power succeeds in affecting B may vary
across contexts {Lukes, 2005). Schools, becausc of their structural looseness, may be
more appealed to ideological control through meaning management and less
susceptible to more direct modes of control (Blas¢ & Anderson, 1995). Indeed. when
analyzing schools as political systems, we need to take into account all three faces of

power exercise, overt or covert (Gronn, 1986: Malen, 1995).

A focus on power exercise characterizes what Scott (2001) calis the main stream of
power research. A second stream, in Scout’s (2001) terms, concerns dispositional
power, or power base, as understood above. Clegg (1989) helps highlight the
dialectic between power exercise and power base. When exercising power, A may
also gain or lose power, depending on the way power is exercised and the result. In
other words, power base is not fixed once for all but fluctuates over time. Successful
exercise of power increases power base, while failure to prevail this ume may
weaken power base and make it more difficuit to exercise power next time. On the
other hand, the temporary balance of power base facilitates or constrains A’s power

exercise. This dialectic provides us with a dynamic view of power relations.

Taken together, the above discussion clarifies the concept of power by difterentiating
between the form, base, type, source, and exercise of power and showing their
connections. In addition, the discussion highlights the uncertain results of power
excrcise. Admittedly, this is not the only way to treat the concept of power in
interpersonal relations. [However, the above discussion serves to sensitize the

micropolitical inquiries in this study.
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Chapter 4 Conceptual Framework and Research Design

4.1 Conceptual framework
It is useful to highlight some themes emerging from previous review of reform

context and theoretical context of this study.'

1. State policy and market competition constitute important environment for schools
operating in the context of reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability (Whitty et al., 1998).

L J

A micropolitical perspective is cssential for understanding how schools operate in

b

the reform context. On onc hand, by design, reforms for educational
decentralization and accountability often touch upon power relations in snj:_hools
(Adams & Kirst, 1999); On the other hand, a micropolitical perspective points to
a bus‘ic problem all organizations nced to address: how to bring together people
with different interests to work toward a common goal (Ball, 1987; Clegg et al.,
2006)? Schools are cspecially open to micropolitical analysis because of their
organizational features (Bidwell, 1965; Hoyle & Wallace, 2005; Weick, 1976).

3. In particular, micropolitical interactions among the principaJI. teachers, and
middle managers deserve our special attention. The three parties occupy critical
roles in the school organization (Day et al., 2007; Leithwood & Duke, 1999).
Their interactions matter.

4. Micropolitics is used by people to articulate and reconcile their differences in
interests within the formal and informal power context of the school. It may show
up in conflictive and cooperative interactions (Blasé, 1991). Where conflicts are

involved, they may be real or otential®, overt or covert (Lukes, 2005; Scott.
b ) p

' Only illustrative refercnces are given here. For detailed discussions, see Chapters 2 and 3.

.2 A-B conflict is rcal when both realize that they have differences in interests. If only one side sces
the differences or neither has seen the differences, the conflict is potential. When the conflict is
potential, to avoid real conflicts, one party may take measures to prevent the other party from thinking

that there are differences in interests between the two parties. For example, the principal, worrying
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2001). el
5. In micropolitical interactions, people try to prevail over others and realize their
own interests. However, it is essentially uncertain which side will prevail (Scott,
2001). Also, the outcome is temporary, subject to change in the new round of
power play (Ball, 1987).
Taken together, the above themes argue for the importanee of the study and suggest a
conceptual framework, which is discussed below. Besides the ideas above, the
framework further draws upon role theories (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Biddle &
Thomas, 1966; Merton, 1957) and organizational literature (Feldman, 1976, 1981,
March & Olsen, 1979). This is done because the purpose of lﬁc study is to-examine

interactions within a formal organization, the public sccondary school.

People in school organizations work within the context shaped by reforms for
educational decentralization and accountability. They also face competitions with
other schools for quality students and reputation. When they work together to handle

the challenges, they often encounter micropolitics among themselves.

At the heart of the micropolitics are divergent interests (Ball, 1987, 1994). Based on
his case studies of micropolitics in British schools, Ball (1987) highlights several
critical concepts. One of the concepts is interest. Ball points out three basic types of
interests: vested interests, idcological interests, and self-interests (Ball, 1987). Vested
interest has to do with material concerns; ideological interest is about what you
believe and value; self-interest is related to self-identity, as when the sense of who

you are is at stake.

One’s interests may influence one’s role definition, that is, “clarification of one’s

that the teacher may object to her new plan of school development, may try to shape the teacher’s
preferences before she announces the plan. If the principal had not made the effort, the teacher might

well have disagreed with the plan.
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own role within the immediate work group, deciding on job duties, priorities, and
time allocation for tasks™ (Feldman, 1981, p. 310; also see Feldman, 1976). This
clarification is needed because of the ambiguity in organizations (March & Olsen,
1979). In other words, the job ol each role is often not as clear as formal rules
suggest. Rules are usually general and leave room for choices: people need to decide

»

what to do and how to do it when they deal with their daily work.

One’s role definition may further influence how one performs one’s role and what
expectations one has for other roles in the organization. Sometimes, one’s

g

expectation on others is not in line with others’ perceptions of their interests:
alternatively, others’ expectations on one may not be in line with c;lle’s perceptions of
one's interests. It is in the cases of different interests that micropolitics comes into
play. People negotiate the micropolitics so as to realize their interests and

expectations; they may also do that to protect themselves from intrusion of others.

Note that when one engages in micropolitics, one does not have to overtly resist
others. While overt resistance is an alternative, onc may deal with the differences in
intercsts between one and others in covert ways such as superficial compliance.
Indeed, as emphasized before, micropolitics alerts us to the subtle, covert strategics

people use to realize their interests.

Out of the micropolitical negotiations come spheres of control, that is, who has how
much say on what decisions in the school (Willower, 1991). Ball (1987) pointed out

that spheres of control

do not, indeed cannot, remain distinct. They are subject to negotiation,
renegotiation and dispute (Strauss, 1978). The boundaries of control are
continually being redrawn...(Ball, 1987, p. 10)

The framework is helpful for the study, particularly in the early phrase of fieldwork.
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In a sense. the framework provides a sensitizing lens. It points to the concepts and
connections important for understanding school micropolitics in the reform context.
Informed by the framework, the study designed instruments for interviews and

observations (sce Appendix] “y,

That being said, the study is careful not to be dictated by the framework. On one
hand, the framework is crude. Though it builds on the concepts in existing literature,
the relationships among the concepts are asserted rather than demonstrated. One the
other hand, the framework originates from western studies. This is the case because
there are few empirical studies in mainland China on school micropolitics. While the
western-based framework can sensitize the initial steps of the study, the study notes
that the framework may not fit Chinese context (Dimmock & Walker, 2000). It may
well fail to capture important elements of micropolitics in Chinese schools. The
specitfic local comcxt.s of Chinese schools may be quite different from western
schools; people in Chinese schools may perceive and deal with their micropolitical
interactions in ways different from what have been found in western schools. To
arrive at a genuine understanding of micropolitics in Chinese schools, the study must
strive to be open. It must uncarth how local people in the Chinese schools define and

deal with their lives.

For the above reasons, the framework-informed interview schedules were used more
as starting questions than as complete guides. For the same reasons, the study did not
break its research questions into spetific questions using concepts in the framework.

Rather, it phrased the questions in general terms as follows.

' The study also interviewed middle managers, who might play a large part in school micropolitics.
An interview schedule for middle managers, similar to that for principals and teachers, was also
devised but, to save 'spacc, not shown in Appendix 1.

2 In the interview schedules, the sections on micropolitical interactions only show principal-teacher
interactions. This is only for the purpose of illustration. Intcrviews in the field inquired into
micropolitical interactions among all the three parties, namely, the principal, middle managers, and

_teachers.



4.2 Raising more specific research questions

As discussed before, City G has been a typical case at local level in implementing
reforms for educational decentralization and accountability since 2003. Therefore,
the s;udy was conducted in public secondary schools in City G. The focus was to
examine micropolitical interactions. among the principals, middle managers, and

tcachers in the schools. The following questions led the inquiries.

1. What is micropolitics in the public secondary schools in City G like?
e What do people in the schools pursue in the micropolitics?
e llow do people in the schools negotiate the micropolitics?
2. Why is micropolitics in the public secondary schools in City G the way it is?
e Why do people in the schools pursue what they pursue in the
micropolitics?
e Why do people in the schools negotiate the micropolitics the way they
do?
3. What are the commonalities and variations among the schools in terms of

micropolitics?

4.3 Research design

4.3.1 Using a qualitative approach

This study used a qualitative approach. A qualitative researcher focuses on the
meanings people attach to their behaviors and thereby understand why they do what
they do and why they do it in that way (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984; Silverman, 2000).
These meanings belong to people’s “inner world” and are often complex, subtle,
dynamic, and contextually specific. Therefore, they are usually not fairly represented
in quantitative instruments such as standardized surveys. To feel the “inner world” of
participants, a qualitative rescarcher turns herself into a rescarch instrument. She tries
to empathetically understand how the participants seg the world and their lives in it.
Instead of using experiments, she strives to minimize her intervention into the natural
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flow of participants’ lives. This allows her to situate the participants in their
mundane life context and holistically understand participants’ behaviors in this

context. Denzin and Lincoln (2000) paint out the features of qualitative research:

Qualitative research involves an interpretive, naturalistic approach to the world.
This means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings,
attempting to make sense of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings

people bring to them."” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 3)

A qualitative approach befitted the purpose of this research. This research aimed to
cxamine how people in Chinese schools deal with their differences in interests
through micropolitical interactions in the context of reforms. It sought to look at
things from the perspectives of local people and understand how they defined and
dealt with their lives in schools. How did they interpret the reform context and the
operational environment of the school? What did they see as their interests? What
significances did they attach to the interests? What did they consider when they
negotiate microp;)iitics? To answer questions such as these, the researcher must
delve into the meaning world of research participants so as to empathetically

appreciate their viewpoints and actions. Therefore, a qualitative approach was more

suitable for the study.

4.3.2 Ethnography: A way of sceing'
Specifically, the study utilized an ethnographic lens. The ethnographer immerses
herself in the daily lives of the participants,
watching what happens, listening to what is said, and asking questions through
informal and formal interviews, collecting documents and artifacts — in fact,

gathering whatever data are valuable to throw light on the issues that are the

' The title of Wolcott’s (1999) book is borrowed here.
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emerging focus of inquiry. (Hummersley & Atkinson, 2007, p. 3}

However, thcse general techniques of data collection are nof the cssence of
ethnography. The unique focus of ethnography is cultural interpretation (Geertz,
1973, Wolcott, 1987). That is, it secks to understand a particular type of meaning:

how native members in a society or group define and deal with their interrelations.

This unique focus of cthnography was what this study needed. The study examined
how people in Chinese school organizations defined and dealt with their
micropolitical interactions. It aimed to reveal the meanings people brought to the
micropolitical interactions. Their perspectives in defining and dealing with the
interactions conmstitutcd the micropolitical culture of the schools. It was the
micropolitical culture this study sought to describe and interpret. To see the

micropolitical culture, an ethnography eye helped.

4.3.3 Sampling

4.3.3.1 Sampling of schools

The logic of sampling for this study was “purposive sampling” (Patton, 1990). Using
my research purpose as a guide, I looked for those places, schools, and people that
were most informative for answering my research questions. I did not choose places
within mainland China randomly. Rather, to study school micropolitics in the context
of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability, 1 should focus on the
places that have been implementing the reforms. Preferably, the place 1 selected
should have been carrying out the reforms for several years and to a great extent.
This way, the place was likely to contain abundant materials for the study. That was
the reason why 1 chose City G as the research site. As shown in Chapter 1, City G
has been a pioneer in mainland China in implementing reforms for educational
decentralization and accountability. In particular, the reform measures in City G since

2003 constituted a “typical case” that is most informative for the purpose of this
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study.

Likewise, when I selected schools within City G, | followed the same logic. Though 1
l[ocused on public secondary schools, 1 did not randomly pick among all the public
secondary schools in City G. Rather, I looked for those schools that were most
informative for my research purpose. Specifically, sampling of sccondary schools
within City G was based on a cross-classification along two dimensions. Taking the
two dimensions into account helped examinc school micropolitics in different

specific local contexts.

The first dimension was which level of government manages and funded the school;
this was believed to impact how the school responded to the decentralization and
accountability policies, which were made by municipal government. Along this
dimension, the public schools in City G were divided into three types: municipal
schools, district schools, and township schools; cach was directly managed and
mainly funded by municipal government, district government, and township
government respectively.! Because of the different funding sources, reform policics,
made by the municipal government, might be implemented in municipal schools but
not in non-municipal schools, that is, district and township scﬁools, or not in the
same ways. This mattered for my study because this meant that people in municipal
schools and non-municipal schools might work within different immediate policy
contexts and thus might behave differently in micropolitical interactions. Therefore,
the first dimension was to see whether a school was a municipal school or a

non-municipal school.

The second dimension was the school’s position in the local competition of
cnroliment and reputation. Studies showed that what position a school stands in the

local competition impacted power relations in schools (Ball & Maroy, 20097 Odden,

' In City G, district is an administrative level equal to township.
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1995, cited in Whitty ct al.. 1998, p. 57).

Using the two dimensions to cross-classify schools, we have a two-by-lwo table as
below (Figure 4.1). In order o examine school micropolitics in different specific
local contexts, { selected one school from each cell. This way, three schools were
selected. Their names arc shown in the cells. The left-below cell is missing since all

municipal schools were strong competitors in terms of reputation and cnrollment.
Figure 4.1 Sampling of Schools Based on a Cross-classification

municipal school non-municipal school

Qing Shu Middle School | Yang Fan Middle School
| {QSM) (including high school | (YFM) (high school with
strong competiton
and junior middle school with | about 180 teachers; the top

about 500 tcachers) school in a rich town)

Hong Yi Middle School
(HYM)  (junior  middle
school, with about 80
, teachers; in a poor town,
weak competitor
ranked nearly the last

according to the indices

proposed by  Municipal

Education Bureau)

Which specific school to put in each cell was based on the following rcasons. First,
why did I select Qing Shu Middle School (hereafiter QSM)? Following the
classification above, City G had four municipal schools: three in academic track and
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one in sports training track, which trained athletes for compectitions. This study
excluded the athlete-training one because it focused on principals in academic
schools. Among the three academic municipal schools, QSM was the only “purely
public” one. That is, other municipal schools also got funding from sources other
than the municipal government while QSM did not'. As mentioned before, where
schools got their money might impact how schools responded (o municipal reform
policics. Based on these considerations, QSM was sclected in the left-above cell; this
way, we have a typical case that was mostly likely to follow municipal reform

policies.

Then, why were Yang Fan Middle School (YFM) and Hong Yi Middle School (HYM)
selected? On onc hand, they were both township schools and thus belonged to the
non-municipal class. On the other, YFM, just hke QSM, passed the quality
evaluation of provincial specialists and enjoyed high reputation, while HYM passed
quality cvaluation of municipal specialists and did not have that strong
competitiveness in student recruitment. Actually, YFM was the top school in a very
rich town and 11YM had been rankcd at the bottom stratum in the ranking repont

complied by Municipal Education Burcau according to the performance indices.

Note that the three schools differed markedly in terms of size. QSM was a
comprehensive middle school. That’s, it contained a junior middle school section and
a high school section. Therefore, it had a big staff (about 500) and students. YI'M
was a high school and HYM was a junior middle school. They were much smaller

compared with QSM; with a staff of 200 and 80 respectively.

It may be argued that the notable difference in the size of the schools would make
comparing across the three schools unfruitful. However, my purpose in the

comparison was not causal deduction but to show school micropolitics in different

' I learned about this from interviews with a middle manager and a teacher in QSM during the early
phrase of the study.
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specific local contexts. The difference in the size of the schools did not hurt but help

with my purpose.

4.3.3.2 Sampling of research participants

The organizational structure of a Chinese public school

Before discussing the sampling of rescarch participants within the schools, it is
useful 1o briefly introduce the organizational structure of a typical public sccondary
school in City (. Though specific schools vary on many detailed aspects, a general
picture facilitates discussion. An organizational chart below (Figure 4.2} shows the
roles in charge of thc “main business™ of the school, that is, academic performance
and moral education. To-be clear, therc are also other roles in the school organization
such as Finance Director. But they are usually seen as supporting stafl. Thercfore, to

highlight the major roles, Figure 4.2 gives a simplified picture.
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Figure 4.2 The Organizational Structure of a Public Secondury School in Mainlund

China
The Principal
|
| ]
Vice Principal (Academic Vice Principal (Moral
Aflairs) Education)
P |
Director (Academic Affairs) Director (Moral Education)
|
[
Subject Head
[.esson Preparation Team (Grade Head
Head |
Class Head
Teachers

As Figure 4.2 suggests, an important role in the school is Class Head, who is
responsible for both the academic development and moral education of students in
her class. Usually, a class in a secondary school in City GG hosts about 50 students,
though some classes may have as many as 80 students. The Class Head teaches a
subject for the class. Mecanwhile, she needs to take care of student discipline and
classroom order. This covers a wide array of issues ranging from the hygienc
condition of the classroom to the clothing and hairstyle of the students in her class.
The schools set standards for students’ dressing, sitting, standing, exercising,
socializing, sleeping in the dorms, etc. These all fall into the realm of “moral
education”. The Class Head must make surc that students obey the rules. In addition,

she is expected to coordinate the teaching of other teachers for the class.
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Besides the class, tcachers also belong to scveral other sub-units in the school
organization. One is subject tcam, which consists of all tcachers teaching the same
subject in the school. A subject team meeting is conducted cvery month and lasts for
about 40 minutes. The meeting often mobilizes subject cachers to finish tasks
assigned by upper level authoritics; it also passes down school expectations and
management decisions to tcachers. Besides the subject team, a teacher also belongs
to a grade tcam. In a junior middle school, there are three grades. from junior first
grade to junior third grade. Similarly. in a high school, there are three grades, {rom
senior first grade 1o senior third grade. All teachers teaching the same grade form a
grade team. A Grade Head, sometimes with the support of one or two Vice Grade
Heads, is rlcsponsible to coordinate the work of teachers in the tcam. The grade tcam
is divided, by subjects, to lesson preparation teams, which comprises teachers
teaching the samec subject for the same grade. Every week, members of a lesson
preparation leam gather together to discuss instructional issues. 'l'he}‘f: may set pace of

progress, share teaching expcrience, and discuss exam results.

The grouping by sub-units is only one way to categorize people in the school.
Another dividing linc is whether one is an administrator (xingzheng, iT7#) or not.
The Principal, Vice Principals, Directors, and Vice Directors have the formal title of
administrator. Administrators often also teach classes, though their icaching
workload is usually lighter. Besides tcacher salaries, they also enjoy special subsidy
from the local government. By contrast, Subject Heads, Lesson Preparation Team
leads, and Class Heads do not have the formal title of administrator, though they

perform various management functions.

As for Grade Heads, the situations differed among the three schools under study. In
HYM, Grade Heads did not have the titlc of administrator. In QSM., Grade Heads
were not classified as administrator cither; but they enjoyed special subsidy given by
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the school. In YFM, a reform of Grade Responsibility System (74 61 giii]) was
implemented at the beginning of 2010-2011 academic year. As the name of the
reform suggested, the schoo! expected Grade Heads to take the overall responsibility
of teaching and moral education for all students in the grades. The grade became a
central operational unit with its own budget. [t also gained personnel authorities. A
three-person Grade Committee, including the Grade Head and two Vice Grade Heads,
picked teachers for the grade from all teachers in the school. With the increased
responsibility, the post of Grade Head was assigned to admimstrators such as Vice

Directors. Meanwhile. Vice Grade Heads were still not classified as administrators in

YFM.

Two other institutions in the school deserve some mentioning. One is Teacher-Staff
Representative Mceting. As stipulated by official rules, representatives have the right
to review important school matters and pass the major dceisions. The other is Party
divisions in schools. Somc tcachers and administrators are members of Communist
Party of China (CPC). A school with many CPC members sets up a Party Commitice,
which leads Party Chapters in the grade teams. This was the case in QSM. By
contrast, a school with a small number of CPC members scts up a Party Chapter. This
was what happened in YFM. As for HYM, since there were few CPC members in the
school, no Party Chapter was sct up. The leaders of Party divisions are called
Secretaries. In  the public secondary schools in City G, the Principals also acted as

Party Secretarics if there were Party Chapters in the schools.

Choosing research participants

Sampling of research participants also followed the logic of “purposive sampling”™
{Patton, 1990). The purpose of the study was to examine micropolitical interactions
among the principal, middle managers, and teachers. Therefore, the study focused on
the three parties as main participants. Middle managers not only included those with
the formal title of administrator but also those “Heads” in Figure 4.2, namely, Class

Heads, Grade Heads, Subject Heads, and l.esson Preparation Team Heads. Though
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the “Heads™ did not have the formal title of administrator. they performed important
management functions and played critical roles in top-down and botlom-up
communications. As such, they might initiate or participate in micropolitical plays in

the school.

When choosing rescarch participants within the sample schools, the study took care
to include middle managers and teachers of various backgrounds. The clfort made
here was to learn about various perspectives on what was going in the school with
rcgard to micropolitics. This way, the study could weave a clearer picture of school
micropolitics. Specifically, the study considered factors such as gender, subject,
position, Party membership, and seniority (both in terms of years of teaching
experience and years of working in the sample school). Also, it took into account
whether a participant was a teacher-staff representative or not. People differing on
the factors might definc and deal with school micropolitics in different ways. For
example, a young teacher might worry about house installment and thus place more
importance on material intercsts than an established scnior teacher. Also, a teacher
representative might provide useful stories about how representatives participaic in
school decision making. Table 4.1 shows the distribution of research participants by
position in the three schools under study. With those included in Table 4.1, formal
interviews were conducted. On average, one and a half hours were spent with every
interviewee. Tables in Appendix 3 show the distribution of the participants along

¥
other dimensions such as gender, seniority, subject, and Party membership.

Table 4.1 Research Participants. by Position

Position HYM YFM QSM Total
Principal® 2 ! | 4
Vice Principal (Academic Affairs)® 1 l
Vice Principal (Moral Education) ¥ | 1
Vice-Principal (Junior Middle School scction) 1 1
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Director of Moral Education® 1 1

Secretary of China Communist Youth League
1 1

Committec ™"

Head of Teacher-Stall Representative Meeting ] 1
Grade Head" 2 2 2 6
Vice Grade Head 2 | 3
Subject Head 2 2
Subject Head & [.esson Preparation Team Head 2 I 3
I.csson Preparation Team Head ! 1 2
l.esson Preparation Team Head & Class |lcad I 1
Class Head 2 2 3 7
Common Tecacher 4 4 ! 9
Administrative Clerk 2 1
Teaching Support Staff 1 1
Total I 18 17 46

Note:

a) This role had the formal title of administrator.

b) The divisions of China Communist Youth l.eague (CCYL) in the schools selected and prepared
students and some teachers to become future members of Communist Party of China. Student
members of CCYL divisions often helped maintain discipline in the schools.

¢) The two Grade Heads in YFM had the formal title of administrator, while the Grade Heads in HYM

and QSM were not administrators.

The following table shows the brief backgrounds of the principals interviewed.

Table 4.2 Backgrounds of School Principals in the Study

School | Name | Gender | Age cprC Brief Career Experience

Secretary

QSM |[Tang (M 50-55 1Y 2000-2011, Prnncipal of QSM;
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YFM

HYM"

Song

55-60

before that, worked as a teacher and

middle manager in QSM.

2003-present, Principal o-f YFM;
before that, used to work as the
principal of a provincial-level key
Head of

school and the Vice

Municipal Education Bureau in

another city.

40-45

NP

2008-present, Principal of HYM;
befor¢ that, worked in the
Vocational Middle School in the

same town as a leacher, middle

manager, and then a principal.

40-45

2002-2007, Principal of HYM;
before that, worked in HYM as a

teacher and a middle manager.

Note:

a) During 2007-2008, the Vice Head of Township Education Bureau, Mr. Lan, acted as the principal

of HYM. This transitional arrangement only left momentary impressions on teachers in HYM.

Therefore, Mr. Lan was not interviewed.

b) No CPC Chapter was set up in HYM since there were few Party members in the school.

4.3.3.3 Other sampling considerations

Besides sampling of schools and participants within the schools, I also considered

other factors in sampling. To begin with, [ took care to observe people in different

places and temporal periods. The reason was that place and time constituted the

immediate context of micropolitical interactions, and people might behave

differently and show different perspectives when they interacted in different places

and temporal periods (Ball, 1993). 1 made effort to observe people in different places
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such as office, confercnce room, cafeteria, and passing hall. [ also tried to observe
them during different periods of time such as work time, lunch break, and overwork
time in the evening or at weekend, when tewer people were around in the school. A
further sampling consideration was that people might express different perspectives
when they were alone and when they were in a group setting (Becker, Geer, Hughes,
& Strauss, 1976). Therefore, in order to gain a fuller picture of peoples’ perspectives
on power relations, [ interviewed them alone as well as observed their group

interactions.

4.3.4 Access

For YFM, | was introduced to the principal by a friend who met the principal once
before when she did a project. The principal welcomed the study after I introduced
my general purpose. For HYM, | called and met its local cducational authority, who
introduced me to the school principal. For QSM, a formal application was made to
the Municipal Education Bureau. The rcason was that QSM was a municipal school
and was under the direct supervision of Municipal Education Bureau. In the
application, 1 phrased my research purposc in a general way, saying that [ was to
examine the school management in the school. The application was approved and the

school principal welcomed the study.

I carefully negotiated access with the principals, who were usually the “gatekeepers”.
First, it was about trust. | asked the Faculty to issuc a certificate which proved that I
was a doctoral student enrolled in a prestigious university in Hong Kong. This gave
the principals a general idea about who [ was, where I was from, and what | came for.
Also, I made it clear to the principals that | did not represent any partisan interests
such as local educational authority, and they did not need to worry about that. I also

promised confidentiality to ease their concern.

Second, 1 tried to build up a win-win relationship with the principals. I prepared an
invitation letter printed with official letterhead. In the letter, 1 agreed 1o provide

89



services such as free courses, communicating with students, or consultancy as an
cxchange for the school joining my study. This proved helpful. At the minimum, it
showed that I appreciated their support and was willing to give back rather than just
concerned about my own purpose. During my fieldwork. Principal Tang of QSM
asked me for some management consultancy. Also, Principal Ma of HYM hoped that
I could help his staff lcarn about how Hohg Kong schools dcalt with problems of
student discipline. Besides getting access, the win-win mindset also reminded me to
understand the concerns and priorities of the principals. This provided useful data

about the perspectives of the principals (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007).

But even when | got the support of the principal, I had no guarantec that the teachers
would join the study. My general strategy was to ask the principal to introduce me to
some teachers as the first group of participants. Then, after interviewing this first
group and building some trust, | asked them to introduce me to other teachers who,
according to theoretical sampling, were likely to provide useful data. I believed this
was better than asking the principal to introduce me 1o cvery teacher because that
way teachers might identify me as "someone close to the principal” and therefore
have concern when they talked to me. This potential concern deserved attention,
particularly given that my purpose was to understand the micropolitical interactions

among the principal, middle managers, and teachers.

1 also made conscious cflort to build trust and a win-win relationship with the
teachers, as I did with the principals. For example, I prefaced the interviews with
small talks, in which I introduced myself and the general purpose of the study and
promisced confidentiality. Whenever the interviewees showed some doubt on or
interest in my identity as a doctoral student, I let them see the proof endorsed by the
Faculty. Also, I tricd to find ways to help the interviewees personally. A useful way
was to help their children. For example, one interviewee asked me to give some
advices on English learning to his daughter, a sophomore then. The other interviewee
appreciated it much when | said that I could talk with her daughter about the pros and
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cons of a carcer in academics. The point was that people felt my sincerily to know
them personally, my care about their life, and my willingness to help. This helped

build a personal relationship important to win the support of the interviewees.

[ also paid attention to my clothing and behaviors and tricd to tit into the work
conlext in an unobtrusive way. During the fieldwork, the situation was that the
teachers were very busy; most teachers, afler my first appearance, 1gnored my
presence. Some of them cven apologized for having ignoring me and not being a
good host. In fact, | thought their ignoring me was good, because that reduced my
intervention into the natural [low of their daily life in the schools and allowed me to

see what things looked like in the school organization.

4.3.5 Data collection

4.3.5.1 Interview

Three strategies were used for data collection. The first was semi-structured, in-depth
interview. Using the framework as an initial guide, I devised the interview schedules
(see Appendix 1). The schedules were not intended to be applied to every interview
in a uniform way. Rather, it was not unusual that during the interviews, I needed to
adjust the sequence of the questions and thc way J phrased them. Because my
purpose was to encourage the interviewees to open their heart to share their
experiences and perspectives, [ needed to follow the emerging threads mentioned by
the interviewees rather than stick rigidly to the schedule. As Dexter (1970) suggests,
a researcher should adapt her schedule to every interview and essentially get the
same class of information which she can use to compare. [ paid attention to using
“local concepts” during interviews and following the line of thinking of interviewees.
I paid particular attention to differences in interests because they were closely related

to school micropolitics.

There were some considerations in interviews. To begin with, | was careful about the
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sequences of my questions. | first asked general questions such as background
information. This usually helped build some trust and rapport and gave a good start
to the interviews. Then I moved to morc sensitive questions such as power and

micropolitics.

Who should I talk with first? My gencral strategy was to first talk with the principals
for a short time to introduce my general purposc, to learn about the operational
context of the school, and to build some trust. As Dexter (1970) comments, you do
not want to spend much time with those high-level important figures at the beginning.
Otherwise they may feel that you know little about what they arc doing. That will
make them lose interest in talking to you. Therefore, usually I started from the
teachers and learned from them about the school organization, the routines, the
general requirements, and the major things that were going on recently. Then |
moved up to middle managers, and {inally to the principal again to ask more specific

and challenging questions.

Because my research dealt with school micropolitics, a sensitive topic, 1 made some
special efforts to case the burden on interviewees. | did the interviews in separate
rooms or when no other people were around. | introduced my research purpose in a
general way, like “I come to lcarn about the management in your school”. During the
intervicws, I replaced sensitive words such as micropolitics and power with other
words that pointed to the same class of phenomena but were not that sensitive in a
Chinese culture. The important thing was that they would not see me as a trouble
maker. Usually, when you tell people your purpose in a general way, they will
interpret it in their own terms, and most people are settled with that (Wildavsky,

1993).

As for the recording of the data, in order to accurately put down the interviews to
facilitate later analysis, | asked for the agrecment of the intervieweces for me to tape
the interviews before | started. Generally, people agreed with my taping the
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intervicws. There was only one case of rejection; it was when | interviewed Teacher
Shen in YFM for the first time. 1 respected his choice. Instead of taping the interview.
I quickly jotted down notes — key words, turning phrases, and important nonverbal
signals such as changing tone and facial expressions — during the interview and wrote
up the'interview report the very night (Dexter, 1970). le allowed mc to tape our

second interview, when we had built up a higher level of trust with each other.

4.3.5.2 Observation

Observation provided another source of data. | observed social interactions in formal
settings such as conferences and informal occasions such as cafcteria and hallway.
Social interactions in the formal and informal settings were guided by, and thus
indicated, what people thought of themselves, others in the school, and the relations
among people. By carefully observing and noting down the interactions, |
accumulated valuable information that helped me understand the “inner world” of the
people. In particular, observation helped me detect how they perceived and

negotiated micropolitics in their daily work life.

Besides the interactions, | also observed the physical settings of the school, such as
the office decoration and the location of different offices. The reason to pay attention
to these things was that they embodied the perceptions of the people in the school
organization. They reflected what these people saw as important or wanied others to
think that they believed as important. In the terms of Becker (1998), these things
were the products of the collective actions of the people in the school organization.
Therefore, they might contain useful clues to examine the micropolitics among the

people.

To facilitate my observation in the field, [ devised the attached observation guide for
conferences, daily talks, and teachers’ offices (see Appendix 2). In YFM and QSM, |

managed to observe the major mcetings such as Executive Meetings joined by
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administrators and Teacher-Staff’ Representative Meetings. Some meetings were
taped. In Executive Meetings, it sccmed intrusive to use a tape recorder. Therefore, |
put down notes with a pen and refined the notes soon afterwards. [ wrote up notes of
the observations of the daily interactions at spot. As for office decoration, school
buildings, bulletin boards, signs, and symbols, | took photos when the situation
allowed; | described them in my ticld notes when [ figured that taking a photo would

cause suspicion.

4.3.5.3 Documents

Documents and artifacts were still another source of data. They included policy
documents, particularly those related to the reforms, evaluation forms and results,
schoo! development plan, and rules and regulations in the school. Besides, school
website and online work platform were not to be neglected in this information age.
These documents and artifacts reflected how people in the school interpreted and
responded 1o challenges in their work context. They were the residue products of
people acting together in some social relations (Becker, 1998), relations that | sought
to understand. By examining these residue products, | had a better sense of power

relations among people in the schools.

During the fieldwork, I collected abundant documentary materials from the websites
of the schools under study. Also, in YFM, | managed to get copies of allocation plans
for teachers’ merit pay. The plans were effective before or were being discussed
when 1 was doing the fieldwork in the school. The allocation plans of HYM were
available on its website. As for QSM, the principal was concerned about the
sensitivity of the allocation plans and was reluctant to share the documents. However,

from interviews, [ got a general idca about the allocation plans in QSM.

4.3.6 Data analysis

I organized the data collected from the above three sources to facilitate later coding
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and analysis. Interview tapes were transcribed; the transcriptions were given serial
numbers in the form of “school—interviewee- -date™. Similar serial numbers were
assigned to observation notes in the form of “school—setting—date™. For example, a
note recording the observation of a conference was scrialized as “YFM
—conference -- 201 10114™. Likewise, photos were given serial numbers in the form
of “school--object--date when 1 ook the photo”, while documents were assigned

codes in the form of “school—title—date when the document was 1ssued™.

Anatysis began immediately atter data collection in the field and continued through
the whole process thereafter. Immcdiately after some interview or observation, |
talked to my recorder my impressions and thoughts. I tried to capture the important
concepts frequently used by the people in the school and map out the relationship
among the concepts. Further, | kept reflecting on what the interview or observation
taught me about how the organization operated and the power relations within the
organization. Admittedly, the impressions and thoughts at spot were crude. Most
times, they were not in good shape, segmented, or uncertain. But the point is that
right afier the interview or observation, your mind is excited and your impressions
are fresh. Therefore it is important that you put down these impresstons immediately
so that you can later on retrieve and rcfine them, which wiil facilitate further

analysis.’

During the later phrase of data analysis, the data was coded carefully. Again, 1 paid
particular attention to the important concepts and categories and tried to distill the
emerging relationships among them (Miles & Huberman, 1994). | ook the concepts

and categories as important when [ saw them frequently in the data. They were

' | leamed these ideas from Mawhinney (2010) in our correspondences. Part of her email is quoted to
show the point: “Immediately {and | mean within an hour) after EACH interview or observation you
MUST debrief in-the following way: 1. In your notebook write down key words, ideas, impressions; 2.
FORCE yourself to map out the relationships between concepts and processes that your interview
uncovered; 3. Then use your digital recorder to record your explanation of the mapping- You can
listen to yourself at a later point.”
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relerred to by many people or emerged as a prominent theme 1in someone’s talk. |
was also alert 1o the concepts and categorics that the participants attached strong
emolions to. The emotions indicated that the things mentioned were significant 1o the
participants and deserved my attention if | was to understand their perspectives. In
addition. terms and phrases that had a strong local flavor caught my attention, for

they often indicated perspectives indigenous to the schools under study.

The process ot data analysis was an interactive one. It was a dialogue between theory
and data, between what I thought the case might be and what | heard as 1 listened to
data (Maxwell, 2005). Linking these two was observable implication (King. Keohane.
& Verba. 1994). When | had some idea about what the case might be, 1 asked: if that
1s the case. what clse should also be true and what [ should expect to see in the data”
Also, as | examined the data, 1 asked: of what theory can the data be the observable
implications of? This way, | engaged myself in a productive dialogue between theory
and data, and continuously refined my understanding of school micropolitics in the

coniext of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability.

4.3.7 Other issues

4.3.7.1 The observer and the observed

Some other issues also deserve discussion. The first is the relation between the
observer and the observed. Some people have concern that the presence of the
rescarcher may change the way participants behave. Following Becker (1977) and
based on my ficldwork experience. | believe that this was not a serious issue in this
study. The reason was that participants not only interacted with the researcher. They
also had been interacting with other people in their daily work for a much longer
time and on a more institutionalized basis. They needed to respond to the
expectations and demands of these other people, as they had been doing before the
researcher arrived. Usually, these other people could impact the participants’

wellbeing in the organization 10 a much greater cxtent than the researcher. Therefore,
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as long as the rescarcher did not make himselt oo important in the eyes of
participants. the participants would not significantly change the way they behaved at

the presence of the researcher.

During the study. [ made several cfforts to minimize my intervention into the natural
flow of the life in the schools. One way was that I made it ¢lear 1o people that 1 was
not someone coming from “the top” to examine their work and 1 did not represent
any partisan interests. The other way was that | limited my participation in the social
interactions to the level of real necessity. For example. when [ observed some group
discussion, people might ask me what I thoughi of the issue 1in gquestion. In this case.
I ried 1o avoid giving my own opinion but take it as an opportunity to stimulate
further discussions among the participants (Wildavsky, 1993). 1 might pause, think,
and say: well, this is a challenging issue, particularly in this retorm context. What do
you think, Mr. X? Besides, | made cfforts to check to what extent my presence had
impacted the way people behaved. For instance, after observing the conterences. |
checked with participants how my being there had impacted what they talked about
and how they talked about it in the conferences. Generally, participants reported that

my presence did not alter their behaviors.

The other issue in the rescarcher-participant relationship is rapport. The rescarcher
needs 10 keep a careful balance between building rapport with participants and
maintain an objective position. As mentioned betore. I tried in several ways to build
rapport with the participants such as getting to know ecach other personally and
offering some help when it did not interfere with the purpose of the study. On the
other hand, I kept reminding myself not to fall into the pittall of overrapport with
participants (Wildavsky, 1993). In that pitfall, | would lose my detached perspectives
lo examine lhe‘intcractions and rclations among the participants. During the study, 1
felt that this nisk of overrapport might be particularly acute for educational
researchers. Educational researchers have gone through school organizations as

students before and thus may retain many stereotyped images about what schools and
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schooling are tike. 1f they are not caretul, they can casily let their loaded images et

in the way of their research on the school organization.

4.3.7.2 Validity and reliability

[ made cftorts to cnsure the validity of the data. Consistency and coherency of
self-reports was checked: doubts were clarified through follow up interviews. 1
insisted the participants provide concrete details and examples to support their
opinions and impressions (Becker, 1977). Besides. 1 verified across different people
and different types of data including interview, observation. and documents. Special
attention was paid to the possible incentives for the participants to provide false or
partial information. l‘or example, if [ scnsed that the principal was concerned about
only showing me the bright side of the school, 1 would seek opportunitics to ask

about the challenging issues he or she faced and pursue for specific examples.

The other issue is reliability. Essentially, other researchers may not be able to
reproduce what [ found in the field and come up with the same conclusions about
school micropolitics in the context of reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability. Various factors may play their part hcre. Other researchers may
approach the phenomenon from different perspectives; they may come across
diffcrent events to observe; their relations with the participants may also be ditferent.
which further impacts to what extent the participants trust them and tell them the full
story. Also, things change as time goes. Thercfore, even though another researcher
goes to the same schools | visited, he or she may see different micropolitical

interactions among the people.

4.3.7.3 Ethical issues

1 observed the general guidelines ol cthical considerations in the study. For example,
I respected the choices of people and only invited them to join the study when they

were willing to. Due efforts were made to ensure confidentiality and protect the
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participants. | used alias for the participants. schools. and places involved in the
study in this final report. Also, | made sure that the intervicws were not overheard.
When necessary. | conducted interviews in places outside the schools so that
participants would be more comfortable in talking about micropolitics in the schools.
For example, Teacher Shen in YFM expressed worries in the first interview. He was
scolded by supervisors not long ago for the way he guided students to do research

projects. Theretore, | moved our second interview to a hostel outside the school.

In addition. [ tried to make the researcher-participant relationship a mutually
rewarding one. As many veterans point out, an important way the participants can
benefit from a study is that they can enjoy the total attention of the researcher
(Wildavsky. 1993). During the interviews in this study. the participants had an
opportunity to sharc their lives without the fear of being judged. They talked about
their worries, concerns, challenges, and other cxperiences to a knowledgeable
researcher who strived to appreciate the meanings they attached to those experiences.
This seemed 10 be a compliment and enjoyment for many participants. particularly
for thosc who usually did not receive this level of attention in their daily lives. Other
ways of making the research relationship a win-win one included, for example.
providing consultancy suggestions 1o the principal as long as this would not hurt
other participants, helping the teachers’ children on academic matters, and sharing

information about education in Hong Kong.

One thing in the research deserves special ethical considerations. It was about how 1
introduced my research purpose to the people in the schools. During the study. i did
not tell people that I came to study school micropolitics. Rather, I framed my
research purpose in some general terms such as “I am intcrested in school
management”, T want to study how people work in the school”, or “I come 10 study
the educational reforms”. This way. participants interpreted my purpose in their own
terms and got a general sense of what | did. Usually they were satistied with that
(Dexter, 1970 Wildavsky, 1993).
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The reason why | avoided terms such as power and micropolitics when I introduced
my research purpose was that these terms were so sensitive that they could make
participants perceive me in a wrong way that hurt the research. As Clegg et al. (2006)
point out, in the daily talk, power and micropolitics are oflen associated with
disruptive, dark, and ncgative stuff. This “bad” sense of power and micropolitics was
not what 1 used in this study. My study did not carry a value judgment on whether
power and micropolitics were good or bad but just tried to examine what the case
was in the schools under study in terms of micropolitical interactions. If I had simply
told people that I came to study school micropolitics, it would have been misleading.
People in schools were far from academic world and would not understand my
purpose in the neutral sense defined before (Blasé, 1991). Rather, they wouid
leverage their daily sense of power and micropolitics, often a ncgative one, and
perceive mc as someone looking for “bad stuff” in their organizations. In that casc,
would have little opportunity to gain their trust, let alone expect them to share with
me their genuine perspectives and experiences in the schools. This concemn was
important, particularly given that I conducted my study in a Chinese culture, which

valued harmony and tended to avoid public conilicts.

Although I did not use the exact phrase “school micropolitics” when I introduced my
research purpose, | argue that there was no ethical issue there. On one hand, when [
invited participants to join the study, I et them have a fairly good idea of myself and
my study. | made it clear that I was a doctoral student studying in a Hong Kong
university and came to the school to collect data for my doctoral dissertation. 1 also
promised that [ would not carry words and would ensure anonymity in my writing.
All these were true. Knowing that, people chose whether to join the study and 1
respected their choices. Actually, one teacher in YFM rejected to be intervicwed
even after [ made the efforts. [ respected his decisions and turned to other people. On
the other hand, when ! replaced sensitive words such as power and micropolitics in
interviews, 1 did not do that to hurt the participants but to avoid any
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misunderstanding, as explained above. In fact, | made special cfforts to protect the
participants such as conducting the interviews in separate rooms or somecwhere

outside the school if necessary.
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Chapter 5: Micropolitics in Public Secondary Schools in City G: Status, Money,

and Curriculum and Pedagogy

The purpose of this chapter is to show, in the schools under study, what pcople

pursucd in micropolitics and how they negotiated the micropolitics.

As mentioned before, Ball (1987) highlights three kinds of interests that people
pursuc in school micropolitics. The first is vested interest, which is about materal
concerns. The sccond is ideological interest, which has to do with what you believe
and value. The third is scli-intercst, which touches upon the sense of who you are.
Though Ball’s classification is based on his case studies in British schools, his
classification can sensitize the analysis of my data. Three kinds of interests have
emerged as important to people in the sample schools in City G in mainland China.
Informed by Ball’s (1987) classification, the three kinds of interests are based on the
data collected in this study. They are status, money, and curriculum and pedagogy.
The chapter deals with the threc kinds of intercsts by turns, discussing the

significance of each and examining the strategies of people in each area.

5.1 Micropolitics of status
5.1.1 The concept of status
In this study, status means one’s relative standing symbolically recognized within the
formal and informal organization of a school. The symbolic recognition can be
granted by one’s supervisors (/ingdao, i) and co-workers. It is primarily related

to one’s role performance as a teacher or middle manager in the school.

This definition is elaborated below, with illustrative quotations and examples in the

data.
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5.1.1.1 Who were supervisors (lingdao)?

Participants in the schools under study often used the term “lingdao™ (%1 7). As will
be shown later, it was the recognition from “lingdao” that they carcd the most about.
Therefore, it is useful to clarify who the supervisors (/ingdao) were in the Chinese

schools under study.

The data suggested that the term “/ingdao” mainly referred to those formally
classified as administrators (xingzheng, 1T () in the school, particularly the
principal, the top administrator in the school. Though some roles such as Class IHead
and Subject Head entailed management duties, they were not classified and, more
importantly, not perceived by people in the school, as administrative posts. When
teachers talked about the various posts and when people holding the posts talked
about themselves, they were clear about the difference betwcen administrators and
non-administrators. A rolc that deserved attention was Grade Head. As mentioned
before, in HYM and QSM, Grade Heads were not administrators and were thus
usually not perceived as “lingdao” by teachers. In YFM, with the recent reform of
“Grade Responsibility System”, the post of Grade Head was taken by one with the

rank of administrator.

In fact, an examination of the post of Grade Head showed clearly that the term
“lingdao” referred to those with formal ranks of administrator; a common teacher

performing management duties was not a supervisor (/ingdao).

Grade Heads were expected to coordinate the teaching of all teachers teaching the
same grade. Therefore, in many ways, Grade Heads managed teachers. For example,
when teachers printed some exam papers, they needed to get the approval of the
Grade Head. Also, if a teacher had to leave the school during a workday, she needed
to get the assent of the Grade Head. Though the approvals might be quite informal,

say just a nodding yes, they showed the management function of Grade Heads.
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However, 1n HYM_ and QSM, also in YFM before its recent organizational reform,
Gradc Heads wcrel not perceived as supervisors (/ingdao). This was clearly shown in
the experience of Mr. Shen in YFM. As a Grade Head, Mr. Shen saw some students
sleeping during a class. He went into the classroom and waked up the students.
While he thought what he did was helpful for the teacher, his behavior annoyed the
teacher, who said: “Even the supervisors would not enter my classroom to wake up
the students, how dare you?” The teacher’s words suggested that the role of Grade
Head, when taken by a common teacher, was not perceived as an administrator by
other teachers. Teachers taking the role of Grade Head also knew this well. An
example is Grade Head Mao in HYM. Soon after | started to interview him, he

clarified his role: “I am not an administrator (xingzheng). (A EATEL. )7

Understandably, teachers identified morc with the non-administrators; they felt more
comfortablc in sharing their concerns with non-administrators than with
non-administrators. Ms. Deng’s experience showed this well and further
demonstrated that performing management duties itself did not make one a

“lingdao”.

Ms. Deng used to be a Lesson Preparation Team Head in YFM. As mentioned before,
though this role carried some management duties such as coordinating the lesson
preparation and teaching progress of teachers, the role was not perceived as an
administrative role by teachers. At that time, Ms. Deng got along well with other
teachers and enjoyed the casuat relationship. She often brought some special food to
share with other teachers; other teachers liked her sunny disposition and often joked
with her. Later on, through public competition, she rose to the rank of administrator
and took the role of Grade Head. She felt that her relationship with teachers was not

as casual and close as before:

Some teachers and I were good friends. As I said, I wished that their kids would
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call me Big Teacher Deng. But only a few of their kids call me that way [now].
Many changed how they called me. Sometimes, you see that they are chatting
happily. Once [ enter the room, they stop. Sometimes, well, | feel bad [about
it]...My being there definitely stops them from continuing the chatting. However
hard you try to show that you want 1o fit into the group, they feel that you are
someone close to the principal. That is the case. So my relationship with the
teachers is not as close as before. This happens to everyone [who becomes an
administrator]. (ALK ALELL T AL R RG> FHEHT AR MR B Z I
SR EN, ALEITIEMHEI A ZREA KT, BEF FHTBR T
PILIRGAT B TR O 5, e U LANTRA K T, e 1R, 8
&4 TF .. Bl AN E R 2RI F 5 A1 4515 250
FIRIBA L L, BNTEBETFOBER G — T AAY, ZRFHFH. FrEl
[ %5 15 IE SR EINL I HK R~ 46, BLRATAIN BB, ) (Grade
Head Deng, YFM)

Among all administrators in the school, the principal secemed to be the most
important supervisor (lingdao). It’s recognition from the principal that people cared
the most about. Frequently in interviews, participants talked about being careful not
to leave bad impressions on the principal; For example, as a way of management,
Grade Head Deng in YFM sometimes reminded teachers of how the principal might

evaluate their behaviors.

For example, once a teacher did not do “'pre-class waiting”1. After he finished
the class, we went to talk to him. We would say: well, you did not do *“pre-class
waiting” ... It seems that the school takes this regulation seriously. It would be
not good if you were noticed next time. We tell you this, not because we hope that

.the grade performs well, but because we hope that you keep your good image in

the eyes of the principal... (BYIIEE- T ENTR F R [(EEIE: BHEERY

! “Pre-class waiting” was a requirement for teachers in YFM. It meant that teachers should arrive at
. classrooms at least three minutes before the lessons began and get ready for the lessons.
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Wiz L BRAT SPPA T TEEIR T, A RO B R, b T
FNIREME L2, SAWR.. . R [ FR] #HRCHR F AHET
T AL, BATLBIGEH L HGRE R L EGTRKCH Y —H
ABLRIS AR 4 AT ...). (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

Grade Head Deng’s words suggested that people in the school generally cared much
about how the principal appraised their role performance. A “good image in the eyes

of the principal” was used as an incentive for teachers’ satisfactory performance.

5.1.1.2 Recognition from supervisors mattered the most

Both supervisors and co-workers could show recognition for one’s role performance
as a teacher or middle manager in the school. However, as the data suggested,
recognition from supervisors seemed to matter the most. In other words,
supervisor-granted status seemed to be more important than status gained from other
sources. Some examples below show the special importance of supervisor-granted

status.

Compared with peer-granted status, supervisor-granted status seemed more
significant. An example in point was Teacher Liu’s story in YFM. Mr. Liu was a
chemistry teacher in YFM. He had worked in YFM for more than 8 years. Story !
below shows excerpts from his correspondence with Principal Song in YFM'. The
emails allow us to have a deep understanding of what people pursued in schools.
Therefore, they deserve long quotation and will be referred to many times in the

following discussion.

' During an interview, Principal Song mentioned that some teachers and students wrote emails to him.
He saw it as an important part of his work to handle the emails. 1 asked him to show me some of the
emails and promised confidentiality. He agreed. The emails cited in Stories 1 and 2 were shared by
him together with other emails. He just copied the emails to my flash disk without reviewing the
content of each (I stood beside him while he was copying the files.). The Execution Reports cited in
Story 3 were also collected this way. The emphases in underline and bold in the emails cited were

original.
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Story 1: Teacher Liu in YFM Complained to Principal Song About the Results of

P . - !
Evaluations on His Work Performance

Teacher Liu's email to Principal Song, July 6, 2010

Principal Song:

First, I am sorry to disturb you. This afternoon, 1 went to talk with you about the

trivial matters, and I did that together with Teacher Han!...

In the eight years [ worked in YFM, [ have been performing my duties carefully,
taking on responsibilities, and finishing tasks well. I nearly spent all my time in

the school, including the time beyond normal work day ...

Among all the Parallel Classes [whose student intake was among the average],
my class achieved the best results in CEE. They also performed the best in terms
of discipline. However, my bonus ranked almost the last! I took a modest attitude,
thinking that things will get better when I deliver greater achievements later. |
persisted, even when some similar-aged young teachers laughed at me, saying

that I took the school as home and worked too hard.

As awprincipal, you trusted me. In 2010, you let me teach an Experimental Class
for Science disciplines. I worked even harder. I thought that I must deliver
excellent results. Only then would I feel that I deserve the trust. Unfortunately, |
got some strange illness in my stomach. But I persisted I took up even more
responsibilities. As a Head of Lesson Preparation Team, 1 analyzed the test
scores of the senior third grade students. I forgot to eat and worked overtime lo

get the analysis done. What's more, for countless times, I talked to students and

! See Appendix 4 for the Chinese version of the emails.
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helped them solve thought problems dfter evening clusses and during

weekends ...

I was ill, deadly painful every day. I still worked well! My effort paid My
students liked me and gave me high scores in teacher evaluations. Their
performance in CEE was excellent, which mude me happy. My class was
allocated a target of 23 students who would enter university through CEE. The
target was the highest amonyg all classes. I accepted that calmly. In the end, 32

students in my class entered university through CEE._My class performed the

best among all classes in the senior third grade, no matier you consider the total

number or the above-target number! [ am a person who tried hard, delivered

results, and had the passion!

But think about the result of performance evaluation! At first, I got no award. My
1 got worse results in the performance evaluation than those who performed
worse than me, those who did not meet the target, and those who did not work
seriously, let alone compared with those who exceeded the target. All of them got
awards! Later on, the school gave me an award of “Township Excellent

Teacher” as a makeup. It was like a charity. | felt so disappointed. Some may

say I am too young to get the awards, but I am not young any longer. XX and XX

are both younger than me; their performance was recognized...

I teach a minor science discipline in this township high school. How difficult it
would be for me to rise to the rank of Secondary Senior Teacher! I am afraid it
would be impossible for me to deliver such performance again in the future, even
though [ tire myself to death. So I cherish this opportunity when ['ve delivered
excellent results. I do not dare to give up the awards. Really no other choice do [
have. [ really do not care about the bonus, but I really care about recognition

and honor! I am really a person who wants to move forward!
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I really hope that vou can consider this issue. give me unswers, and solve my

doubts ...

Principal Song s email to Liv July 27_2010

Respected Teacher Liu:

First, I apologize to you because this is a late reply. I believe [ have already

made you disappointed. During the term end, I was really too busy...

In my impression, you have always been a young teacher who talks little but
works well.  You love education, take work seriously, and are
kind-hearted... When you taught the senior third grade, you worked persistently
despite illness and delivered good performance in CEE. According to the
evaluation of Grade Committee comprising three persons, it was decided that
you got the honor of Municipal Excellent Teacher and Township Excellent
Teacher. While the honor of Municipal Excellent Teacher was a default honor, it
also showed our recognition. The school and the grade team recognized your
work effort and your performance. However, during the process of award
allocation, we had to try to let the awards cover as many people as possible.
Thergfore, one person could not get too many awards. This happened in the

award dllocation every year.

You felt unhappy due to the evaluation results. I understand you very well,
because 1 was also once young and felt wronged. You care about it [the honor].
This shows thar at least you are still aiming for the positive things and caring
about how others see you. On the issue of honor, I would like to share with you

my personal experiences and reflections.
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Should we “'give up” or “argue for" honor? The choice shows one's way in the
art of life. Are those who choose to “give up " honor fools, as some people say? |
dont think so. If we care too much about it, we will have much complaint,
uneasiness, and pain. In my opinion, if you “argue for” honor, even if you have
reasons, vou will feel had, and the result is necessarily that all are unhappy. No
matter you get the honor or not, the final result is that you will make others feel
bad. They will think that although this person has some reasons, she acts 100
aggressively. Alternatively, they may think that this pér.mn is just making trouble

ou! of nothing.

If we take it easy and "give up " honor, we will be able to enjoy the bright sky
Sull of stars. We will let others see our dignified personality. We will feel very
relaxed and very happy. Are those who “give up” honor fools or those who

“argue for" honor?

When it comes to work, some people willingly pick the tough challenges, when it
comes (o honor and interests, they willingly give up what they deserve, even
though they are wronged. These people we all respect and admire very much.
Around us, there are many such kind of people. We should take them as examples
and learn from them. This way, all will be happy and relaxed. Our life will be

enjoyable and harmonious!

Liu’s email to Principal Song, December 1, 2010’

Respected Principal Song,

1 No reply to this email was available in the data collected. Interviews and observations suggested
that Teacher Liu’s complaints seemed to fade away.
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In my heart, you have always been a wise leader. a busy and successful
educational administrator, and a kind elder. However, maybe just because of that,
there is an unavoidable big distance between you and me, which hinders your
understanding about me. Therefore, you and | have some different ideas. I still
wani to have a heart-to-heart talk with you, an approachable man. Just to have

a heart-to-heart talk with you!

! have nearly forgotten all the past and returned to my own happiness. However,
things did not go as we wished. From the term beginning to now, many teachers
gossiped in front of me. Today, the bonus for excellent teaching in the last term

was distributed. More colleagues gossiped! This unsettled me.

Some people saw me and said. “Teacher Liu, you are in charge of chemistry,
which achieved good test results. Your class performed the best in the test. So
you've got much term bonus? ' | smiled but felt bad (thinking that my bonus was
just among the average). Some said: “Mr. Liu, your test performance in the last
term was ju;'t 50 so. There are less than 40 teachers in the grade. You ranked
between the 10" and 20" " And many young Class Heads said: “See? You are a
Jool, an idiot! You worked so hard and performed so well. Your health became so
bad. What's the result? You are stupid.  won't do that.” Some said: *“Why do you
work so hard? Can't you be a little lazier? Some people do not like it!”" And so
on. A couple of young Class Ieads...have been asking me to teach them the
business of being a Class Head...I have been teaching and helping them
carefully and patiently. But as soon as they talked about the result of evaluation
on my work in the senior third grade, they said: “So discouraging!” Principal

Song, talking about this now, I really do not mean to gain anything. [ just need a

little understanding. I really want to talk more about it! Can you read it

carefully?
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I am not sure whether vou still remember my previous email. Did you read it
carefully? Since childhood, I have been a quiet and introversive person. Before [
started to work in 2002, my parents kept saying this to me: "My kid, you are
hard-working. We do not worry about that. But you are not good af social
conversation and dealing with people. This really worrics us! Do not be scared
when you meet the elders and the supervisors. Do not just work hard silently like
a fool. Be sure to talk with them. Be sure to learn how to conduct social
conversations. Otherwise you appear impolite, which makes people think bud of
you! Even though you have no bad thoughts and work hard. people will perceive
vou negatively when they see you ignoring others.” When I came back home
during last summer vacation, my parents said similar words again. They

wondered why my character was still the same as before with no improvement!

In 2004, [ was allocated to the senior first grade...I was the Class Head of the
5™ cluss. Later on, when I taught the senior second and third grade, | was
relocated to chemistry 2" class. From the senior first to the senior third grade,
my class always performed the best in terms of hygiene work and discipline.
Every month we won the title of Excellent Civilized Class. Our test scores were
also the best among all classes in the same tracking group. In the end, we
delivered the best CEE results among all Parallel Classes...You can ask the
teachers. The teachers who worked with me before all said that I did the best in

carefully compiling and analyzing the test scores ...

I arrived at the school at 7TAM and did not leave for home until 10:40 nearly
evening. I stayed in the school all time in between. I did not eat well or sleep
well. How could my health remain good? It was from then my health became
worse! When there was too much work in the Grade Team and the Grade Head
could not handle it, I took care of it. In my daily work, I had been paying
attention to those aspects in the grade team that needed improvements. When |
noticed them, I offered sound advices and dealt with the matters carefully. About
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this, you can check with the Grade Head This wayv. in the second term when [
taught the senior third grade, from Monday to Sunduy. [ never took a full break

of a half duy. fer alone one day!

Therefore, since 1 taught the senior first grade, students delivered top test

performance in chemistry. In the end,_all my students in the chemistry 2" class,

a_‘“weak class”, entered university...the performance of my studenis In

chemistry 2™ class was the closest to that of students in the first-tier classes. [

contributed the most to the grade. When it was time to allocate the CEE bonus,
[ ranked among the last! Teacher Deng Zhao also ranked among the last. He
raught a paraliel class and performed better than others teaching parallel
classes. When the Grade Head distributed the bonus. he said: “According to
the allocation plan and test resuldis, the bonus of you two is not the lowest. But [
need to favor some people, so I made you two the lowest.” The moment I heard
that, 1 felt very disuppointed. But later on, after some consideration, I gave up. |
Just finished the hard work teaching the senior third grade [and felt tired]. Let it

be! I did not bother to care about the evaluation!

In 2007, [ started another cycle and taught the senior first grade. [ worked hard
My class performed umong the best from senior first grade to senior third grade.

both in terms of test scores and discipline.

But why did the Head of Grade Team for senior second grade asked me to give

up the title of Excellent Teacher? Why didn't I get any award when my

senior-third-grade class performed the best in CEE, even after | begged him for
it? The answer I got was: He could not do much about it. It was decided by the
principals and he had no authority. He would try to get an additional quota for

me.

Was it really you who made all the decisions? ! think you are so busy, taking
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care of the whole school. I guess it should not be you. Was it true that those who

do not argue for the honor suffer the loss every time and are played tricks upon

every year? Those who work harder and better are disliked. 1 teach each cohort
Jor three years. How many three years are there in one'’s work time over one’s

whole life?

Last, I really hope that you give me and some ather reachérs‘ an answer so that |
can forgel about this issue. In the future, I will continue to go by my nature, work
hard, and finish every task carefully. But I hope that you can help me regain the

motivation to work as hard as 1 did before.

As the emails suggested, Mr. Liu had been working very hard and delivering
exceptional performance. This had been noticed and r;:cognized by his collcagues.
Some colleagues explicitly showed their recognition, saying that Mr. Liu did the best
in analyzing the test scores. Some others such as the young Class Heads sought his
advices about work. Still other colleagues thought that Mr. Liu worked “too hard”
like a fool. Invariably, their evaluation of Mr. Liu’s work was the same. They agreed
that Mr. Liu worked hard and well. However, this recognition from peers, though

important, did not satisfy Mr. Liu.

The reason Mr. Liu wrote to Principal Song was to gain the honor and awards he
thought he deserved. Honor and awards were indicators of supervisors’ recognition;
they could be given by supervisors, but not peers or subordinates in the school.
Although honor often entailed monetary benefits, it was the honor itself Mr. Liu

cared, as he stated explicitly in the first email above.

I really do not care about the bonus, but I really care about recognition and

honor! [ am really a person who wants to move forward! (B B )4 -FHLESE
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& MG T EEFIFEN I A 46 LHO8!) (Story 1 Teacher
Liu’s email to Principal Song in YFM, July 6, 2010)

Although the honor and awards also impacted a tcacher’s promise of rising to higher
ranks, it was the understanding and appreciation from supervisors, particularly the
principal, that Mr. Liu pursued lor. That’s why he wrote a second long email to
Principal Song, even when he knew that the email would not change the result of
honor allocation. In his words: “Principal, talking about this now, 1 really do not
mean to gain anything. I just need a httle understanding. I really want to talk more
about it! Can you read it carefully?” (Story 1: Teacher Liu’s email to Principal Song

in YFM, December 1, 2010)

Another exampie, Mr. Shen’s story, also suggested that supervisor-granted status was
more important, but showed that point in another way. It indicated that even if peers

did not recognize one, one would still be motivated if supervisors recognized one.

Mr. Shen taught English for senior second grade in YFM when | interviewed him in
the first term of 2010-2011 academic year. He worked in another school before, won
many awards, and was promoted to be an official in Township Education Bureau.
However, he disliked the job of being an official and made an application to the
bureau for just being a common teacher in a school. This way, he joined YFM.
Principal Song liked him and asked him to be Grade lHead. As Mr. Shen told me in
the interview, though he wanted to rcject the offer, he accepted it at last for fear of

annoying the principal.

As a Grade Head, he carried out school regulations strictly and thus offended some
teachers. For example, when he saw students sleeping in classes, he would enter the
classroom, wake up the students, and give them a lesson. This hurt the self-esteem of
some teachers, who thought what Shen did was a major insult of their autonomy in

the classroom. A teacher said: “Even the supervisors would not enter my classroom.
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to wake up the students, how dare you?” Incidents such as this made Shen unpopular
among tcachers. While Shen tried hard to fulfill Principal Song’s expectations on him,
his way of solving problems annoyed many people, including Principal Song. At last,
Mr. Shen resigned the duty of Grade flead at the end of the second term of
2009-2010 academic year.

What follows are excerpts from Mr. Shen’s email to Principal Song on March 9,

2010, when Mr. Shen was still a Grade Head.

Story 2: Mr. Shen in YFM Explained His Motives to Principal Song
Mr. Shen's email to Principal Song in YEM. March 9, 2010’

Respected Principal Song:

Many words you said in the meeting yesterday were for me. 1 felt very sad. There
is a big gap between my level of thinking and yours, so I ofien make mistakes
and cause troubles for you. However, I still want to speak out my true thoughts

regardless of [possible concerns].

First, the student [that | beat] was the one who you caught smoking in a toilet
last term. He not only did not listen to your teaching but also wanted to attack
you (I heard about this from Director Ning. Maybe you yourself have already

Jforgotten about the maiter.)

After he attacked the previous Class Head Teacher Pan, he not only did not
regret about his errors at all but also threatened that the current Class Head

Feng Yin would be his next goal to attack. I am just reporting this to you.

! See Appendix 4 for the Chinese version of the email.
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Before this [1 beating the student], | had been remembering your teaching and
keeping myself calm. The Class Head was not willing 10 go to the police station
1o pick up the student. You asked me to go; [ agreed. Also, I had been friendly to

the student.

When [ saw that you seemed very annoyed too and prepared to beat the student
(uctually I took it wrong. You did not mean that at all), I was quite surprised: If
someone were to beat the student, it should be me, absolutely not the principal!
Definitely I cannot let the principal be the one who make the mistake [of beating

a student]!

So, I just bluffed the guy [by beating him]. For this kind of person, if you do not
give him a lesson, I am afraid that he will cause even bigger troubles in the

Jfuture!

My fault it was. But my intention was to punish the student for you. Definitely I

did not mean to add troubles for you.

Second, when I heard teachers discussing hotly in the offices and even cursing
you by name, I felt irritated. 1 just wanted lo report o you the true situation.
Definitely I did not intend to act as “the representative of teachers’ interests” at

all. Could I not report to you?

In short, others could misunderstand me. They could attack me. But | only hope

that you can “know " me, know my real intention. That s all.

Regards,

Your subordinate: Jiajiang Shen

March, 9, 2010, Tuesday
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Mr. Shen wrote the email to explain the motives behind his role performance and win
the understanding and recognition from Principal Song. He was striving to maintain
his status recognized the principal. Notice what Mr. Shen stressed in the end of the

email.

In short, others could misunderstand me. They could attack me. But I only hope
that you can ‘know ' me, know my real intention. That's all. (8.2, M GTL{H
i, FLUHLRE, (IRIFEERE TH &, THENREFTL. 5L
M. ) (Story 2: Mr. Shen's email to Principal Song in YFM, March 9, 2010, my

emphasis)

These last sentences indicated that Mr. Shen cared the moét about whether the
principal understood his true motives behind what he did. That mattered much more
than whether “others”, presumably his co-workers, understood and recognized him.
In other words, principal-granted status was more significant to Mr. Shen than

peer-granted status.

Not only did supervisor-granted status matter more than peer-granted status, it also
seemed to impact the latter. That is, when one was less recognized by supervisors,
one was likely to be less recognized by peers. Grade Head Deng in YFM explained

this in an interview.

Before showing the interview excerpts, some introduction of the background is in
order. At the time of the interview, YFM had just implemented the “Grade
Responsibility System”. In the old system, the position of Grade Head was taken by
a common teacher, who was in charge of horizontal and vertical coordination but did
not have much substantial authority. In the new system, a three-person Grade
Committee was set up for every grade. The Grade Committee included the Grade

Head, who had the title of administrator in the school, and two vice Grade Heads,
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who were common teachers. The three persons were responsible for all grade affairs
such as academic performance, student discipline, and budget planning. The
committee had the authority to choose teaches from the pool of all the teachers in the
school. The higher the grade, the more priority it had in getting the teachers the
Grade Committee chose. If a teacher was not chosen by any grade, she would be
assigned to some non-teaching positions. Clearly, teachers cared about whether they
were chosen and which grade they ended up teaching. In particular, having the
opportunity to teach the senior third grade was regarded by teachers as recognition

for their professional compeience,

Now we can see how peers saw a teacher who, somehow, seemed not recognized by
the supervisors. As the quotes below demonstrate, peer recognition depended greatly

on supervisors’ recognition.

Interviewer: For those teachers to whom you do not allocate important duties,
why are they unhappy?

Deng: They feel even worse. Say it were me and [ should teach the senior third
grade this year gccqrding to the normal cycle. But you [the Grade Head] did not
pick me. Since you did not pick me, I might stay in the senior second grade or
senior first grade. Whatever the reason was why I was down, others may not
know it. All people will think that you were degraded and it was because you
were ungualified that you were degraded. Then, somehow, wherever you go,
people do not tell you explicitly, but in private talks, people will think that you
are unqualified since you were not picked.

(G : WEAEERLEAMIIRELATL?

MLAE: MHTEA IO HEFRTFLE, BOFREHVEZE L=, H
BORREH, B ERTEF TR —HATEHER - LB A5
BIFHEG, BN FEA —EFERE, FraEMNREGGHEHFEL T, R
K ETTIEL . BITHEFATCEFPE, NFKALLITTRO A 455,
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BE T HA G ARG KRR, ) (Interview with Grade Head Deng,
YFM)

In short, supervisors’ recognition was of utmost importance to people in the Chinese
schools under study. It seemed more important than, and significantly impacted, peer

recognition.

5.1.1.3 Supervisors’ recognition of one as a unique individual

What one expected of supervisors was that supervisors shoutd understand, appreciate,
and recognize one as an individual. This certainly had to de with recognizing the
value or excellence of one’s work performance. However, it seemed more than that.
It’s also about recognizing one as a unique individual. Therefore, it required the
supervisor to not only know what one did in work but also understand one’s motives
and extraordinary efforts and thereby arrive at and show appreciation of one’s talent
and personality. In other words, people expected supervisors to recognize not only
the result of their role performance but also the process and the commitment behind
the performance. Therefore, not unusually, people explained the details in their life
histories to supervisors so that supervisors would understand and appreciate their role

performance. We saw this in Stories 1 and 2.

In Story 1, Mr. Liu went to great lengths to show that he was a hard-working teacher
who took the school as home and spent nearly all his time working in the school.
Even after the result of award allocation could not be changed, he wrote to Principal
Song to have a “heart-to-heart talk” and to get “a little understanding”. In that email,
he recalted his parents’ comments about his personality: hard-working but not good

at dealing with personal relationships, particularly relationship with supervisors.

Since childhood, I have been a quiet and introversive person. Before I started t0
work in 2002, my parents kept saying this to me: “My kid you are hard-working.

We do not worry about that. But you are not good at social conversation and
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dealing with people. This really worries us! Do not be scared when you meet the
elders and the supervisors. Do not just work hard silently like a fool. Be sure to
talk with them....” When I came back home during last summer vacation, my
parenis said similar words again. They wondered why my character was still the
same as before with no improvement! (M NEHSBELETNRL Z, BHAGAEHT
Ao 02 FESHLLIER, BN B TRy L ERAH
Ly A LEET, P EIEY, FLUAML ! B EY KA G
HIAKUBTIASR, BESENC KM HE, BRI BRI FANTSE S 0h .. &5,
L BRI, ISR, B! ) (Story 1: Teacher Liu's
email to Principal Song in YFM, December [, 2010)

Why did he go into detail to talk about his parents’ comments on his personality in an
email discussing the results of evaluation on his performance? It seemed that he
wanted Principal Song to better understand his personality. Teacher Liu
acknowledged that he was not good at dealing with relationships with supervisors.
But he did not want this weakness to hurt his impression on Principal Song.
Therefore, he made great effort to present his life, not just his work performance, to

Principal Song.

Similarly, in Story 2, Mr. Shen explained why he beat the student and why he told
Principal Song about teachers’ gossip. He wanted Principal Song to understand his
true motive, which was to help Principal Song. As he wrote in the end of the email:
“But I only hope that you can ‘know’ me, know my real intention. That’s all. (Story 2:
Mr. Shen’s email to Principal Song in YFM, March 9, 2010)”

5.1.1.4 Status was relative

Status was relative, meaning that one’s status was relative to the status of those in
comparable roles in the school organization. The important thing to note here is that
it’s this relative standing, not some absolute position, that people in schools cared

about when they evaluated how much recognition they got from supervisors.
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We saw this in Story . When Mr. Liu in YFM argued that he did not get the award
he thought he deserved, he compared what he got and what other teachers in the
school got. When he realized that his award was among the last while his

performance was among the top, he complained.

But think about the result of performance evaluation! At first, I got no award. |
goi worse resulls in the performance evaluation than those who performed worse
than me, those who did not meet the target, and those who did not work seriously,
let alone compared with those who exceeded the target. All of them got awards!...
Some may say I am too young to get the awards, but I am not young any longer.
XX and XX are both younger than me; their performance was recognized... (7]
VG ! —TTIE 4 SEARET BEEEN, BTGy, AEEERN, A
B TR, ATHE ! . L HER, BIFRT, XX f1XX SR
N, TR G ST 5 f) (Story 1: Teacher Lius email to Principal Song
in YEM, July 6, 2010)

Likewise, Grade Head Mao in HYM emphasized that it was not the absolute amount

of bonus that teachers cared about.

Those who get more money may not be happy; those who get less may be happy.
(EERA - JET L, BBLIA EATILY (Grade Head Mao, HYM)

In a later interview, Mao indicated what he cared about: the bonus allocation shouid
show that the principal “recognizes my work” (AT B LHE). Therefore, the
relative standing of one’s bonus should match the level of recognition from the
principal one thought one deserved. Otherwise, one would feel unhappy even though

the bonus was big in terms of absolute amount.
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5.1.1.5 Supervisors’ recognition could be formal or informal

When supervisors showed their recognition, they might do it formally or informally.
Informal recognition often took the form of praise. This might be done in private
occasions such as personal correspondence or in public occasions such as a
school-wide meeting. Formal recognition might take the symbolic forms of awards
and task allocation. For example, in the high schools, teachers felt recognized when
they were given the opportunity to tcach the senior third grade, which meant that
they were to face the challenge of CEE. Given the importance of CEE performance
for the fate of the students and the reputation of the school, allowing a teacher to

teach the senior third grade showed supervisors’ recognition of the teacher.

Formal recognition was important to teachers. On one hand, formal recognition
usually constituted necessary requirements for teachers to apply for higher
occupational grades. For example, when the school allocated awards for teacher
performahce during last academic year, there were various levels of awards such as
Township-level Excellent Teacher, Municipal-level Excellent Teacher, and
Provincial-level Excellent Teacher. A teacher’s award level might impact the
likelithood that he rose to next level of occupational grade. On the other hand, formal

recognition was public and thus helped a teacher build up higher status among peers.

That being said, we need to note that supervisors’ recognition in informal ways could
also motivate people. We saw this in Story 1. To settle Mr. Liu’s complaints,
Principal Song praised Mr. Liu’s hard work and exceptional performance. He
explained that there was a limited number of awards and suggested Mr. Liu not care
too much about the formal titles of “Excellent Teacher” (Story 1: Principal Song’s
email to Teacher Liu in YFM, July 27, 2010). This informal recognition from the
principal seemed to have calmed Mr. Liu down, as the beginning of his second email

indicated.
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I have nearly forgotien all the past and returned to my own happiness. (# 5K
LA T i, A TR, ZBpe) 7 H O ! ) (Story 1: Teacher
Liu’s email to Principal Song in YFM, December 1, 2010)

Another example was Teacher Kang in HYM. During the interview, she emphasized

that she did not care much about how the supervisors saw her.

It'’s not like 1 work jfor the supervisors... I teach the students. What [ want is to
deliver a useful person to the society. So, I do not care about the come and go of
the principals. It does not impact me much. I do not care much about whether
the principal have a good impression of me or a bad impression of me. It does
not impact me much. (XL TGRS ... BHBE N FLEENIUER
PEEE -~ PHHIBIN, It FERIGK LA A ZN, X TEA
BT, BAEIRR RN B EIR LIS IRALF KA E KR
(Teacher Kang, HYM)

But still, she felt pleased when Principal Lan praised her for arriving at school early
every day. The informal recognition from the principal was for her role performance
as a teacher. Teacher Kang’s words below indicated that she remembered the

recognition and felt motivated.

I like Principal Lan. At that time [during 2007-2008], I taught the junior third
grade. He often praised me, for I came to the school early. I lived in the suburb
area and drove here. He often praised me. As soon as he arrived at the school,
he noticed that my car was already there. (&K BIRHR B 5 AL TELFHG, ¢
B IIHHR B E ) = IR R G R g BFAFRE, B AKX BITFE
K, 2B EBGIM K EF TN T-HK. ) (Teacher Kang, HYM)

5.1.2 The centrality of micropolitics of status
Status was the central micropolitical concern to people in the schools under study.
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Various examples cited above showed this well. Besides, when asked what they saw
as important for their happiness in schools, teachers frequently responded with
phrases such as “l hope the principal recognizes me”. They might use different words
such as “approve”, “recognize”, “understand”, “value” , and “praise” (¥ %, AT/,

THE, BT, #I%), but the meaning behind was similar. Of course, the case should
not be exaggerated. Saying that status was of central concern to pecople in the
Chinese schools under study is not to say that the concern on status existed to the

same intensive extent in every instance or for every person. Rather, it is meant to

depict a general pattern about what people pursued in the schools under study.

5.1.2.1 The taboo of “making petty reports”

The importance of status in terms of role performance was shown in several ways.
First, the data suggested that status was the top concern in dealing with the intricacies
of work relations in the school. To protect other’s status, if possible at all, was
implicit expectation for everyone. Since status was mainly about the recognition one
got from supervisors, it was critical that one maintained a good image in the eyes of
supervisors, particularly the principal. Therefore, people were very sensitive not to
let their errors, delinquencies, or any imperfections in their role performance be
exposed to supervisors. This suggested a taboo in the Chinese school organizations:
“making petty reports” (daxiaobaogao, T/ %), which meant telling supervisors
negative things about colleagues. This was seen as a much more severe hurt than

criticism. Grade Head Deng in YFM knew this taboo clearly and avoided it carefully:

Grade Head Deng: Usually, I do not talk about teachers in front of the principal.
Interviewer:  What are your concerns?

Grade Head Deng: First, I think everyone can make mistakes...you should give
him an opportunity to correct the mistakes...sometimes you say something
unintentionally about a teacher in front of the supervisors, the teacher may be

discouraged. So I am very careful about this. I try not to say things about the
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teachers in front of the principal. Of course, if a teacher has some strength, 1 will
talk a lot about it, definitely. For example, a teacher did a good job in allocating
students 1o different classes...

(BELL: EWFRTE AR KB

LT . EMNIFIHG AN T AR Hi8, BRI E LR E?
B ESL: F PR ITA BT RIRS 1% . 10 S LN — P2 il 19 8L
2. B WECHE, 18P A G, AT L. AT
LUFE LR R Sy s TG A AR KR X P EWE R L AFE G841
LA Fe LM 21K, Bl -1 EI05HERIIT 1A IR AL )
(Interview with Grade Head Deng, YFM)

Unlike Grade Iicad Deng, Mr. Shen in YFM sometimes broke the taboo and was
perceived by other teachers as making petty reports, though he did not intend to. That
happened when he was a Grade Head in YFM before. In an interview, he mentioned
that some teachers did not show up for their classes. Later on, they went to Grade
Head Shen to make some explanations. Some teachers said that their kids were ill;
others might say that they had a headache. This troubled Grade Head Shen. On one
hand, missing classes was a serious neglect of one’s duty and he should criticize the
teachers. On the other hand, the tcachers offered some scemingly reasonable
explanations. After all, it was not kind to punish a teacher who missed her class
because her kid was ill. The problem was that nobody could verify whether the
reasons offered were true or just excuses., Grade Head Shen sometimes turned to his
superior for advices, but that brought him further troubles. Some teachers accused

him of making petty reports.

I ask my superior: “how should I deal with such cases [of teachers missing
classes]?"” He would ask: “who was it?" | may tell him. The superior may go
and talk to him [the teacher], who would explain to the superior and then blame
me for making petty reports to the superior. You see, I am not clear about the
boundary. Is it within my scope of duty or is it making petty reports? 1 am painful
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about it. In my eyes, it is the right thing to do to puss information between
supervisors and teachers so that we can work well together. However. some
teachers see it as making petty reports. This is really a tough thing. In their eyes,
the best scenario is like, when they miss classes, you should not tell the
supervisors, then you are really acting like a good buddy. But I think it is a
matter of principal. Say, your car is broken on the way and you ausk me fo pick
vou up. I'will go, with no hesitation. There is no problem in acting like a buddy
in those cases. But if you miss your class, it is not a matter of friendship. When
this teacher misses her class, you ignore it, then what would you do if another
teacher misses her class? (BRI WG, Fid, WIERWI XIS, ELR?

st iy, HHE? FGELTT IR, WERERIEM, kT, MR
THEFE, RIEMRA BRI LR T LITIRE TR P Z TSR
B, BTG A ? 2B TFIT NS ? DS . UK,

Ll P, L B, RN EE, 75 EW 1R
FTPIRE . KR IRARHG FH, BT, Ay, FMREHE, By E

AT VR, BORHHN], BRI MEKANKEFIHRE,

G, W, BYETHEHLFT, GKEK ~ FH, REIHBIHL T .
BN sI R THEGHE, R ET SN EX AKX TR A
K WR PG RO - -IRHET R, T T AW REZLI/? ) (Teacher Shen,

YFM, talking about what he experienced when he was a Grade Head before)

Grade Head Shen also suggested that the taboo of making petty reports nearly

covered everything that might impact teachers’ personal interests.

Interviewer. When will teachers see you managing them as carrying out your
duty rather than making petty reports?

Shen: As far as the current context is concerned, no teacher will think that you
are carrying out normal duty when you really hurt her personal interests. You
see, missing classes... Nothing more serious happened as [ managed the teachers.
Even in such cases, she expects you nol to tell the supervisors. [If you tell the
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supervisors,] she will see you as making petty reports. Are there more serious
things than this [missing classes]? No.

(VKA WA UBLEITI F, EI 2 P B TG 1) G 3D 5 75 L Ay 1) ST A
EFT DR ?

K: SEH BT HBRENES, ALy, WE ) AR5, e
KGR 8 B iR —FE. BUAGAERN TR T,
RIS L E e WLIXTPIGNH, EFEA A AR L H, A%
AT DR MF XY LHGG 2 A T ) (Teacher Shen YFM,

talking about what he experienced when he was a Grade Head before)

Sometimes a supervisor learned about something negative about subordinates from
some informants. In these kinds of cases, the supervisor must be very carcful to
protect the informﬁnts, that is, not to give out the names of the informants. Otherwise
the informants would gain the notorious reputation of making petty reports among

colleagues; in the future, nobody would take the risk to tell the supervisor anything.

Many cases suggested that this protection of the middle informant was of top concern
when pcople in the management posts (not necessarily those classified as
administrators) dealt with problems in subordinates. One example was how Grade
Head Pang in QSM dealt with the issue of a teacher assigning excessive homework
to students. The teacher did that so that students would spend more time on her
subject and, hopefully, achieve better results in exams. Given the importance of
exam results for teacher evaluations, what the teacher did was understandable.
However, student time was limited; spending too much time on one subject would
harm student performance in “other subjects and, ultimately, hurt the overall
performance of the student. Therefore, once the Class Head noticed the issue, she
reported to Grade Head Pang. Pang went to talk to the teacher, but she was very
careful not to let the teacher know that she learned about the issue from the Class
Head. Rather, she would tell the teacher that she happened to discover the issue
herself from a student survey. It was students’ complaints of excessive homework in
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the subject, not someone making petty report, that brought her attention to the issue.
This way, Grade Head Pang protected her informant, the Class Head, who would not
worry that her reporting the issuc would hurt herself. Clearly, as Pang explained in
the interview, she was quite aware of the *“subtle things” when she chose how to

address the issue.

Similar to Grade Head Pang in QSM, Grade Head Deng in YFM also made careful

efforts to protect her informants.

Say someone tells me about a matter [concerning a teacher]. I will purposefully
let some days pass before 1 go and talk to the teacher. [When I talk to the
réacher. ] I will say that I myself found something. [As an administrator,] you
must be careful about the sensitive thing here. Otherwise, you will have trouble
in doing your work in the future. (£i A SRELEFNZ A Jihy, BUBLLAFZE
%, BRBLER L, X EEITEWANELN, TREE LU L ERE
R, ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

5.1.2.2 Hurting other’s status was severe hurt

As discussed above, status was of central concern to people in schools. Therefore,
protecting other people's status was very important. The reverse side was also true:
hurting other's status was a severe hurt. Actually, the participants in Chinese schools
used the word "dezuiren" (literally, “get sin from someone™) to describe the extent to
which one could offend others when one hurt their status. For example, Grade Head
Deng in YFM said that she was prepared to “dezuiren” since she would have to not
allow some teachers to teach the senior third grade. That was seen as a hurt to the

teachers’ status.

If it were not because of the school reform [of Grade Responsibility System], |

should have had good relationships with colleagues. I think the reform definitely
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Jforces [the administrators to "dezuiren”.] I have to “dezuiren” in one year. You
have to change teachers. If we dont, as I just said, how can you [deliver good
performance?] You must ensure good test performance [when you are in charge
of] the senior third grade. So you must keep some backbone teachers who taught
the senior third grade last year. They can help you. [But this means that you
have to not allow some other teachers to teach the senior third grade.] So by
that time you will have to “dezuiren”. 1 will have to “dezuiren” for two
consecutive years. There is something I often say to the principal. I say, [ will
resign by myself after two and half years [when [ will have finished a cycle from
the senior first grade to the senior third grade]. The school even does nof have to
bear the trouble of firing me. (AL FIEHLHIIT 5T, BIR KT i AF5F
AEEG, BRI TP 58 S8 .. BFIE - LI RN o
TGN, AN, HBHA iEF S, BITEA .. ORI HEAL
B YRR, RO BAEBER FIAAT B — A TR, AL
M BYIHR BT - TN o S ERF N, BE TR HRy i, &
WL LUT B3 55%E, AN T . ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

The above discussion shows that status was of lop concern to the participants in the

Chinese schools under study when they dealt with the intricacies of work relations.

5.1.2.3 Status as a central motivation mechanism

Another way to see the importance of status is that performance-based status
differantiation was used as a central motivation mechanism. Leaders in the Chinese
schools under study used differentiated status as an important incentive to motivate
teachers to work harder. Various titles for teachers were created; the evaluation
results were made public and easily seen. For example, in front of the main building
of YFM, there was an exhibition area. The first poster listed the names of “gongxun
Jjiaoshi” (S #UM, teachers who have made great contributions) in YFM since 2003.

Every year, two to four teachers were selected as “gongxun jiaoshi” to recognize
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their exceptional performance in CEE. The exhibition was set up besides a main
route on campus; passengers, be they students, teachers, or visitors, could see the
name list at a glance. Imagine how much teachers were motivated to work harder so

that their names would appear in the list next year!

Besides formal titles, supervisors also often made use of informal praises to show
their recognition and motivate teachers. The first morning after I arrived at YFM, |
went to the main building to talk with Grade Head Deng. Deng was chatting with
Principal Song at the passing hall. When Song realized that 1 was looking for Deng,
he ended the chatting with Deng, with a last sentence that he spoke out loudly: “Telt
the teachers | praise them greatly!” Principal Ma and Principal Lan in HYM also
knew the effect of praising teachers. As mentioned before, even Teacher Kang, who
did not care much about how supervisors regarded her, felt glad when Principal Lan
praised her for arriving at the school early every day. As for Principal Ma, one way
he thought the school could increase the happiness and motivation of teachers was to

praise them.

Principal Ma: For example, we take measures to motivate teachers and
recognize their work. We often give awards and praises to those teachers who
perform well. I think this is where we are doing the best.

Interviewer: What are the specific ways you give teachers awards and praises?
Principal Ma: We praise them at meetings, publish the praises on the schools
website, and put posters on the poster area. We do it in various ways.

(BfeIc: HUAHINTRNEEBZITHGN X TFEMLEERE, WEMK
RRIR R BN TR L5740 T RIDR K, IR B TF RN TP R -

kA RIERRUA L AHFERTERN ENHI L2557
G BATIT MR LKL, RIGREEME LA, KR = K&
&, BPyieEH. ) (Principal Ma, HYM)
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A further way to see the importance of status was that status could be not only
personal, it could also be related to a group. That is, just like a person, a group could
have high or low status in terms of supervisors’ recognition. This showed that status
was a widely accepted value among the group. It was something desirable, or at least
acceptable, to most people in the group. Therefore, just like personal status could be
uscd by supervisors as a way to motivate teachers, group status could play the same
role. One example was how Grade Head Deng motivated her team members when
she was a Lesson Preparation Team Head. In order to improve the test performance
of teachers in her team, she reminded the teachers how their work would impact the

status of the team in the school.

Its not like we [the Lesson Preparation Team] want to deliver the best test
performance. Actually, it's like our members all have the drive. If the team ranks
twelfth or fifteenth, we all lose our face. So 1 pay attention to diffusing the
message in the daily work. “What's wrong with us? Why cannot we improve our
test performance? Shameful! We are trying hard, right?” You can imagine, even
the worst teacher will feel pressured when she hears the words. (E N1 TNkEE
REGHEL LA, KK HLBFHFNE), HEHHT — N & 14
BT BN, BT EBE 5. BITEARE, BT LAE
ZHN, RIEFBHIESE . FBERMAENENBTE T, WiEE FEE
#9. ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM) '

Another similar example was how Principal Song in YFM tried to persuade teachers
to vote for the merit pay allocation plan. When there was only one week before the
term end, YFM conducted a mecting joined by all staff (see Table 5.1, school-wide
meeting on January 14, 2011). In the meeting, teachers would vote for the merit pay
allocation plan the school just designed after numerous discussions over the past
month. Given that term end was approaching and a veto of the plan would mean
more troubles, Principal Song made a long speech before teachers voted. As a
teacher commented after the meeting, Song’s speech had a clear intention to
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persuade the teachers to vote for the plan. One strategy Song used for that purpose
was to emphasize group status. During the speech, he said loudly: “We should have a
sense of honor and self-respect. Other schools [in the township] have already passed
their plans. They can, can’t we?” (BRATEA KAV EHBRM ., TP Rodid
7 BANEAEL?)

The above discussion shows the central importance of status in terms of role
performance to the participants in the Chinese schools under study. The central
concern on status guided their micropolitical efforts. The following section discusses

the strategies people used in micropolitics of status.

5.1.3 Strategics in micropolitics of status

5.1.3.1 Strategies of the administrator

For those at the management posts, a basic strategy was fo use symbolic status as a
motivation mechanism. In previous discussion, we have seen how YFM created the
title of “gongxun jiaoshi” to recognize the teachers who contributed the most to the
CEE results. Similarly, since 2005, Principal Tang in QSM set up a ladder of titles to
encourage teachers for professional development. The titles included, from low to
high, “Education New Star”, “Education Famous Teacher”, and “Education Expert”
(BUR ¥ BB H B Ii——F & K). Every year, evaluations were done and the

titles were awarded to teachers.

Besides formal titles, supervisors in the Chinese schools under study also made
pervasive use of informal recognition as a motivation mechanism. In the above
discussion, we have seen how Principal Lan and Principal Ma in HYM paid
particular attention to praising teachers. In fact, as Principal Ma saw it, praising
teachers was an important way to improve the happiness and motivation of teachers.
When asked his future plan to further motivate teachers, Principal Ma indicated that

praising teachers would still be an important part of his strategy.
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We reward teachers [for their good performance] in all areas of their teaching,
all areas..we make it a big evemt when we reward them..We conduct a
school-wide meeting joined by all the staff. (X EWIHG 5 5 I6ITTHI B G Z 7
1, Jr Sy TR 2T ... BATAAE N SR K K. JF - - N2 1)
ARH. ) (Principal Ma, HYM)

As for Principal Song in YFM, we have seen how he praised Grade Head Deng and
the senior first grade in the daily talk (“Tell the teachers I praise them greatly!").
Besides, he also showed his informal evaluation on teacher performance by writing
to all teachers via internal email system. Since the first term of 2010-2011 academic
year, he had been sending Execution Reports to all teachers. The reports pointed to
specific issues he noticed, were sent usually soon after the issue in question
happened, and delivered clear messages of praise and criticism. Though the
recognition a teacher got or lose in the report was informal, it still mattered much,
since the report was sent from the principal, the top administrator in the school, to all
teachers. The very first two Execution Reports Principal Song sent were shown

beiow to give a flavor.

Story 3. Execution Reports Issued by Principal Song in YF M

Execution Report
No. 1, 2010 Academic Year

Today is the first day in the new term. Teachers and students in the whole school
look energetic. The lessons are conducted in an orderly way. Bul, there are still

some cases that should not have happened.

! See Appendix 4 for the Chinese version of the Execution Reports.
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The first lesson in the morning, no teacher was there for the English lesson of

Class 8 in the junior first grade. The person liable: Qiang Tian.

The fourth lesson in the morning, students Xiaohu Chen and Hua Deng in Class
9 in the senior firsi grade skipped the class and played in the basketball court.
The person liable: Anna Di.

The junior first grade and senior first grade have problems in execution. They

are criticized.

Principal: Shan Song
September 1, 2010
Execution Report

No. 2, 2010 Academic Year

After the bell rang to announce the end of the second lesson this morning, the
music for between-lesson exercise was played Five or six male students
gathered 1o smoke in the passing hall besides the building for senior first grade.
At that time, Director Song Qi and I were walking out of the new Music Building.
The boys heard us and fled away. We could not catch them. Then Teacher Yike
Ding and Director Hu Ning heard the noise and joined us to catch the boys. But
the boys ran very fast and disappeared soon. Teacher Yike Ding guessed that the
boys must have hidden themselves in toilets. Finally we caught two boys in a

toilet.

The praise is hereby given to Teacher Yike Ding. The proactive action of Teacher
Yike Ding shows well the execution of "Four Consistency”! If every teacher in
our school can carry out the "Four Consistency”, the overall execution capacity

of the school will surely improve greatly. Bad behaviors will be less and less!
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[The boy students] gathered to smoke at a corner of the school. I believe they did
not do it for the first time. Yesterday, some students skipped classes and played in
the basketball court. I believe they did not do it for the first time either. The new
International Communication Center and Music Building were built up [in the
school]. Our scope of management has been expanding. We must foresee the
dead corners and blind spots in our operation, strengthen our management, and

eliminate the hidden risks.

Principal: Shan Song
September 2, 2010

Why was there so pervasive use of informal recognition? One reason might have to
do with the limit of formal recognition in the form of awards and positions. As
discussed before, people in schools cared much about their status symbolically
recognized by supervisors. However, both awards and formal positions had a finite
number. In the terms of economics, the supply of status through formal recognition
ofien could not meet the demand of teachers’ need for status. By contrast, informal
recognition such as praises and criticisms in daily talk had much less constraint;
supervisors could create them almost at will. In addition, as we have seen from
examples such as Teacher Kang’s expérience, informal recognition worked well in

motivating teachers.

I like Principal Lan. At that time [during 2007-2008], I taught the junior third
grade. He often praised me, for I came to the school early. I lived in the suburb
area and drove here. He often praised me. As soon as he arrived at the school,
he noticed that my car was already there. (& HIRT IR E X FFALIELFHG, =
BKI9R R BB = HIfL 28 5 F G T 2y BRI, AL TEAE X BIF
IF, MEBEEHGBM - FRETHIER. ) (Teacher Kang, HYM)

Therefore, supervisors turned to informal recognition to make up the short supply of
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formal recognition. This way, they maintained the high level of teacher motivation.

An example of the supplementary function of informal recognition was shown in
Story 1. In his email to Principal Song, Teacher Liu provided solid evidence that he
worked hard and exceptionally well in the school. Based on that, he complained to
Principal Song that he deserved higher level of awards. Principal Song agreed with
his arguments but did not give him more awards. In Song’s words, honor and awards

were limited.

Howevelr; during the process of award allocation, we had to try to let the awards
cover as many people as possible. Therefore, one person could not get too many
awards. This happened in the award allocation every year. ({E& & F Y iFILF,
ALK BIR A EULTT Z MIN BR B, T LA KA AT RE AN PR~
P L. BHENFER, BFETRFFEH. ) (Story 1 Principal Song's
email to Teacher Liu in YFM, July 27, 2010)

To mitigate Teacher Liu’s complaints, Principal Song used informal recognition. At
the beginning of his replying email, Principal Song clearly told Teacher Liu that he
was deeply impressed by Teacher Liu’s hard work and excellent performance. Later
on, after indicating that no more awards were available, Song went to lengths to
make a case that “giving up” honor was more respectable than “fighting for” honor.
What Song indicated was that he would recognize Teacher Liu more in his heart if

Liu stopped complaining and accepted what was given.

When it comes to work, some people willingly pick the tough challenges; when it
comes to honor and interests, they willingly give up what they deserve, even
though they are wronged. These people we all respect and admire very much. (#
LIEER, BEHMEN. MEHLHA: ELFEG, WRERE EXE
JE BT TN, BAF B TEHBEERHMAIN o) (Story 1: Principal Song s
email to Teacher Liu in YFM, July 27, 2010)
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5.1.3.2 Strategies of the teacher

For most teachers, the basic strategy in the micropolitics of status was to work hard
to meet the expectations from supervisors and, hopefully, to win supervisors’
recognition with impressive role performance. Accepting whatever status was given

silently was common choice, though there might be unvoiced grievances.

Teacher Liu’s earlier responses to evaluation results showed his strategy clearly. He
devoted much passion and effort to his work and achieved outstanding results.
However, for several years, he did not get the honor he thought he deserved. He felt

bad but still accepted the honor allocation results.

Among all the Parallel Classes [whose student intake was among the average],
my class achieved the best results in CEE. They also performed the best in terms
of discipline. However, my bonus ranked almost the last! I took a modest attitude,
thinking that things will get better when [ deliver greater achievements later. |
persisted, even when some similar-aged young teachers laughed at me, saying
that I took the school as home and worked too hard. (/%% 5545, AT [fE4
He: TR R PRI PR BTG RN, BIK IR R (42 5
LR WRERBEHETERT T, B, I LTHL AL !
BB TSR HIEFRA R UK 5, LHEHmmid 734! ) (Story 1: Teacher Liu's
email to Principal Song in YFM, July 6, 2010)

A teacher interviewed put it this way:

If it [the award] is yours, you will get it anyway. If not, it is useless for you to

argue for it. (AEHFRHIBEAR RN, PEGHG, thF T HRH.) (Teacher Ma, YFM)

Teachers also generally believed that not to fight for the honor was a virlue. As
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shown above, Principal Song suggested Teacher Liu not carc much about the formal

titles. One of the reasons Song offered was that “‘giving up” honor was more

respectable than “fighting for” the honor.
[If you argue for the honor,] No matter you get the honor or not, the final resull
is that you will make others feel bad. They will think that although this person
has some reasons, she acts too aggressively. Alternatively, they may rhfnk that
this person is just making trouble out of nothing. {f we take it easy and “give up”
honor, we will be able to enjoy the bright sky full of stars. We will let others see
our dignified personality. (X T ELRPAK, RENGH, WEULANBES
L7, BBUBTFETIN, BRI TRIPNT . WRBN GRS L
“iEr, BRI R T, U A R HIA R D)) (Story 1 Principal
Song s email to Teacher Liu in YFM, July 27, 2010}

Principal Song’s judgment seemed to be shared by the teacher group. Grade Head
Deng’s story showed this. While Deng had the title of administrator when I
interviewed her, she was Lesson Preparation Team Head before and was not an
administrator. At that time, she was popular among the teacher group; not to fight for

honor seemed to be one of the reasons for her popularity.

1 did well in teaching and in my work as a Class Head. Even those people who
did not know me well heard things about me: a kind, easygoing person who did
not care much about interests in personal relations. Whether I got the title of
Excellent Teacher or not, whether I got more or less money, I never went to talk
with the principal. If you gave it to me, it was fine. If you did not give it to me, it
was also fine. That was it. I did not care much about these things. So people
knew it. Many times the principal went to talk with me after [the awards were
given and said]: “'I am sorry that I did not treat you fairly.” I said: “how did you
treat me unfairly? How come I do not know?” It often went that way. (¥F1
8, BT . REIHELT THEMITEEEL DAL
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ARAE, XTI ABA B4 Z 4577, 4RI A5 TF i
LA E D, MK L LA, GE AT, ABRAAE
WL o LEIX T TR TR T FTLA LT IE Jiie . 1R & KT 8
LHH, AL, BERKEZNALE, BELDHLE? L8RS
2 FFE. ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

However, not all tcachers who accepted what was given continued to work as hard as
before. Indeed, one important strategy teachers might use was to withdraw their
effort and motivation. This did not mean that they would openly resist management
orders. Rather, they were more likely to take a passive attitude toward work, just o
fulfili the minimum requirements of role performance or comply superficially.
Behind their passive attitude was their unvoiced complaint that they did not gain a

fair status recognized by the supervisors.

One typical example of this passive resistance was the story of Grade Head Mao in
HYM. Mao was a senior teacher and had taught in HYM for more than 20 years.
When he worked with a former principal of HYM, Principal Ni, he encounteré;:i an
unpleasant incident, which greatly changed his work attitude. At the time, Mao was
assigned to be the Class Head of a notorious class with many naughty students. With
poor discipline, the academic performance of the class ranked almost the last in the
grade. Mao had a good reputation in handling the naughty students. After he became
the Class Head of the class, discipline improved, and so did academic performance.
However, since the class was too weak before, it was not able to improve its test
results greatly within a short time. This way, Mao got a low score in teacher
qvaluation, which was mainly based on student test performances. Mao was
disappointed: he madc great effort in improving the class discipline. He thought he
deserved a higher score. As he saw it, the unsatisfactory test performance of the class

was not his fault since the class was even weaker before. But he did not complain to

Principal Ni to get a higher score; he just accepted the evaluation result.
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When I asked him why he did not complain, he said: “Meaningless (meiyisi, A&
J8).” When I asked him for further explanation, he said: “He did not recognize my
work. (B ASA WA MFE. )7 [t seemed that Mao expected Principal Ni to
understand his effort and devotion and give him a fair status without him fighting for
it. If he had to fight for the honor, even though he got it, the honor would lose its
meaning. In other words, it was meaningless to work hard to get an honor from a

supervisor who did not understand and appreciate your work.

As Mao told me in the interview, after that incident, he just dealt with his job
perfunctorily. He stiil went to the meetings and listencd to the principal’s words, but
he did not translate the words to his action when doing work. This situation did not
change until Principal Ni left. The new principal, Principal Ma, was Mao’s old
classmate. He showed his appreciation of Mao’s talent, and asked Mao to be a Grade
Head. Mao agreed. When 1 did fieldwork in HYM, I ofien saw Mao putting on some
notice on the blackboard of teacher office or correcting the discipline problems of

students. 1t seemed that his motivation for work was back.

Some teachers did not accept the evaluation resuit and attempted to improve it. When
they did this, they mostly went in covert ways. That is, few teachers would raise the
issue in public discussions such as Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings. They
might cémplain through private and individual correspondence with the principal
or talk with the principal in private occasions. In Story 1, we have scen that Teacher
Liu in YFM used both ways when he tried to get higher level of awards he thought

he deserved.

Another covert way was fo express complaints through trusted intermediaries,
similar to what Hong Kong teachers do to get their opiﬁions heard by the
management team, as described by Dimmock and Walker (2005). An example of
complaining through intermediaries was told by Mr. Wang, Director of Moral
Education in QSM. Mr. Wang was easygoing. Though he had the title of
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administrator, he got along well with tcachers. Many teachers trusted him and often
joked with him. Once, a tca.cher approached him to express doubts and worries. The
issue was that the tcacher was not given any award though his performance jn terms
of student test results was among the top. Mr. Wang, being an admimstrator, was
close to the administrators in charge of award allocation. After he talked to them, he
learned that the teacher was going to get a prestigious award to be announcede a little
later. llc passed this message to the teacher. This way, the teacher found out what

was going on and solved his problem; meanwhile, he avoided asking sﬁpcrvisors for

awards and leaving a negative impression.

A further strategy -teachers used in the micropolitics of status was fo build up
personal relationship with the supervisors and ple‘a&e them. As shown before, status
was mainly about supervisors’ recognition, Therefore, some teacher tried to please
gle supervisors, who made decisions in allocaling symbols of recognition such as
honor, awards, and positions. An example in point was how teachers responded to
the reform of “Grade Responsibility System” in YFM. As mentioned before, this
reform allowed the three-person Grade Committee to select teachers and assign them
to different classes. The higher grade a teacher was selected to teach, the higher her
status. The reason was that allowing a teacher to teacher a higher grade showed
supervisors’ recognition. If no Grade Committee selected a teacher, the teacher
would be moved to non-teaching positions, which was perceived as a humiliation by
many teachers. To maintain their status in this reform, teachers used various ways to
please the Grade Heads, who were in charge of selecting teachers. Some teachers
showed special respect for supervisors by proposing toasts to them. Other teachers
explicitly expressed their commitment and loyalty to the Grade Heads, even to the
extent of flattering. Grade Head Deng occasionally mentioned what some teachers
said to her when the reform first got implemented.

They are highly motivated. Many teachers keep saying this 1o me: *You allocate

the tasks. I will go through hell to finish it.” They put it that way. Ofien teachers
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say to me. “Whatever you say, we agree.” ({18 BEME BT . REZI,
KA A BRI, R L RY TR, HEXFEVN . BHEHL 2
B EWBE, 4 BHTUA 9 EXTHT. ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

In sum, in micropolitics of status, teachers generally used covert strategies. Whether
they accepted the status given or not, they tended to avoid open conflicts with
supervisors. Even when they tried to argue for higher status, they often did it in

private and polite ways.

5.2 Micropolitics of money

5.2.1 The importance of money

Money was important for the participants in the schools under study. It was a basic
condition for survival. In addition, many teachers in the schools in City G were from
northern China. They had jobs in inland schools but gave up. One of their important
purposes for changing jobs was to win higher salaries in City (G, a southern city
cconomically more developed than many inland cities. Principal Ma in HYM paid

much attention to the material interests of teachers:

Of course, 1o motivate teachers, the first way to use is material benefits. Salary
is part of the issue. There are other issues such as housing benefits and other
housing subsidies... Material benefits of course are to be considered first. But
currently the material benefits follow the uniform standard that applies to the
whole city. That is, teachers in the whole city get the same level of material
benefits, as long as the schools they work in belong to the same class and the
same type...so if you want to motivate teachers more, [ think a proper level of
bonus is necessary. Because other schools might not have set up the bonus your
school set up. Even though they have also set up the bonus, the amount of bonus
might differ among schools. ( 588 & FY ZINIRBEVE 1 50N AR FF8 16, T 3%
=TT, LTI A T EAEES A&, KA EGEREF. . 158258
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B 55 JEAF LRI I, 1R O F5 BT BE A R KB AL T — 9 Br HE, BT ela
PR G, > il B TFER I - SER EI, ARG 1 5B B4 —
FEN.. BT L L 1 R B R BB PP LI i B PR ag 9 3 i B
1, N GIRIEGRA— MY, HMERG, ~ & EF AR
fF. .. ) (Principal Ma, HYM)

Figure 5.1 below shows the components of the money a teacher got from working in

a public secondary school in City G.

Figure 5.1 Components of Income From Teaching in a Public School in City

G

/ fixed pay
salary —_— '
merit pay
. evening classes
income
from : overtime pay weekend classes
teaching
holiday classes
bonus i .£., CEE
bonus onus for major tests (e.g., CEL)

bonus for honor and titles

Arguably, all components could be the objects of micropolitical efforts. However,
the non-fixed part, namely, the merit pay, overtime pay, and bonus, were more likely
to become the issue of micropolitical debates. For example, for merit pay, teachers
and administrators might have different ideas about what counted as “merit”. Some
teachers might prefer to give more weight to teaching workload, while some

administrators might emphasize teaching performance. Similarly, overtime pay could
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become the source of struggles. How much should a teacher be paid when she was
asked to monitor the self-study classes in the evening?' How about for makeup
classes during weekends and holidays? Who should get the: opportunity to do these
overtime work and be paid? These issucs could be disputable. Needless to say, bonus
was closely tied to allocation of duties and honor, a central issue in schoot

micropolitics.

5.2.2 Strategies of the tcacher

5.2.2.1 Covert strategies

When the teachers pursued their material interests, they might take covert and overt
strategies. One of the covert ways was to complain behind administrators in
informal discussions. For example, as Teacher Shen said, teachers in YFM often
complained in their offices about the low pay of overtime work. Another issue that
frequently became the subject of complaint in YFM was the pay for Class Heads.
Many people argued that Class Heads had to assume too many responsibilities with

too fittle pay.

Another covert strategy was t0 complain to trusted intermediaries. Just as in the
case of micropolitics of status, sometimes, teachers wanted to voice out their
concerns on material benefits but did not want to leave bad impressions on
supervisors. Therefore, they turned to some “middle man” to let their ideas be heard.
An example of this was told by a former Head of Teacher-Staff Representative
Meeting, Teacher Hao, in an interview. As he said, some teachers used to complain
to him that they had no idea about the revenue and expenditure of the school’s
“xiaojinku” (/P47 J45), which referred to the income the school created by operating a

shop and conducting trainings. Usually, these complaints were made in informal

I To excel in tests, the middle schools in mainland China often have evening classes, some of which
extend to as late as |0PM. The evening classes are often for the self-study of students. But there still
needs to be a teacher monitoring the class. Some schools also conduct makeup lessons during holidays,
though official regulations prohibit makeup lessons.
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occasions such as when Teacher Hao and his close friends hanged out together.
Another example was mentioned by Teacher Shen in YFM, who used to be a Grade
Head. When he was a Grade Head, some teachers complained to him about the low
pay for overtime work. They hoped that he would talk with higher level

administrators on the issue.

A further covert way was to complain through private and individual
correspondence with the principal or talk with the principal in private occasions.
These ways were covert because the teacher only voiced out her opinions to the
principal in private ways, instead of in some open forums such as a school-wide
meeting. One example of teachers complaining to the principal about material
benefits through private correspondence was Teacher Chen’s email in YFM; Teacher
Chen taught Chinese for two classes; she performed well in terms of student test
scores on Chinese. In fact, her students’ scores on Chinese were among the top in the
grade. However, her merit pay ranked the last in the grade. The reason was that the
two classes she taught ranked the last when the students werc evaluated in all
subjects. According to the allocation plan for merit pay in YFM, the overall
performance of students in all subjects would impact the performance evaluation of
teachers teaching different subjects for the students in the class. Teacher Chen was
rather depressed by the result of allocation on merit pay. She wrote to Principal Song

about this.

Another covert way was to show superficial assent to avoid conflict with
supervisors. An instance of this was told by Teacher Hao in HYM. When he was the
Head of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting, City G started the reform of
Performance-related Pay System for Teachers. The then-principal of HYM, Principal
Ni, asked Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting to discuss an aliocation plan for
performance-related pay proposed by administrators in the school. In the past, Ni
was usually present at the Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting. But somehow,
when the allocation plan was discussed, Ni did not join the meeting. Teacher Hac
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and other teachers found that the proposed plan was largely copied from another
school. They thought that the plan could not be applied to HYM and vetoed it. The
next moming, as Teacher Hao recalled, Principal Ni looked annoyed. Later on, in a
meeting, Ni hinted that his ideas should be supported. He was present at later
Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings. After the incident, the representatives just

signed on the new plans proposed without much discussion.

Still another covert strategy was to dissent in anonymous voting. In anonymous
voting, people could express their opinions without worrying about being hurt. They
did not necessarily go in the way expected by supervisors; meanwhile, they avoided

open conflicts with supervisors.

An instance of this strategy was observed in YFM. On January 14, 2011, YFM
conducted a meeting joined by all staff (see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on
January 14, 2011). The non-administrators (including teachers and supporting staff)
were asked to vote on an allocation plan concerning merit pay for non-administrators
in the school. The voting, unlike in previous Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings,
was anonymous. This was consistent with the guidelines of Municipal Education
Bureau. The plan came out after numerous discussions over the past month. Actually,
designing the plan had been occupying the primary attention of the pﬁncipal and his
staff recently. All the administrators were present at the meeting. Principal Song
made a long speech before the voting, with a clear purpose of persuading people to
vote for the plan. Still, the plan was vetoed by the majority. The management had to
continue the work of revising the plan and negotiating with the staff. Clearly, this
result surprised Principal Song. He looked depressed, pressured, and weak after the
meeting, quite the opposite of his usual image in the school (Observation, YFM,

2011-1-14).
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5.2.2.2 Overt strategies

Besides covert strategies, teachers also pursued their material interests overtly. One
way was o express their opinions about allocation plans for merit pay in public
forums. For example, in YFM, afier the veto (see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on
January 14, 2011), Principal Song conducted a meeting joined by Leadership Team
(lingdao xigozu, i5¢/N81) and Drafting Team (gicao xiaozu, #EE./N). These
two teams were created in December 2010 to design the allocation plan for merit pay
in YFM. The former comprised eight administrators, including the Principal and
Vice Principals, the Director of Academic Affairs, the Grade Head of senior third
grade, and the Head of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting. The latter comprised
eight teachers representing different teacher groups in the school such as young
teachers, middle-aged and senior teachers, Subject Heads, and supporting staff. The
eight teachers were nominated, based on teacher votes, as members in the Drafting
Team. In the meeting, the eight teachers were asked to share what they thought about
the veto and what might be done to get the plan passed. Though some teachers were
reluctant to speak up, finally all teachers made some comments. After all teachers
had said something, a Vice Principal remarked that it was good to ask teachers to
take turns to speak out. He said: “You see? Even Teacher Jiang spoke today! He
usually did not say anything before!” Expressing opinions in such a public discussion

was an instance of teachers overtly pursuing their material benefits.

Another overt way was fo voice out opinions among peers. This happened in
teachers’ offices, passing halls, cafeteria where teachers ate together, and sports
center where some teachers did exercises together. In one word, it could happen
wherever teachers met. This was different from the above-mentioned complaining
behind the back of administrators. Complaints were more emotional; those who
complained might not expect to be able to change anything. By contrast, the
discussions with peers were serious, in the hope that the suggestions made would

find their way into school decisioss.
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Teachers in all the three schools under study took part in heated discussions of
aliocation plan for merit pay in the 2010 reform. The background was that the
Education Burcau of City G required schools to fully hear teachers’ opinions and
pass their allocation plans with at least 70% support. When doing fieldwork in HYM,
| frequently heard teachers discussing the drafts of the allocation plans in their
offices. They did not do it stealthily. Rather, they exchanged ideas with each other
naturally and calmly. In QSM, as participants told me, the allocation plan became the
center of the topics in offices and the cafeteria when it was under discussion. This

lasted for nearly the whole first term of 2010-2011 academic year.

5.2.2.3 Conditions for using different strategics

By now, we have seen that teachers might take covert or overt strategies in pursuing
material interests. One question deserved our attention: whatl were the conditions for
using each type of strategy? That is, under what conditions would teachers go in a
covert way? Under what conditions would teaches go in an overt way? The study did
not provide us with definite answers. But the data suggested one important condition
for overt strategies: the teacher must feel safe in expressing opinions. Most
importantly, the teacher must not fear that she would be hurt by supervisors if she
expressed her ideas overtly.
{

Two examples showed the above point clearly. The first was about Teacher Hao in
HYM. As mentioned before, Teacher Hao used to be the Head of Teacher-Staff
Representative Meeting. With his leadership, the representatives once vetoed the
plan proposed by Principal Ni. The incident seemed to have annoyed the principal.
After that, the representatives just signed on the plans proposed without much
discussion. Later on, Principal Ni was assigned to another school and Mr. Lan
became the principal of HYM. Principal Lan was more open, encouraging teachers to

express their opinions on the allocation plan. Also, unlike Principal Ni, Principai Lan
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did not 1ake part in the Teacher-Staft Representative Meetings. This way, as Teacher

Hao commented, teachers became more active to make suggestions:

At that time, we [teacher-staff representatives] had many rounds of discussions
[ubout the allocation plans for merit pay in the Teacher-Staff Representative
Meetings]. Because he [Principal Lan] followed the rules and was more
democratic. The administrators discussed much [about the plans], so did [the
teacher-staff representatives] at Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings. People
took it seripusly. Things were done in a more detailed way according to the
procedures set up [by the government]. (WEW: WA T i 4978 % K19,

BNIAL IR E S, TN AL T BT — 2 AL, A
T IO L E, N BALHH BT e LR E, BHEREFE TN
KT, -4 A5, AR R T REIESF, M) LB ) (Teacher Hao, HYM)

The other example was about Teacher Teng in YFM. She was among the supporting
staff and was in charge of arranging class schedules. 1 first met her at the
school-wide meeting in YFM on January 14, 2011. Recall that the meeting vetoed
the proposed allocation plan (see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on January 14,
2011). Before the voting, I asked her whether she would vote for the plan; she said
yes, reluctantly: “I think it is unfair. They [the school] do not value the work of
supporting staff. But what is the use of you [an individual worker] thinking that it’s
unfair?” When the teachers filled in the votes, I asked her what her vote was. She
said she voted against the plan. 1 asked to take a look at her vote, and she agreed.
Indeed, she voted against the plan. A week later, 1 saw her having lunch in the
cafeteria. I chatted with her, asking her why she changed her ideas at the meeting. As
she explained, at first, she thought it would be useless to vote against the plan. Others
would vote for it and nothing would change. With this idea, she was about to just
vote for the plan, though she disagreed with it. Later on at the meeting, she chatted
with several colleagues sitting beside her and found that they also disliked the plan.
This way, she saw the hope and finally voted against the plan. The meeting also

150



changed her perception. Previously, she would not discuss issues of salary reform
with colleagues. “You know, the administrators are just at next door.” The meeting,
with its result of vetoing the proposed plan, made her feel that it was fine to express
opinions. Other leachers seemed to feel the same way; discussions in the offices

increased. As she put it: “You {administrators] let us talk, right?”

The two examples supgested that when tcachers did not feel threatened by
supervisors, they were more likely to express their ideas overtly. When supervisors
were perceived 1o be more open, they assured the tcachers. Also, they let tce;chers
feel that teachers’ suggestions might become school policies. This encouraged the
teachers to participate in serious, overt discussions and make inputs into school
decisions. In other words, teachers adapted their strategies according to how they

interpreted the leadership style of supervisors.

5.2.3 Strategies of the administrator

5.2.3.1 Creating a sense of participation and fairness

Administrators in the schools under study adopted several strategies in micropofitics
of money. A notable strategy was to let teachers have a sense of participation gnd
Sfairness in the process of designing the allocation plan for merit pay. As mentioned
before, in the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers in 2010, the Education
Bureau of City G required that the schools must have their allocation plans passed
with at least 70% teachers supporting the plans. The schools studies used various
ways to let teachers feel that their suggestions were important and the process was
fair. 1t was believed that this would smooth the passing of the proposed plans. In
IIYM, we have secen that the teacher representatives were asked to discuss the
allocation plans. In QSM, various meetings were conducted with different groups of
teachers such as teacher representatives, young and senior teachers, and teachers who
were members of democratic parties in the school. In the meetings, the teachers were

encouraged to speak out their ideas on the proposed allocation plans. Survey forms
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were distributed to collect teacher opinions. After hearing opintons, revisions wcere
made on the initial proposal, and a new round of meeting and opinion collection

started. This lasted for almost a whole semester.

In YFM, as mentioned before, a Leadership Team comprising administrators and a
Drafting Team comprising teacher representatives were set up specifically to design
the allocation plan for merit pay. The diagram below gives a rough picture of the

design process.

Table 5.1 Designing Process of Allocation Plan for Teachers' Merit Pay in YFM

Time Meeting Actors Activities

2010-12-2 NAY NAY Set up a Leadership Team comprising 8
administrators and a Drafting Team
comprising 8 teacher representatives to
design the allocation plan for teachers’

merit pay.

2010-12-2 to | Leadership Tcam and | Discussed how to design the allocation
2011-1-11 Drafting Team conducted | plan for merit pay.
a series of mcetings

separately. Two joint

meetings were

conducted”.
2011-1-11, Exccutive | administrato | Discussed how to manage the reduced
2:30-4:20PM | Meeting rs budget of overtime work".
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School-wi

2011-1-11, all staff Principal Song proposed two versions of
4:50PM-5:30 | de allocation plans for merit pay and asked
PM Meeting the staff to consider them.
2011-1-14, Joint Leadership | e Discussed the allocation plan to be
8-8:50AM meeting of | Team  and voted 1n thc coming school-wide
L.eadersht | Drafting meeting.
p Team | Team e A teacher representative complained
and that the allocation plan to be voted
Drafting was not what had been proposed by
Team® the Drafting Team; too many
revisions were made. He remarked
that the plan would be vetoed in the
coming school-wide meeting.
2011--1—14, School-wi | all staff e Principal Song made a long speech
8:50-9:30AM | de before the voting.
meeting e A version of allocation plan for merit
pay was anonymously voted and
vetoed by the staff (except the
administrators) (For: 67; Against: 84;
Abstain: 14)
2011-1-14, Leadershi | Leadership | Reflected on the reasons why the
10-11:30AM [p  Team | Team proposcd allocation plan was vetoed.
Mcetingd) members
2011-1-14, Joint Leadership | e Teacher representatives in Drafting
2:30-4PM meeting of | Team and Team shared perspectives on why the
Leadershi | Drafting proposed allocation plan was vetoed.
p Team | Team e The meeting decided that Drafling
and Team should come up with a new
Drafting version of allocation plan over the
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Team ‘following two days (the weekend;;j
Leadership Tcam would not revise the
new plan proposed by Drafting Team.
2011-1-15 to | Drafting Drafting ) Discussed how 1o design a new
2011-1-16 Team Team version of allocation plan for mernt
Meetings? | members pay.
201 l-l_-l? Cl -6 - The nehw_f -a_llocation plan prol_);)_sed by
Morning Drafting Team was distributed to all
staft via internal cmail system.
b_201 1-1-17 Execulivc ac_i_ministrato Discussed the new plan proposed by
3:30-4:50PM | Meeting Is Drafting Team;
Discussed how to conduct the coming
school-wide meeting.
2011-1-17 School-wi | all staff Two leaders of Drafting Teamn
5:20-6:10PM | de introduced the ncw plan and the
mecting designing process before the voting.
The staff {except the administrators)
passed the new plan with anonymous
voting (For: 122; Against: 38,
Abstain: 7; Invalid Vote: 3)
Note:

a} The meeting was conducted before the researcher arrived at the school. The rescarcher learned

about the information about the meeting through later observations and interviews.

b) While promoting the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers, the Township Education Bureau

reduced the budget of overtime work for about 20%. Therefore, the school needed to decide

whether to use part of the merit pay budget (24,000 RMB/teacher/year) to make up the reduced

budget of overtime work.

¢} [ did not know about the meeting until [ interviewed a member (Mr. Tian, the Head of
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Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting) ol Leadership Team later on January 14, 2011, The
member recalled what happened in the meeting in the interview.

d) | made my best efforts trying to observe the meetings but was not aliowed to do that. The general
descriptions of the activities are based on later interviews.

¢} Not applicable.

Several 1sgucs indicated that administrators in YI'M made conscious choices to create
a sense of participation and fairness for teachers to facilitate the passing of the plans.
My discussion is based on what [ saw and heard at the mcetings, where the
administrators discussed how to address the challenges. 1 managed to audited all the

meetings since January 11, 2011 in Table 5.1 except the ones noted.

One 1ssue was whether the administrators should take part in the vote on the
allocation plan. In the school-wide meeting on January 14, the administrators did not
vote. Teachers were told that the allocation plan only had to do with the menit pay for
non-administrators. In the beginning of Executive Mceting on January 17, Song
proposcd that administrators should also take part in the next vote. The

administrators discussed this idea:

Song (Principal): We administrators must consider this issue today. [We need to
think about] whether the allocation plan proposed by the Drafting Team works
or nol. Lets assess how likely the plan can be passed [by the Teacher-Staff
Representative Meeting]. If it works, we administrators should reach some
agreement, [f we think it works, we should participate in the voting [in the
Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting today]. Otherwise, the debates will never

end.

Someone: Should we administrators join the voting or not today?
Tian (HHead of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting). Yes.
Song (Principal): Yes.
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Ke (Grade Head for senior third grade): Last time we did not join the voting. If
we join the voting today, it is not good.

Bao (Vice Principal): My personal suggestion is that administrators not
participate in the voting this afternoon. We did not change a word of the plan
proposed by the Drafting Team. We voting today won't look gc;od, whether the
plan gets passed or not.

(R SR ITr e S K H 18 F BB PR FLL AT PPy - Pl
B BEME K AA, T, BTG, R TF AT LUSE 2 ‘T HEE,
ARRESER TR A

KNI TS KA ?

f: #.

7. _LARHE AL

19: JEPNRNASK FTIrEATR BH]— FRG . IR,
AL, AL ) (Observation of Executive Meeting at YFM,
January 17, 2011)

Vice Principal Bao and Grade Head Ke's comments indicated that it would harm the
sense of fairness if administrators joined the next vote. The decision was that
administrators should not take part in the vote in the school-wide meeting on January

17 (see Table 5.1).

The other issue was whether all staff except administrators should participate in the
next votc orjust‘tife representatives. Generally speaking, allowing all teachers to vote
would make it much more difficult for the plan to be passed. However, as Mr. Tian,
the Head of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting, commented during an interview,
it would harm the sense of participation if only the representatives were allowed to
join the next vote. The situation was that all staff except administrators joined in the
last vote. Therefore, narrowing the scope of participation would cause doubts among
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the statt. This issue was also discussed in the Executive Meeting on January 17:

We [administrators] need to reach some agreement today. If the allocation plan
[proposed by the Drafting Team] gets passed [in the Teacher-Staff
Representative Meeting today]. nothing needs to be said. If the allocation plan
does not get passed today, Principal Song [should] make a summary speech,
saying that future votings [on this issue] will be only conducted by the
representatives [instead of all staff except administrators. [He should say that]
according to the spirit of municipal guidelines, we are not going to trouble all
the teachers [to vote]. [Head of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting] Li Tian
called Director Lan in Office of Education in Township Government. Lan talked
for 6 minutes, making the same point. (FE15 K85 - - F, LIRS, S
AR T o AT, R ETHEE, W2
R T, KRR A, A BIEALZIN T o 10 1] BT LT
i, T 6 M RS, ) (Vice Principal Bao, YFM)

Administrators’ discussions on the above two issues also suggested the limit of
“participation and faimess” in the process of designing the allocation Iﬁlans. Clearly,
it was up to the administrators how much teachers could participate and who could
join the vote. Though administrators needed to consider the pressures from teachers,

administrators seemed to have more leeway in the power play.

5.2.3.2 “Chuichuifeng”

A second strategy administrators used in the micropolitics of money was
“chuichuifeng” (W X, literally, “blow the wind”). This meant leaking out
information through informal channels, mostly through middle managers. Those
leveraged not only included those with the formal title of administrator but also the
Subject Heads, Lesson Preparation Team Heads, Grade Heads, and Class Heads.

These middle managers were expected to pass the ideas of school administrators to
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teachers through informal interactions.

I first heard the term from Mr. Tian, the liead of Teacher-Staff Representative
Meeting in YFM. when 1 interviewed him afier the veto on January 14, 2011 (Table
5.1, school-wide meeting on January 14, 2011). As he saw it, onc of the reasons for
the veto was that Principal Song was “too confident™ about the proposed plan and did
not do enough work in “chuichuifeng”. By contrast, as he recalled, in the last salary
reform around 2004, YFM smoothly passed the allocation plan. At that time, the
management team put great effort in “chuichuifeng”, mobilizing those at various

management positions to gain the support of the teachers around them.

Another example of “chuichuifeng” was about Grade Head Shen in YFM. Replying
to Grade Head Shen's email (see Story 2: Mr. Shen’s email to Principal Song in
YFM, March 9, 2010), Principal Song in YFM said that a cadre (ganbu) should not

blindly bend to teachers’ requests for more benefits but should try to influence them:

As a [teacher] cadre, you should have the courage 10 listen (o the opinions of the
mass. But, not only must not we follow them, we but also must dare to lead them
skillfully. We must dare to say no to unhealthy thinking! Only such a cadre is a
good cadre. Only such a cadre can really win the supp(;rl of the mass. ({E%
™R, BEARBIETH BT, M1 BTN FBERE A, FLHF S A
JEI BT, AT BYERTMC, B F R BFEH1, AR+ o
HF B PEE. ) (Principal Songs email to Teacher Shen in YFM,
Muarch 9, 2010)

Mr. Shen scemed to follow the teaching of Principal Ni. In an interview, Mr. Shen
said that when teachers complained to him about the low pay for overtime work, he
consoled them. He would tell the teachers that the school had a limited budget,
though he.himself also thought that the pay rate was too low. When asked why he
chose to respond to the complaints that way, he explained:
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[ had no other choices. Look, first, I could curse the supervisors, as other
teachers do. Second, | could tell the supervisors teachers’ opinions. Someone
mentioned the issue [of low pay for teachers' overtime work] in the Inclusive
Executive Meeting. The principal said: “Do not act yourself like the
representative of the interests of the mass.” So, would you raise the issue again?
I did not like to curse others carelessly, which I think does not solve any
problems. Therefore, what 1 could do was only to console the teachers. Bui 1
myself felt guilty [doing that]. (KRBT IHMRIER . OF, B— LTLUKE
Wil F: B, BATLUTEWRIE RIR GG GAFETRY A=
KL BRI IAE, KB AL H ORI AR B KA
HGRATHES? ot TR BEIESS, B wt A TR i BT LU BER Lot
ET . AR EFRE . ) (Teacher Shen, YFM, talking about his

experiences when he was a Grade Head before)

5.2.3.3 Lcegitimation by using officiai guidelines

A third strategy administrators used in the micropolitics of money was to legitimate
their actions by creatively using guidelines from higher authorities. We have seen
one instance of this in Vice Principal Bao’s idea on what to do if the proposed plan

was vetoed again in YFM:

If the allocation plan does not get passed toduay, Principal Song [should] make a
summary speech, saying that future votings [on this issue] will be only
conducted by the representatives [instead of all staff except adminisirators]. [He
should say that] according to the spirit of municipal guidelines, we are not going
10 trouble all the teachers [to vote]. (B AKEE, KEE PGV KT,

HLUTREBACEZRT, RETHXAIH R BEARGEFLEIN T o ) (Vice
Principal Bao, YFM; see Table 5.1, Executive Meeting on January 17, 2011)

Another instancc of this happened when Principal Song replied to Teacher Chen’s
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complaints in YFM. As mentioned above, Teacher Chen’s classes ranked among the
top in the grade on the subject she taught. However, Teacher Chen’s merit pay ranked
among the last in the grade. She wrote to Principal Song about this. Song explained
that her classes did not perform well on other subjects. According to the guidelines of
the Education Bureau of City G, the overall performance of the class impacted the
performance evaluation of teachers teaching different subjects for the class.
Therefore, she got low score in the performance evaluation because her students did

not perform well on the subjects she did not teach.

In another instance, administrators chose to interpret the guidelines of higher
authority in such a way that their troubles were minimized while their privileges
were maintained and legitimated. The example was about how teachers, or their

representatives, should vote for the proposed allocation plans for merit pay.

When City G first implemented Performance-related Pay System for Teachers in
2003, no clear guidelines were given with regard to voting method. Given the
situation, QSM asked teacher representatives to vote by raising hand. In 2010, when
City G started a new round of reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers, teachers in
some schools complained much about th;a allocation plans for merit pay. Therefore,
the Education Bureau of City G required schools to pass their allocation plans with

anonymous vote.

When this new guideline was issucd, QSM had already got an allocation plan passed
with voting by raising hand. Following the new guideline, QSM went through
another process of designing the allocation plan for merit pay. Numerous meetings
were conducted with different teacher groups to hear their input. Survey forms were

=

distributed to collect teacher opinions.

During this process, a central issue emerged: the gap between administrators and
teachers in merit pay. Many teachers criticized that the administrators were enjoying
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too much share of the merit pay in the allocation plan just passed not long ago.
Specifically, while administrators also taught classes, their teaching load was
generally much less than a full time teacher. However, in previous allocation plans,
including the one just passed, the administrators got the same level of teaching salary
as a full-time teacher. Besides the teaching salary, administrators received subsidies
for their managerial work from the Education Bureau of City G. In addition, in the
eyes of many tcachérs, administrators gencrally got the greater portion whenever
there were some material benefits such as year-end bonus. Disparities such as these

were brought up in the discussions.

The situation was that the school had to obey the official guidelines and pass a new
allocation plan with anonymous vote. Finally, Principal Tang and other
administrators decided that the teaching salary of administrators should be calculated

according to their real teaching load.

In other words, in the previous allocation plans, the administrators maintained their
material privileges by legitimating the allocation plans through voting by raising
hand. After all, it was much easier to pass a plan in the way of voting by raising hand
than anonymous voting when the teacher representatives feared about vetoing

supervisors’ ideas overtly.

5.3 Micropolitics of curriculum and pedagogy

Micropolitics of curriculum and pedagogy had to do with the power play around
issues such as what to teach and how to teach, What should the students be taught?
How should a class be carried out? These matters could become disputable and catch
the attention of people in school micropolitics. A survey odf the data collected in the
three schools located only a few instances of micropolitics of curriculum and
pedagogy. Unlike the above-discussed issues of status and money, what to teach and
how to teach were rarely raised as micropolitical issues when people in the three
secondary schools were interviewed. Given that, it may be better to show several
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instances directly than to summarize any strategies. Two cases are shown below to
give a gist. The first is about micropolitics of pedagogy, that is, how classroom
teaching should be conducted. The second case is about micropolitics of curriculum;

the central issue in question was what counted as teaching students “positive values”.

Story 4: How Grade Head Deng in YFM Dealt With Pedagogical Issues
Source: compiled by the author based on interviews with Grade Head Deng, January 12 and 13,

2011

Grade Head Deng was careful when dealing with issues in teachers’
pedagogical methods. She adapted her strategies according fo what type of

teacher was in question.

Young teachers who had just graduated for one or two years were called novice
teachers. Some novice leachers taught Geography, the same discipline as
Deng’s. Deng would audit their lessons and offer suggestions. In this kind of
instances, she seemed to leverage mostly her professional expertise to influence

the teachers:

After I audited his [a novice teacher s] lesson, I told him my suggestions. I
Jjust talked out how I felt. 1 said: “We [senior teachers] went through this
process before and made some mistakes...so I hope [that you can avoid my
mistakes before] " ...then I said: “Today you go back and revise [your lesson
plan]. Tomorrow you teach the lesson again.” The second day, afier he
finished the lesson, 1 1alked to him again. Then he felt like he had already
tried hard. Why did he have fo teach the lesson again and again? He even
argued with me over some issues. I said: "It is good to have your own ideas.
You can also try adding your ideas fta the lesson planj. 1 am not saying
mine is totally right. Add your own ideas in [the lesson plan] and try it out

in another class, see which one works better.” | said: “Teach the lesson

again.” (W56 Fifl 4 V45, RIFAERE SR, ZotE81T1EE
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WAL HS, JEANBLH) T8, TR BT RGBS
LHEHFHAF L, F R ETZIEFEME, RG] EM RIS E
LRI CERFZTT, Kt 4 Fx— Wl HE W, 7 EREE
BT . BEEHFECH LRI, BHFEITLE— F#
HRpgis P EIFE A, B AL ERIZ N F PR ARG, WH L
BETEHS—PNHFL— FEEWERILF? BEFA L2 ) (Grade
Head Deng, YFM)

For other novice teachers who did not teach the subject Deng taught, Deng also
offered them pedagogical suggestions. Generally, the suggestions were not on
the specific content of the lessons but the way the teacher conducted the class.
Deng might point to many factors. How did the teacher introduce a new lesson?
How did she interact with students? What clothes did she wear? These could
become the issues. Here, still, what Deng leveraged was mainly her professional
~ expertise. She offered general pedagogical suggestions based on her experience,
which seemed to be respected by novice teachers. She audited the lesson of a
teacher for three times. When the teacher finally presented her lesson to the

official leaders, she adopted Deng's suggestions.

Finally she [a novice teacher] told me: "I followed your words and dressed
in red today.” You know when she practiced il for the first time, she dressed
in black with very casual slippery shoes, which gave a sound of “da"” when
she walked I told her: ‘‘When you dress like that, you give others an
impression that you are not taking it [the lesson] seriously.” Then I said: “If
you want to conduct your lesson well, first you need to make others feel
good. You should put on some light makeup. You should dress some more
bright clothes, but not those irritating colors.” Then I told her how she
should wear her shoes when she siood on the lecture platform and how she
should walk down the lecture platform. I tell them (novice teachers] all the
stuff, (WRIGRBG: " BSATHIULM, VtFiG 7o "BABE—K

)
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FHELEHN, HETF LRI, WRRAF, L F, BK
fr: GRISFEGEN BRI TR TRE R ARAT L I O AR il X iR A S
PIAEH L SN IERE B L AE — PR e, BARLTSEEFFE 2T,
INEWHN . BRI BETISHEH OB L E FHENEG AL
K TR 2R T . ) (Grade Head Deng, YFM)

For the senior teachers, Deng generally avoided offering pedagogical
suggestions. But in some extreme situations, she had 1o take some action. As she
mentioned in the interview, a semior teacher often punished students with
disciplinary problems by making them stand outside the classroom. Sometimes
Deng saw that a dozen of students standing outside the classroom in winter.
Deng agreed that students violating school disciplines should be punished.
However, as Deng saw it, it was not good 10 make the students stand outside in
the cold winter. Also, the punishment put too much pressure on the students,
whose self-esteem might be severely hurt. In addition, a queue of students
standing outside the classroom would leave bad impressions lo government
officials when they visited the school. Deng tried in vain to persuade the teacher
1o change the way he punished the students. Several other administrators,
including the principal, also noted the issue and talked o the teacher. However,
nothing worked and the teacher insisted on his way of punishment. In the
interview, Deng indicated that she might have to use her legal authority to do

something about the malter.

It’s like we are not going to let him teach the important classes or let him be
Cluss Head...basically when things get worse (o certain extent, we have no
choices. We have o take some so-called action. I think it is what we have 10
do when we have no other ways. (BB H T2 H B LR HREM, B
il S HEEAT T . EAKE] R RA I BATH BRI — 20T
WMTTE) LM, BT REREH TP EE. ) (Grade Head Deng,
YFM)
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Story 5: Teacher Shen in YFM Got Scolded for “Leading Students to Rebel
Against the Government”
Source: compiled by the author based on interview with Teacher Shen, January 7, 2011

Teacher Shen taught English for senior second grade when interviewed in
January 2011. We started the conversation with the topic of English teaching
and learning. In Mr. Shen's eyes, English classes should be more than teaching
a language, the teacher should influence students with positive values during the

classes.

This concern on value education used 10 cause a big trouble for him when he
was Grade Head and Class Head in YFM. At the time, the students were asked
1o donate money for those suffered from earthquakes in other parts of mainland
China. Some students insisted on not donating money, saying that they even did
not know where the money went. What if some corrupted officials took the money

as their own?

Mr. Shen considered it a great opportunity for value education. Given that
teachers in the school were required lo conduct research projects, Mr. Shen
chose the issue of donation as the topic of his research project. He asked all
students in his grade to investigale intp the issue and find out where the donated
money flowed to. The students must check every step in the donation process: the
studeni, the student cadre, the Class Head, the Department of Finance in the
school, the township government, the Red Cross, and so on. As Mr. Shen saw i,
the investigation would help students learn about the society around them. Also,
students would be more confident about the donation process when they found

that the donated money was managed properly.

However, the government officials and the school administrators did not share
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Mr. Shen's ideas on value education. Before the investigation weni for long,
Principal Song talked about this matter in a school-wide meeting, without
mentioning Mr. Shen’s name. Song said that some students called the township
government and asked where the donated money flowed to. He was angry (o
learn about this from the government officials. Song commented on the matter in
the meeting: "Students are immature, but a teacher should be mature! Are you
leading the students to rebel against the government?” Later on an
administrator in YFM talked to Mr. Shen about the matter. emphasizing that he
should teach students positive values such as trusting the government and the

cPC.

In his heart, Mr. Shen could not agree with the administrator, thinking that
clearing students’ doubls through the investigation was a good way to leach
them positive values. However, he felt fearful: The issue seemed very serious.
Finally, he told the administrator that he acknowledged his error and would give

up the research project and the investigation.

The administrator took away most materials his students collected, but not all,

for the administrator did not discover some materials. This way, Mr. Shen

managed 1o keep some materials such as the questionnaires he asked the
students to distribute to Class Heads. When interviewed, he showed me the
questionnaires. The top of the questionnaire read: “We only want to know the
truth rather than hurt anybody! (BN % TREE M, B XHHATHIA )" The
Class Heads surveyed signed on the questionnaires with dates around April 10,

2010.

The above two Stories gave a flavor of micropolitics of curriculum and pedagogy in
the schools under study. Again, it secmed that issues of what to tcach and how to
teach did not occupy the primary attention of people in micropolitics. Participants

reported very few cases of micropolitical play around issues of curriculum and
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pedagogy.

5.4 Status-centered micropolitics

The above discussion highlighted the three types of interests people pursued in
micropolitics in the schools under study. For the purpose of discussion, the three
types of interests were treated separatcly, as if they were unrelated. However, in real
school life, the three types of interests were often interconnected. That is, one issue

often touched upon more than one type of interest.

For example, the allocation of merit pay impacted the monetary benefits of people.
Meanwhile, the allocation results carried strong tmplications for the differentiation of
status in terms of role performance. Likcwi:_se, in micropolitics of curriculum and
pedagogy, status also played its part. We have seen that Grade Head Deng dealt with
pedagogical issues of different teachers in different ways (Story 4). In particular, she
talked directly to novice teachers on pedagogical issues. But she consciously avoided
offering pcdagogiczﬁ suggestions to senior teachers, for that would hurt their earned

status in terms of role performance as teachers.

When examining the three types of interests together, we can see that status in terms
of role performance was the central concern in the micropolitics in the schools under
study. By conirast, money and issues of curriculum and pedagogy were of lesser

concerns to the participants.

As mentioned before, research participants only reported a few cases of power plays
around issues of curriculum and pedagogy. This indicated that what to teach and how
to teach were of lesser concerns when the participants engaged in micropolitics, On
the contrary, as shown before, participants often reported stories in which the

concern on status played a big part in the way they handled work relations.

Compared with status, money seemed to be less important in school micropolitics.
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Again, this is not to say that money was not important. Rather, what is meant is that
money did not emerge as central a concern as status in the micropolitical efforts of

participants.

One way 10 see that money was not the central concern in school micropolitics was
to examine what pcople really cared about with regard to the evaluation results.
Admitiedly, better evaluation results often entailed more matcrial benefits; higher
status in the form of supervisors’ recognition often tg_r;bught people more
responsibilities and thus more income. However, the data su’ggcslcd that it was the
status in terms of role performance, that is, the recognition from supervisors and
peers, implied by the evaluation results that people cared the most about. In other
words, when both status and money were at stake, status was the core concern when
the participants engaged in school micropolitics. Principal Ma in 11YM pointed this
out clearly when he explained why the Class Heads cared about the daily evaluation
results. Though good performers would gain a-dittlc more bonus, the Class Heads
seemed to carc more about the honor.
Although the bonus is not that m:ch and the difference [among teachers in the
amount of bonus] is not that big, teachers as intellectuals care a lot about the
honor. Even though a teacher only gets u little less bonus than others, she will
Seel that she is lagging behind. [Thats how] the bonus shows its effect. 1t is not
Just about several hundred RMM. Several hundred RMB is nothing in other
industries. But now we are talking about the teachers. Because [they are]
intellectuals, they care very much about honor. When they are ranked at the
bottom, they feel pressured. As long as there is difference [in bonus], it creates
pressure ... (HUREETEREZWEBRA, M EITFFETHI £
0 ML ERTE LI REN . A 2ER, MR H SR T
Rt 22X PEM . ALSLEL, JLITIRAIRIFIERAT IR 0L 1T SREFA
T4, HRRER BT, RIS TR AP, thAF
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DI AL TR Sy, TAERIATE L. ) (Principal Ma, HYM)

Another example was about Teacher Chen in YFM. When she wrote to Principal
Song to complain about the evaluation results, shc compared herself with the

supporting staff in the school.

Non-froniline teachers such as the Laboratory Staff got the average bonus of
T1000RMB. [ only got 928RMB. I am a teacher who teaches so well. Am I even
not comparable fo the non-frontline teachers (just because the [overall]
performance of my classes ranked the second and the third)? (3583 01 B2
LiHENMIHIE 1000089 FLIE, HATIFFR28TT, RB—PHFRALFHE
HE RGP mH% TH- 5. F-14), BELT LMITTE—Z 8L
"4 ? ) (Teacher Chen, YFM, my emphasis)

Clearly, what Teacher Chen tried to argue through the comparison was not that she
deserved the little more monetary difference (72RMB). Rather, she was emphasizing
her value as “a teacher teaching so well”. Status in terms of role performance, not

money, was her core concern here.

There was a second way to see that money was of lesser concem than status to
people in the schools under study. That is, we could examine how people responded
to evaluations that only implied difference in status. If money were the central
concern, evaluations without monetary implicatiohs should be rather incffective in
motivating people. However, many examples suggested that was not the case.
Informal recognition without monetary benefits were pervasively used and worked as
well in motivating teachers. The story of Teacher Kang in HYM showed this. As
mentioned before, Teacher Kang, when interviewed, asserted that she taught for
students, not supervisors. But even she acknowledged that she felt happy and
motivated when Principal Lan praised her for coming to work carly. Clearly, no
monetary benefits were implied by Principal Lan’s praise. Still, Teacher Kang took
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the praisc scriously and telt encouraged by the status the praise indicated. In other
words, Principal Lan’s praise showed his recognition of Teacher Kang for her role
performance as a teacher. Though the recognition had nothing to do with moneys, it
impressed Teacher Kang so much that she remembered it after more than two years.
[f money had been Teacher Kang’s central concern. she would not have been so

touched by the praisc.

In short, status in terms ol role performance was the central concern in school
micropolitics. Status-centered micropolitics characterized the micropolitics in the

schools under study.

The centrality of status further meant that people’s concern on status shaped the
general features of their micropolitical strategies in other arcas such as money. As
pointed out above, peoplce ofien needed to consider more than one type of interest
when they deal with concrete issues. Both status and other interests entered their
consideration. However, they tended to pay more attention to status; the central

concern on status shaped their overall approach to the issues.

The example of Teacher Hao in HYM showed this well. As mentioned bclore,
Teacher Hao and other representatives were asked to discuss the allocation plans for
teachers’ merit pay. This issue appeared to only have to do with money. But, Teacher
Hao and other representatives must consider how their discussion would impact their
status in terms of supervisors’ recognition. In fact, this concern on status seemed to
dominate their strategies. When they perceived that Principal Ni was annoyed by
their vetoing the proposed plan, they simply signed on later plans proposed by Ni.
When they perceived that the next principal, Principal Lan, welcomed genuine inputs,
they were more willing to speak up during discussions. Given the centrality of status,
the choices of Teacher IHao and other representatives in HYM were understandable.
Though the allocation plan impacted their monetary benefits, they placed more
importance on status in terms of supervisors’ recognition. Therefore, they adjusted
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their strategies according to the principal’s leadership style. Whether they
participated in open discussions on the allocation plan partly depended on whether

they thought their participation would hurt their status.

Similarly, in micropolitics of curriculum and pedagogy. people placed much weight
on status when they chose their strategies. With the concern on status, Grade Ilead
Shen addressed pedagogical issues of different teachers in difterent ways (Story 4).
Also, with the concern on status, Teacher Shen gave up the investigation into the
flow of the donated money (Story 5). While in his heart he insisted that the
investigation was a good way to teach students positive values, he would rather
admit his “mistakes” and gave up. What he did prevented further damage to his

status in terms of supervisors' recognition for his role performance.

This chapter has demonstrated the centrality of status in school micropolitics and
shown the various strategies people used in the micropolitics. Compared with status
in terms of role performance, money and issucs of curriculum and pedagogy seemed
to be of lesser concerns in schoo! micropolitics, though they were also important in

some occasions.

Based on the data, the next chapter seeks to account for the pattern of status-centered
micropolitics in the public secondary schools under study in City G. Along the way,
we will also better understand why people in the schools negotiated micropolitics the
way they did. The relevant organizational features of the public school system in

mainland China are considered in the discussion,’

' It may be noticed that the discussion in Chapter 6 does not hiphlight- the divisions of Communist
Party of China in schools. The reason is that the panicipants generally reported that Party
organizations did not play a signiticant role in their lives in the schools today. Though Party activities
were going on in schools, people scemed to take test performance, instead of Party ideology, as their
major concern. After all, the Party and the government expected the schools to deliver satisfactory

results in tests. The lesser focus on Party was shown in the comments of Principal Song in YFM, who
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was also the Party Secretary ot the school. During the interview, | asked him: “To what extent do you
use the role of Parly Secretary in your work of school management?” He said: “Not much, to be
honest. People’s cnergy is always limited. T set up a role of helper in the Party Chapter [in the school].
The helper deals with Party affairs. Generally, we [the Party Chapter in the school] do things like
developing potential candidales of Party members. Party guidelines are shown as government policics.
We just need to follow the policies. (B B RN, &9 st. AMIB B M. RE -
A AR AR R PRI A - Mol 8. SRR EIE L IR AOAGR, R L

AT 1. )" Similar remarks were also made by teachers in this study.



Chapter 6: From “Iron Rice Bowl” to Performance-Based Evaluationism

6.1 Why micropolitics of status was central

6.1.1 “Iron rice bowl”

One factor could be used to account for why micropolitics ol status is central in the
public secondary schools under study in City G. The factor may be characterized by
what has been called “iron rice bow!”. It is one of the legacies of state socialism of
mainland China before the “reform and opening-up” initiated by Deng in 1978. “Iron
rice bowl” suggests that teachers in public schools in mainland China enjoy
employment security. Once a teacher gets a job in a public school, she needs to
worry little about being fired. She can rely on the job for nearly her whole life.
Admittedly, since as carly as the 1990s, Teachers Law has allowed schools to fire
unqualified teachers. However, in practice, public schools in mainland China rarely

fire teachers, as the principals in this study have indicated.

To fire an unqualified teacher, a school needed to submit one-meter thick supporting
documents to Municipal Education Bureau. Delinquencics of the teacher needed to
be put down; detailed evidences be kept track of. Few schools bothered the trouble.
In addition, proposing to fire a teacher was generally regarded as causing to com
problems for the government. The reason was that the teacher would exert great
effort to complain to the government so as to protect her job. The complaint was seen
as endangering the stability of the society. Given the situation, few schools made

attempts to fire teachers.

Both administrators and teachers knew the above situation well. For example,
Principal Tang in QSM emphasized that firing under-performing teachers would
cause many problems; the school must find some other ways to deal with the
problem. Principal Song in YFM also made similar remarks. The teachers

interviewed generally believed that the risk of being fired was low. Teacher Hao in
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11YM even mentioned a rule that schools could not fire teachers older than 45.

Given the difliculty to fire underperforming teachers, the schools had to find ways to
make the most out ol the teachers they had. One important way was to dificrentiate
the status of the tcachers and usc higher stalus to motivale tcachers for better

performance. What happened in YFM was a good cxample.

As mentioned before. YFM implemented the Grade Responsibility System in the
beginning of 2010-2011 academic year. Before the reform, teachers generally taught
a higher grade as their students moved to the higher grade. In the new system, the
prade leaders picked teachers from all teachers in the school. If a teacher was picked
by a higher grade, she would enjoy higher status in the school. Those not picked by
any grade were assigned to non-teaching posts such as logistics. Though the salary
difference between non-leaching posts and teaching posts was small, many teachers
fclt that the relocation was a severc hurt to a teacher’s status in terms of role
performance as a teacher. Thercfore, to maintain their status, teachers worked harder
after the recform. As Principal Song observed, they obeyed work disciplines more
carcfully and put more cffort in preparing for lessons. Actually, Principal Song

consciously adopted the reform to address the problems caused by “iron ricc bowl”:

Actually, by picking teachers, | changed the past “iron rice bowl” to a "clay rice
how!”. If you [teachers] do not perform well, your rice bowl may be broken.
This is the most important thing. Teachers will have more self-discipline. Both
self-discipline and heteronomy will be strengthened. Also, teachers ' gouals will be
clearer, for the grades have systems of evaluation... (LR P EIITIFHE L
B 1AL L R B RO, ALY, R RO ELTTH T,
I R — £, HIPIEFE 208, BRI Ll m L H s
G, A4 ST — ST PR LY. ) (Principal Song, YFM)
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6.1.2 From “iron rice bowl” to performance-based cvaluationism

In fact, to tackle the problems caused by the “iron rice bowl”, various measures werc
used in the schools to differentiate people’s status in terms ol role performance.
Performance-based evaluations were so pervasive that they constituted a way of
management centering on  evaluationism. This was particularly true for the
management of teachers’ work. Intensive evaluations brought much pressure for the
teachers and made them very sensitive about their evaluation results, which indicated
their status in terms of role performance. This also accounted for why status emerged
as the central concern in micropolitics in the schools under study. The following
discussion shows various evaluations going on in the public schoo! system in

mainland China.

Teachers were frequently evaluated according to how well their students performed
in tests. Such kind of evaluation was don¢ whenever a major exam took place. In
every term, there were two to three school-wide phase exams (duankao, B, At
the end of each term, there was a major exam, All the test results were monitored and
compared. Several ratios were calculated based on the test results, including the
percentage of the students whose score was higher or lower than certain level. If a
student's score was higher than certain level (say, 80/100), the student would be
called an excellent student. The percentage of excellent students in a teacher's class
was called excellence ratio. Similar ratios were also calculated for the low score
students. In the high school sector, given the paramount importance of CEE, people
paid more attention to alignment ratio. The alignment ratio showed how well a class
was positioned to meet its target in CEE based on the test just taken. The ratios
calculated were in line with the criteria Municipal Education Bureau used to evaluate
the schools. Once calculated, the ratios were made public to all the teachers in the
school. Therefore, every teacher knew her ranking among teachers teaching the same
subject in the same grade. For major tests such as the term-end exams and CEE, the
schools were also clear about their rankings on every subject among all secondary
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schools in the city.

Besides ranking of test results, another way that showed the evaluation of teachers’
role performance was the allocation of positions within the school. There was an
informal hierarchy among the teaching posts in the secondary school. Nearly all
research participants knew the hierarchy well and used it as a point of reference
when they discussed the status of others and their own. One dimension of the
hierarchy was which grade a teacher taught. For both junior middle school and high
school, students in the third grade needed to take graduation exams, the result of
which would determine their opportunities for ncxt level of education. Thercfore, the
closer to the third gradec, the more challenges and responsibilitics there gencrally
were. In particular, teachers in the third grade were perceived as fighting in the
forefront of the battlefield. Allowing a teacher to teach the third grade showed trust

and recognition.

So, who should teach the third grade? In YFM, the Grade Head and two Vice Grade
Heads of senior third grade selected who they wanted from all teachers in the school.
In HYM and QSM, generally speaking, teachers teaching the senior second grade
this year would teach the senior third grade next ycar. That is, tcaches moved up to
the higher grade with their students. However, if a teacher had been performing
unsatisfactorily, she might stay in the senior second grade or cven be assigned to

teach the scnior first grade.

In addition to grades, the other dimension of the hierarchy among teaching posts was
what type of class a teacher taught. Take QSM as an example. The classes were
divided into Olympic Competition Classes, Key Classcs, Parallel Classes (or General
Classes), and Arts and Athletic Classes. Students in Olympic Competition Class were
1o join the international and national level competitions in certain subjects. This
meant that the subject teachcer needed to have exceptional expertise. Key Classes
were expected to deliver more students to universities through CEE. Parallel Classes
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had student intake of average quality; thus they werc expected to fulfill average
targets for CEE performance. Arts and Athletic Classes emphasized the artistic and
athletic development of students, which pointed to another channel to enter
universities. Students in this stream still needed to join the CEE, but the requirements
of CEE score for them were lower than those for students in the general stream.
Thercfore, teachers teaching the CEE-tested subjects in Arts and Athletic Classes

{accd less pressure.

Different demands of the classes created a hierarchy of teaching posts. If a teacher
was allowed to teach Olympic Competition Class or Key Class, that would show her
higher status. If a teacher was allocated to a Parallel Class, she would be seen as less
recognized. If a teacher was allocated to an Arts and Athletic Class, her reputation
would be even lower. Because the task allocation happened every year, it showed
constant evaluation of teachers’ role performance and indicated the status of teachers

in the school.

Another way to show the evaluation on teachers’ role perfonn;'mce was the
distribution of awards. At the end of every academic year, many awards were
distributed. These awards were of different levels, with different prestige. There were
township level, municipal level, and provincial level titles and awards. The higher
the level of the awards, the more prestigious they were, The titles and awards were

important for teachers to apply for higher occupational grades.

Specifically, the performance evaluation of Class Heads demonstrated clearly that
the school constituted a hyper-evatuative social context. A Class llead was
responsible not only for students’ academic performance but also for “moral
education”. The latter covered a variety of matters related to student discipline,
extending from students’ dressing, hair cut style, arrival time, whether tﬁey slept

during classes, whether they put too much stuff on their desk, and so on.
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On a daily basis, evaluation of every class was made. The school sent students to
check cvery classroom. If they found any defect or violation, the score of the class
would be deducted. Every day, around the closing time of the school day, the results
of the evaluation for all classes were published on a blackboard. Every month, the
results werc summarized; a titie of Civilized Class or Excellent Civilized Class was
given to the class with the highest score. A flag accompanicd the title. It was called a
flowing flag, meaning that the flag did not stay in any specific class but flow o the
one winning the highest score. By the end of the term and academic year, the
evaluation results were summarized again. The {inal score of a class would impact
whether the Class Head could win the title of Exccllent Class Head and the level of

awards she could win.

This system of evaluation for Class Hcad was familiar to cvery teacher. The reason
was that if a teacher wanted to apply for higher occupational grades, they needed to
-perform the duties of Class Head for a number of years. In particular, many young
teachers needed to meet the demand of the evaluation. When young teachers entered
a school, they were usually asiced to take the position of Class licad. The
consideration was that Class Head was a very time-consuming job. Most young

teachers, without family concerns, had a more flexible schedule.

Evaluations not only happened on the individual level, but also on the group level.
Nearly all conceivable units in the school organization were evaluated: the grade, the
subject team, the class team, the lesson preparation team, and the teacher office.
Different titles and scores were allocated to the units, which impacted the bonus and
promotion opportunities of teachers in the units. City G had been implementing Four
Overal! Responsibility System (VY48 4k % piilil) for many years. It meant a
teacher's evaluation result not only depended on her own performance, but also the
overall performance of the grade, the class, and the subject team she worked in. After
term end exams, the performances of grade teams, class teams, and subject tcams
were calculated and compared against other schools in the city. The ranking of a
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team in the city impacted the evaluation score of every tcacher in the team and
further the salary of every tcacher. As participants in the schools under study put it,
this evaluation system emphasized the overall strength of the team: Only when the

whole tecam performed well was it really good (N & 4f A4 & HIA4AT).

In short, a public secondary schoo! in mainland China was indeed a hyper-evaluative
social context for those working in the organizationl. Performance evaluations were
everywhere, took on many lorms, happened very {requently, and carried important

implications.

6.1.3 Teachers were hyper-sensitive about status

Due 1o the intensive evaluations in schools, teachers were vary sensitive about the
evaluation results, which indicated their status in terms of ré)lc performance in the
school. In an interview, Principal Ma in HYM described how much the Class Ileads

cared about the evaluation results.

The Class Heads care a lot about what evaluation scores their classes get every
day and whether their clusses can be evaluated as Civilized Class based on the
scores over a month. They also care much about it if there are many students
seriously violating school disciplines [which would negatively impact the
evaluation scores of their classes]. They go and check the evaluation scores
every day and learn what they can do [to improve their scores/. At least, they are
taking it seriously.. (SF_LAFBETRA T A NS NI Z 76, THIT R
KIENGESERI I, 1R Z P AT AT, AL, R
L THEEZM, REFHERLELY...) (Principal Ma, HYM)

Class Heads performing well could get higher bonus, sometimes several hundred

RMB, not a big portion in their total salary. {t seemed that the honor implied by the

' For administrators, there were usualty evaluation plans similar to those for teachers. The salaries of

administrators were also impacted by the results of evaluation on their work performance.
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evaluations was what they really carcd about.

Although the bonus is not that much and the difference [among teachers in the
amount of bonus| is not that big, teachers as intellectuals care a lot about the
honor. Even though a teacher only gets a little lesy bonus than others, she will
feel that she is lugging behind. [Thats how] the bonus shows its effect. It is not
Just about several hundred RMM. Several hundred RMB is nothing in other
industries. But now we are talking abowt the teachers. Because [they aref
intellectuuls, they care very much about honor. When they are ranked at the
hottom, they feel pressured As long as there is difference [in bonus/. it creales
pressure.... (L KR PIETR E AT BALIRA, LSy EIFFFRIIIRS) 1K
U, PSR AT E T PRI RISTEAT a0, i #Y [T iR AT T
1l 1B 20738 MM o AEEILTTHE I TR ARG IEREAT LT i 0 )L TTER ST A
T2, AR g B A5, NG HTRI FROEIR FE AR HT, Gt
T g 77 7 750/ 7 ...) (Principal Ma, HYM)

In a context shaped by the performance-based evaluationism, nearly everyone took
seriously the evaluation results and the status the results indicated. Hard it was to be
immune to the social pressure of people judging cach other. This was true even for
those most detached. Teacher Liu’s experience in YFM, described in Story 1, was a
good example. As mentioncd before, Teacher Liu worked hard and achicved
excellent performance. But somehow, he did not get the awards he thought he
deserved. He wrotc to Principal Song to complain about the matter; Song did not
change the allocation resuits but consoled him. Teacher Liu calmed down and
gradually forgot about the matier. However, at the start of next term, many teachers
around Mr. Liu discussed about the bonus allocation and commented on his
performance. This unsettled Mr. Liu so much that he wrote to Principal Song again
about the matter even though he knew that by the time the allocation result could not

be changed. As he wrote in the email, he just wanted Song to understand him.
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L]

I have nearly forgotten all the past and returned to my own happiness. However,
things did not go as we wished. From the term beginning (0 now, many teachers
gossiped in front of me. Toduy, the bonus for excellent teaching in the last term
was distributed, More colleagues gossiped! This unsettled me. (LXK T
S HL B ST MY ORI R MR
7 AFEREAT EMAE TG X G D SR P L IR # ot e, 4
EMIN BT A gk ) (Story L Teacher Lin'’s email to
Principal Song in YIEM, December 1, 2010)

Teacher [.1u’s story showed that the hyper-cvaluative context constituted a fact,
which impacted all persons involved, whether they liked it or not. In this social
context, one was sceduced, or cven pushed, to fight for the status one thought one

deserved. Therefore, micropolitics of status abounded.

6.1.4 The ambiguity in performance evaluations

To make things worse, there was essentially no clear rule to decide the allocation of
the titles and awards. Admittedly, the schools under study did design and announce
matrix and criteria for performance evaluations. However, teachers often felt that
there was much ambiguity in the allocation of status. Given this ambiguity in rules,
teachers often had to pay close attention to what impressions they left on supervisors,
who controlled the allocation of awards and titles. In other words, supervisors,
instead of rock-hard rules, seemed to dominate the allocation. Therefore, supervisors’
recognition, that is, supervisor-granted status, became the center of attention in
micropolitical efforts. This also helps us understand why teachers generally engaged
in micropolitics of status in covert ways. After all, when supervisors’ recognition

played so important roles, it was not wise to overtly conflict with supervisors.

Several examples showed the ambiguity of rules in the allocation of awards, titles,
and positions. As mentioned before, YFM 1mplemented the Grade Responsibility
System in the beginning of 2010-2011 academic year. In this arrangement, the Grade
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licads and Vice Grade Heads of cach grade sclected teachers from all the teachers in
the school. While teaching posts in the senior third grade represented higher status,
only some teachers got the posts. Some teachcers were not sclected by any grade and
were assigned 1o non-teaching posis. That was regarded as a humiliation by many
teachers. So why were some teachers sclected to teach the senior third grade while
others were not? Why were some teachers not selected by any grade at all? No clear

answers to the questions were available.

What the principul meant [when he made the speech in the school-wide meeting |
ways like we [Grade Heads] are only responsible for explaining why we picked
some teachers, but we are not responsible for explaining why we did not pick
some other teachers... Why didnt you [Grade ead] pick me [a teacher[? As the
principal put it, we [Grade Heads| have no obligations to explain [our reasons].
You [teacher] should think about it by yourself. Say two teachers are alike, why
don't we pick one of them? You should reflect an yourself. There is no use in
asking others [for the reasons]. You can only ask yourself. [You can only] think
that way. (FEHE K I 1 AL i A THE 5 R FE (T A8 07, A
13 Gy BRBE X 12 AR ] LA, RIS, XD RATRE L
JEFE, OR 1 LB PRI E W] 4 A2 Gk LM 1T 5 LA
AHIIYA BN G ILIES I 1S MRS TrIN 44 ) (Grade Head Ke, YFM)

Teachers interviewed commented that ambiguity in the selection process created a
sense of fear among teachers. The reason was that they had no idea how to make sure
that they would be picked. What if the Grade Heads favored their close friends in the
school? There was no way to prevent that. In this situation, teachers have to engage
in micropolitics of status. That is, they had to give utmost attention to supervisors’
recognition. One of their strategies, as discussed before, was to please the

Supervisors.

[A teacher may ask:| Why did not he [the Grade Head] pick me? There were no
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criteria. Why did he pick me? No criteria either. No rules. It is not because he
did not pick me and I felt angry [that | say those words|. [ never thought that
way. I just suddenly realized that this arrangement [of Grade [ead picking
teachers] seems very dangerous. Because as it goes, every teacher has o
bootlick the Grade Heads and try all means to please them. Teachers have 1o try
their best to build up guanxi (relationships) with the Grade Heads. ( 45 il 2y ff
LANEL? RATEHE AL TEFE? (LB A, AT R EAE
MR A 18, L AW( MK EBH AR, LKA
HFLL RPN, G IRIEFCIERT . T A AL FERIE B L PP IR -4
FALE A6 T prit 2004, F2riTilt £4d X4 ) (Teacher Shen, YEM)

Another example of the ambiguity of rules in evaluations was reported by Teacher
Shen in YFM. When he was a Grade Head before, he found it a tough issue to

allocate the titles of Excellent Teacher. No clear guidelines were available.

All teachers have their test performance. When the test results come owt, of
course you cun tell the difference between the best and worst teachers.
Everybody knows that the best teacher is the best. But its hard to tell the
difference between the best, second best, and the third best. The one the
supervisors like gets it [the title of Excellent Teacher]. Sometimes when | was in
charge of allocating the titles of Excellent Teacher, I felt painful about this, No
evaluation criteria. ({If]- -PNEW, BIEGIHTIKLUG, TRLATRIIRE
D, WA . AV A EILE, NI, S5 — LA~ A AR
CAPRG, T HIRAER . RSP MR, AL . BRI E S
LR BTR T EEG R, ) (Teacher Shen, YFM, talking about his

experiences when he was a Grade Head before)

The Grade Heads in other grades asked teachers to vote. Those who got the most
votes got the titles of Excellent Teacher. Mr. Shen disagreed with this solution. In his

opinion, a higher vote may have nothing to with a teachers” work performance.
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What if he [the teacher who got the most votes] was just busy with building up
guanxi every day? Toduy he may buy this teacher something (o eat’ tomorrow he
may treat another teacher some wine. He built up guanxi [with other teachers].
Therefore, he got highe}‘ vote, I know some teachers are like this... (1688 iF G A
AT KFHE? S KEGIZ D EN I 3G HT, WK i EMLN Lay, il Lo
KFW, flZsh £, I RFENGEM...) (Teacher Shen, YFM, talking

about his experiences when he was a Grade Head before)

Therefore, Mr. Shen invented his own rule, favoring those more active in joining
grade team activities. This rule was objected by some teachers, who complained to
Principal Song that Mr. Shen used arbitrary criteria to allocalc the titles. Principal
Song intervened and told Mr. Shen that he should listen to the voice of teachers. Mr.

Shen had 10 abandon his way and adopted voting.

Teacher Shen: Teachers complained to supervisors about [my way of award the
titles of Excellent Teacher]. The supervisors accused me. I felt sad. [ also chose
to let teachers vote [to decide who get the titles]. So teachers voted and the
result was clear. Well, no longer was there any trouble. Nobody complained to
the supervisors any more.

Interviewer: You also turned to ‘.I;b!ing.

Teacher Shen: Well, I gave up. 1did not know what to do.

(: BEIWNRFT, WHFHIFT, HERAEL, HERS, —#5
X W, BHET, BALHET .

oA ELTTB AP ?

A W, BERT, HHRATAET . ) (Teacher Shen, YFM, talking about his

experiences when he was a Grade Head before)

A further example showing the ambiguity of rules in ¢valuations was Teacher Liu’s
story in YFM. As discussed before, Teacher Liu worked hard and delivered solid
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results. His performance was widely recognized among peers. When he wrote to
Principal Song, Song also agreed that he achieved much. However, for several years,
he did not get distinctive awards he thought he deserved. The reason, as offered by

i
the Grade Head, was just that some other people needed to be favored.

When it was time to allocate the CEE bonus, | ranked among the last! Teacher
Deng Zhao also ranked among the last. He taught a parallel class and
performed better than others teaching parallel classes. When the Grade Head
distributed the bonus, he said: “According to the allocation plan and test resulls,
the bonus of you two is not the lowest. But I need to favor some people, so |
made you two the lowest.” The moment I heard that, I felt very disappointed. (15
ST R G LB R, FERITIE 1T B B9 L FYA LTI T8 ! K e #C
W BKETTH HLHRSRGGNTALEIRATH), (AT LN, AT
TN ! " 2507 T LRI 1) (Story 1: Teacher Liu'’s email
to Principal Song in YFM, December 1, 2010)

Again, it was because of the lack of clear-cut rule that people had to care about the
impressions they left on supervisors, who control the allocation of various resources
and honor. Status in terms of supervisors’ recognition emerged as the central concern

in school micropolitics.

6.1.5 Accountil;g for the performance-based evaluationism

We have seen that the performance-based evaluationism in public secondary schools
in City G contributed to the centrality of micropolitics of status in the schools. Why
did the public secondary school system make so intensive performance evaluations
on people working in the organization? To understand this, we need to examine

government and parental expectations on schools and the competition among
-

F
schools. . /

*

People in the public secondary schools knew well about government and parental
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cxpectations on schools. The expeciations focused on student performance in CEL.
That is, what mattcred most was how many high school graduates entered university
and what level of university they entered. For junior middie schools, the general
orientation was preparation ol CEE. Therefore, test result was virtually the most
important thing for both junior middle schools and high schools.

This is not Lo say that the schools did not care about student development in other
areas such as artistic learning at all. Actually, YFM put great effort in helping
students learn to play piano and violin, for artistic strength was another channel for
students to enter universities. What is emphasized here is that the priority for the
schools was certainly to deliver more students to universities. Other tasks were in

line with this priority or at most auxiliary.

In fact, every year, the Education Burcau of City G assigned CEE targets to its high
schools. The targets were largely based on the schools’ past performance and their
student intake. Given the clear and high expectations on test performance, it was not
surprising to see that the schools designed intensive evaluations to monitor and
motivate teachers. As shown above, a variety of efforts were made along this linc:
calculation and comparison of test results, creating and allocating honor and awards,
selecting strong teachers 1o teach the scnior third grade, maintaining student

discipline, etc.

Numerous observations and interviews demonstrated that participants in the schools
under study were quite aware of the above-mentioned expectations from the
government and parents. Talking about thc operational context of YFM, Principal

Song said:

v What do the mass look at when they evaluate you [the school]? They still look at
your performance in CEE...As long as the school has the task of CEE, people
still look at how well you finish the task of sending students to higher level of
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education.. If you perform worse than last year in CEE, people will say that the
school is bad [and send their children 1o other schools]. To survive, we have to
consider how people think and say. (#§ 4 A [CEER IR OFH 5, Fifl4 2 b
LA ORI A R LG 5 FAL 0 P, BT RIE5 G A FF. 4
R LA 2T R ATT o LI ATH A PR BEB 5 B (X
LAY, ) (Principal Song, YEM)

Song also pointed out the dilemma principals faced:

Principals today feel painful about this [dilemma]. They are in the midst of the
conflicts. If you cannot deliver [excellent] performance in CEE, people will
curse you, the government will disapprove you, parents and student will not like
vou. But if you do not implement Quality Educa!ion, fin which you try to
promote the overall development of students rather than just test performance,]
you will feel guilty when you face your conscience, the conscience of an educator.
You clearly know that education should not be like that [teaching to test]. So
educators today are very painful. (255 & KHTEFTZEE PR 57
PPRPMUIIRR, RN HBHUGR, ETTH N, BHHER, FK.
AN (LRGP HETTFWEH T, RO XL, HITITIEHEL
Rl G]G0 B AN ZAFE AT AR AT L EH IR . )
(Principal Song, YFM)

Clearly, Song took government and parental expectations on CEE very seriously.
The first time 1 visited him was during the summer vacation of 2010, son after the
CEE results finalized. Once | entered his office, I noticed several boards placed
besides the door of the office. Every board had a number written on it with big font.
The number showed the amount of bonus the school received from township
government with its exceptional performance in CEE. Also, in the exhibition area in .,
front of the main building of YFM, the results of CEE were shown in the first poster.

. F
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In QSM, one could see similar emphasis on CLE performance. When [ first visited
the school in summer vacation of 2010, there was a red banner covering the top of
the main gate. The words on the banncr celebrated the school’s top performance in
the CEE just passed. Also, at the center of the first floor of the main building, a board

was sct up to show Lhe detail results of the school in the CEE.

Another factor that contributed to the performance-based evaluationism in the
secondary schools was the fierce competition among schools. Competition happened
both in terms of reputation and student intake. The test performance of schools
quickly impacted their repytation among parents, government officials, and educators.
Usually, high schools published their performance in CEE in their school websites,
casily accessible to parents and others. As for junior middle schools, their
performances in major exams werc calculated and ranked among all junior middle
. schools in the city. The ranking list was distnbuted to all principals of junior middle
school and their direct supervisors in local educational authorities, Distribution of the
ranking list intensified competition among schools for reputation. As one principal
told me, when his school performed unsatisfactorily, he did nﬁt dare to sit in the front

rows when he joined the year-end review mecting with other principals.

School reputation further impacted the flow of students, which was another aspect of
the competition among schools. An introduction of some background of the public
school system in City G is useful for understanding the competition among schools.
City G was not a big place. Previously it was a county. In the carly 1980s, it was
upgraded to a city, but its arca did not increase. With many bus routes, it was not
difficult for students to travel in the city. According to official guidelines, a student
should go to the junior middle school closest to her home. No similar restrictions
existed for high Schools. Despite the regulations, some families chose to send their
kids to junior middle schools which are farther but more famous. When they chose
high schools, the reputation of the schools in CEE was usually the most important
thing to consider. Distance from home was much less important. Actually, most high
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schools were boarding schools. Many students lived in the school and went back

home once or twice a month.

In this context, secondary schools in City G faced real competition among
themselves in terms of student intakc. They must try their best to maintain their
reputation by delivering satisfactory performance in CEE and other major tests. Only
with good reputation in the tests could they attract the good students and achieve
excellent resuits in the future. As Principal Song pointed out, bad reputation could
kill a school: the students could easily move to other schools in the city. This
competition for quality students had been intensifying in City G during the recent
years. The reason was that several famous schools such as QSM had been expanding
their size and recruiting more students. Therefore, the weaker schools must try even
harder to attract and keep good students. Indeed, man.y participants in YFM reported
that the quality of YFM’s student intake had been decreasing over the past several

years.

In sum, to address government and parental expectations on test results and to thrive
in the fierce competition among schools, the public secondary schools were
hyper-evaluative for nearly everyone involved. The various cvaluations were
instruments to moniter and improve teacher performance. Actually, in many ways,
the pressure of external expectations and competition was directly translated to
internal evaluations. For example, as mentioned above, using the excellence ratio and
lower score ratio to evaluate teachers was in line with the way Municipal Education
Bureau evaluated schools. Similarly, an important ratio QSM used to evaluate
teachers was alignment ratio. Calculated based on the most recent test taken, the ratio
showed how well the teacher’s class was positioned to meet its target in the future
CEE. Clearly, using this ratio in internal evaluations was consistent with government

expectations.
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6.1.6 Teachers’ work as “liangxinhuo”

6.1.6.1 The concept of “liangxinhuo”

Another factor that could be used to account for why status was of central concern to
people in public schools had to do with the peculiar naturc of teachers’ work. One
thing frequently heard in interviews was that teachers' work was “‘liangxinhuo” (5 /L
i . literally, “conscience work™). As the data suggested, the meaning of
“liangxinhuo™ had at least two aspects. To begin with, “liangxinhuo” indicated that
teachers' work was hard to monitor and cvaluate. This was due to several faciors: the
nature of the work, thc norm of trusting teachers, and the departmentalization in the

secondary school. These factors are detailed as follows.

First, the nature of teachers’ work was such that it was difficult to specify the
standard of the work. Principal Ma in HYM explained this clcarly. He corhpared the

work of a teacher and that of a factory worker:

Working as teachers, we work by conscience. it'’s not like something that can be
specified by many rules and factory-like procedures. Let me give you a simple
example. Say solving some thought problems of students. Say [ talk to a student
and try o solve some of her thought problems. Such a thing has no standard.
For example, when I talk to you, how do [ talk? How long do we talk? [ may talk
to you for five minutes, but I may also talk to you for one minute. It s also fine
" that I invite your parents [to the school] and we sit down together and talk.. If
you try to specify such a work with a factory rule, it’s impossible ... You cannot
specify that a teacher should talk to a student for ten minutes, with how many
sentences, in what way, and with what procedure...(FEX7EMBR T, BITE
SERLDHILIE, T EFREMERL] B FLEECHTH) T o TH TR
BB T« ABELEEEITN, g I EE BRI K, O848
T A, A RETFEE I . BEASHF N FIFL LG ERAEN... EEITCIRIF i
BELK, KEACHE . BRI KL PHTTEL, (T4 BRI K — 7 8T
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LA, BAOGHK ST KA TR dB K AL W RIX B LT 89 -1
| s bk -@7 AL ANOTGER)... AN FTEERE - TEIIRF AL H A5 ik E
D ALE L R BYTR LA HA..) (Principal Ma, TYM)

Principal Ma’s ideas were ecﬁoed by many other participants, including teachers,
middle managers, and other principals. One example was Teacher Jia in QSM, a
senior chemistry teacher in senior first grade. Discussing teﬁchers’ work, she made
the following remarks: |
1 can prepare a lesson plan or jus:; teach a class without a lesson plan. I can
teach them deep knowledge or shallow stuff. Nobody can monitor you that
closely. (BL&RIBE £, AHEWRE L. RTUHMRAI, BTLUHR
AiJbe FAGEG WAL, ) (Teacher Jia, OSM)

Second, the norm of trusting teachers suggested that it was inappropriate to closely
monitor teachers’ work. People in the Chinese schools under study generally
respected teacher autonomy and judgment. The basic assumption seemed to be that
teachers knew what they were doing and would_do it in the best interests of the
students. Others should refrain from interfering in teachers’ work unless they were
certain that the teacher was wrong. Therefore, monitoring teachers” work too closely
would embarrass, even annoy, the teacher, who would feel distrusted. Teacher Shen

in YFM put it this way:

Teachers are to manage others. How can they be managed by others?.. Teachers
are quality talents with personal thoughts. It does not make sense for them to be
managed. (ZWREETINR, 4RGN LEEMN? . BT ZNH A2 E
FINA TN AR B LG RLET - FH. ) (Teacher
Shen, YFM)

Mr. Shen became clearer about the norm of trusting teachers only after he violated
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the norm sometimes, though not intentionally. As mentioned before, he used to be a
Grade Head in YIM. One of the responsibilities of Grade Head was to “walk and
look” (xunshi, 18#4) during classes. This was to make sure that classes were going
on according to school regulations, Once, Mr. Shen noticed that some students were
slceping while the tecacher was lecturing. It was clearly against school rules. Mr.
Shen did not want 1o stop the teacher from the lecturing. Therefore, he entered the
room and waked the students up. The teacher was annoyed, thinking that what Mr.
Shen did hurt her autonomy in the classroom. She said: “Even the supervisors would
not enter my classroom to wake up the students, how dare you?” What the teacher
said indicated that Mr. Shen was expected to follow the norm of trusting tcachers
even when school rules were clearly broken. This example showed how the norm of

trusting teachers made it difficult to monttor teachers’ work.

Third, secondary schools were generally departmentalized. That is, tcachers taught
different subjects and had expertise in different knowledge areas. Therefore, a
subject teacher had authority in how to carry out her teaching on the subject. The
authorily was to be respected, particularly by those not teaching the same subject, be
they peer teachers or administrators. This was also part of the reason why monitoring

teachers’ work was challenging. The following example demonstrated the point.

‘The example was about how Grade Head Deng in YFM dealt with teachers who did
not prepare hand-written lesson plans before classes. According YFM’s requirement,
teachers should prepare hand-written lesson plans besides digital files. The reason
was that occasionally the electricity was cut for the school. When that happened,
digital lesson plans would not work. Still, some teachers did not prepare hand-written
lesson plans. When Grade Head Deng noticed such casels, she did not talk to the
teachers directly. Rather, she had to turn to the Heads of Lesson Preparation Team,
who taught the same silbjects with the teachers. She explained why in the interview

excerpts below.
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Interviewer: [low do you ensure that teuchers fulfill the requirement [of
preparing hand-written lesson plans before classes]?

Grade Head Deng: It depends on the individuals conscience and sense of
responsibility. We [Grade Heads] have no way to monitor it... [when we noticed
that a teacher violated the requirement, ] we could not talk to the teacher directly.
We had to turn to the Head of Lesson Preparation Team.

Interviewer: Why couldn't you talk to the teacher directly although the school
had the requirement?

Grade Head Deng: Because [as the saying goes] different trades are separated
as by mountains. Maybe [the teacher would say that] for that class she did not
need to write any lesson plan. Maybe [the teacher would say that] for that class
she did not need to do things like this and that. So 1'd better raise the issue to the
Head of lLesson Preparation Team [who teaches the same subject with the
teacher].

(VKHE: EAEKRFUER P ERSEHE L ?

MLAE: ABRAE L) RO MR AT, R TIFERES. . BRI
PG I AT LB, RER IR KLY,

WK : ARG T ERIG 1AL ?

ME2AE: BIGMGITHIRE Lo X1 SRR % TGATY, B AR IRE A
MZEAE L, IrEl BT i SRE R KM HA...) (Interview with Grade
Head Deng, YFM)

Together, the above three factors made it difficult for administrators or peers to

closely monitor teachers’ work. Therefore, people often had to rely on the

self-discipline of teachers. This was one aspect of the meaning of “liangxinhuo”.

Another aspect of the meaning of “‘/iangxinhuo” was that a teacher was supposed to

take her work seriously and conform to her conscience. The idea was that teachers

were responsible for the growth of the younger generation. How a teacher carried out
IS

her work might impact to a great extent the future promise of her students. Therefore,
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it was immoral for a teacher to act in an irresponsible way in her teaching. A teacher
should follow the guide of her conscience and try her best to fulfill her dutics. The
participants uscd different words to express these idcas, but essentially they meant

the same thing. Below are some cxamples of how the participants put it.

You know, you face those innocent kids. You must feel it right in your conscience.
ORIIXS T AE R ALK 1% 17 B HEXRA 7R 1 CHT N e (Teacher Jia in QSM,

senior chemistry teacher)

Working by conscience is to discipline yo:zr.s‘é{f with the basic moral standard
and value system of a person. (55 R0 T, BEAEA TN GG —FF LA TR 8 3,
a2 E . ) (Teacher Shen in YFM, a senior English teacher)

I must fecl it right according to 'my basic principal of being a human being. 1
have my conscience. (Z-20FELEBIRX TN ZEARB) - - PRY, G RAH. )
(Teacher Zhang in YFM, a senior biology teacher)

6.1.6.2 How “liangxinhuo” cncouraged micropolitics of status

The peculiar nature of teachers' work as “/iangxinhuo” created incentives for both

managers and the managed to engage in micropolitics of status.

For the administrators, “liangxinhuo” meant possible inconsistency in teachers’ role
performance. Due to the factors discussed above, it was difficult to closely monitor
teachers} work. Not unusually, administrators had to let teachers discipline
themselves and trust that teachers would do what their conscience suggested as the
best. However, even though the individual teachers did conform to their conscience,
there was no guarantee that what they chose to do was in line with school goals.
Therefore, administrators needed to find ways to motivate teachers so that they

would work along the lines preferred by the school. As the -data suggested,
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administrators consciously appealed to performance-based status differentiation as an

important way to address the problem of inconsistency in teachers’ work.

One example was Principal Ma in HYM. In a quotation cited before, Principal Ma
compared the work of a teacher and that of a worker in factory. Through the
comparison, he pointed out that it was difficult to specify the standard of, and
thereby monitor, teachers’ work. He was aware of the challenges of managing
tcachers and had been exploring solutions. One of his plans was to publicly praise
those teachers performing well and give them awards. Clearly, Principal Ma’s idea

was to usc status to motivate teachers so that teachers worked as expected.

Like administrators, teachers also engaged in the mich)poiitics of status. Part of the
reason why the teacher cared so much about her status had to do with her work being

“liangxinhuo”.

As discussed above, “liangxinhuo” implicd that a tcacher was supposed to carry out
her duties even though there was littlc external monitoring. She should conform to
her conscience and follow the basic moral principals she personally believed in when

she dealt with her work.

Therefore, when teachers’ work was evaluated and status allocated, the teacher feit
that she herself as a person was also evaluated. A negative result in the evaluation
not only proclaimed that her work was unsatisfactory but also challenged her moral
quality. Either she had not been really conforming to her conscience when doing
work or her moral principals were wrong. Both scenarios were hard to accept for the
teacher. Therefore, the teacher was driven to fight for the status she thought she
deserved. She might not ‘necessarily turn to overt ways. But strong emotions were
often involved when she expressed her complaints. it was understandable: she was
not only fighting for the honor and status but also convincing people that she was a

good person.
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The case might go to such an extent that she might continue the fight though there
was little hope to get any awards. The experience of Teacher Liu tn YIFM described
in Story 1 was just like that. At the start of the ncw term. all the awards for the last
academic year were finalized; no change in the allocation resuits was possible.
Teacher Liu was aware of that. Still, Tcacher Liu wrote the second long email 1o Mr.
Song “just to have a heart-to-heart talk™ so that Principal Song would understand him
better. In the email, he went to great lengths to demonstrate that he had really becn

doing what a good teacher should do.

Principal Sonyg, talking about this now, I really do not mean to gain anything. 1
just need a little understanding. I really want to talk more about it! Can you
read it carefully? (F& €, BIEFEWERLY, BENTEFBRBIMNALT! B
RAEEE— B | REREEFF R BOEH AR AT 6197 ) (Story 1
Teacher Lius email to Principal Song in YFM, Def:ember 1, 2010, original

emphasis)

6.2 Why micropolitics of money was peripheral

As discussed before, moncy was a lesser concern in micropolitics in the schools
under study. Again, it must be emphasized that money was important. Money was
just less important than status; it was not as central a concern as status in the
micropolitics. Chapter 5 has shown this with examples. When both status and money
were involved in evaluations, the particii)ants seemed to care the most about the
status indicated by money allocation, not the moncy itself. The significance of status
was further demonstrated by the fact that praises without monetary benefits worked

as well in motivating teachers.

Why was moncy of lesser concern in micropolitics in the schools under study? The
data suggested several aspects of the local context that could help us understand the
issue.
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To begin witﬁ. as many participants pointed out, working in a public secondary
school in City G provided one with enough income to live a handsome life. Second.,
most factors with regard to income were largely fixed. lcaving little room for
micropolitical efforts. On one hand, the total supply of monetary benefits was
basically decided by the government, who allocated budget to public schools. The
teachers interviewed suggested that they knew cven the principal could do little to

resize “the whole cake”.

On the other hand, teachers only had occasional opportunities to make suggestions
on how to allocate “lhé whole cake” among the staff. When the reform of Merit Pay
System for Teachers started, the schools proposed allocation plans for teachers’ merit
pay and sought suggestions from teachers. Teachers did participate in the discussions,
particularly when it seecmed safe to express their opinions. However, once an
allocation plan was passed, the structure of salary allocation was largely fixed,
though minor revisions were possible. Then, what one could do to win higher salary
was to follow the structure of salary allocation and work accordingly. Micropolitics
did not help much any longer. In other words, only during some special periods did
money emerge as a prominent issue in school micropolitics. By contrast, constantly
. status in terms of role performance demanded the attention af people in the
hyper-evaluative social context of the public secondary school. Fonnal'and informal

evaluations happened frequently and nearly everywhere, keeping reminding people

of their status in the school.

6.3 Why micropolitics of curriculum and pedagogy was peripheral

;‘&s mentioned before, the participants reported few cases of power play around issues
of curriculum and pedagogy. During fieldwork, 1 had been keeping asking the
participants how they pursued interests in the school organizz.ltion. If what to teach
and how to teach had been central concerns in school micropolitics, the participants
should not have mentioned so few cases.
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Why were issues of curriculum and pedagogy only peripheral in micropolitics in the
public secondary schools under study in City G? One factor had to do with the nature
of teachers” work as “liangxinhuo”. As discussed before, various factors such as the
departmentalization of the secondary school and the norm of trusting teachers made
it difficult for administrators and peers to closely monitor teachers’ work. Evenr when
administrators had doubt in what the teacher did, they had to be very careful to deal
with the issue. Usually, they would rather choose to neglect it or ask others to talk to
the teacher. This partly accounted for why there were only a few cases of power play

around issues of curriculum and pedagogy.

Besides, two other factors were also at play. To begin with, as the data suggested,
people in schools generally agreed upon the pivotal importance of test results. Be
they teachers or administrators, the participants indicated that they knew well about
the operational context of the schools. Important aspects of the context, as discussed
before, included the expectations from the government and parents and the fierce
competition afnong schools. People in schools knew that fulfilling the expectations
on test results was critical for the schools to survive and thrive. Whatever else they
wanted to do or preferred to do, they must put test performance on the top of their
agenda. Actually, test performance itself demanded huge energy, leaving most
schools fully occupied with test preparation. In short, the participants in the
secondary schools in City G generally shared the same goal of helping students get
higher test scores. The shared perception of the overwhelming test pressure reduced
the need for people to engage in micropolitics around issues of issues of curriculum
and pedagogy. After all, what to teach and how to teach were largely determined by

the major tests such as CEE.

A further factor that limited the instances of micropolitics of curriculum and
pedagogy was teachers’ general orientation toward work. It was an orientation of
“finishing tasks”, in the words of many teachers. The general attitude was to accept
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what the supervisors asked one to do, just finish it, and go home. Survival and job
security seemed to take precedence; setting goals and directions of work seemed to
be a minor concern at best. Clearly, this attitude toward work tended to minimize
resistance and micropolitics on curriculum and pedagogical issues of teaching. After

all, teaching was the core task assigned by the school.

Several examples showed teachers’ general orientation of “finishing tasks”. For
instance, Teacher Huang was a middle-aged tcacher in HYM. When he talked about
his way of working in the school, he mentioned twice the following phrase: “I'll do
what you [the school] tell me to do.” He was referring to carrying out administrators’
orders, that is, administrators’ expectations on his role performance as a tcacher.
Another example was Teacher Zhang, a senior biology teacher in YFM. She and her
husband used to work in a school in northern China. They came te City G for higher
salaries. Though they had worked in YFM for more than ten years, they still felt that
they were outsiders. As Teacher Zhang indicated, many teachers in YFM had similar
experiences and feelings with her. They were reluctant to make suggestions on
school management, which they feared might bring them unnecessary troubles.
Therefore, they just focused on getting the assigned tasks done. Though the school

set up a public mailbox to collect opinions, only a few teachers wrote to it.

It is mostly students who write to the Principal Mailbox, not teachers... Many of
us [teachers] came from other places. So, instinctively, péople like it better if
there are fewer troubles. Nobody wants to get more troubles...that s it, we do not
ask for more...(fI2fC KR HGEFY-EFE, EMELLTGH.. X5
RSP, Frh—RK EA BB TER L - —E T, dEthAAEEE
FEHH. R, A2 fEHERITK...) (Lesson Preparation Team Head
Zhang, YFM)

Just as in YFM, in the other two schools under study, many teachers also came from
other cities. To them, survival and material concern seemed centrat. They might
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participate in micropolitics to gain higher status or morc material benefits, which
impacted their personal interests. llowever, they were less likely to resist
management ideas on issues of curriculum and pedagogy. Classroom teaching was
regarded more as a task that one should carry out if one wanted to survive and get
paid; it had less to do with personal value and thus did not deserve all the troubles in
micropolitics. To be clear, the distinction drawn here is only ideal-typical. In reality,
even the most task-oriented teachers may still attach some personal values to

classroom tecaching.

In short, there seemed to be limited incentives for people in the secondary schools to
engage in micropolitics around issues of curriculum and pedagogy. They generally
agreed on the utmost importance of test performance; many teachers just treated
classroom tcaching as a task to fulfill. In addition, administrators were cautious about
intervening in the “liangxinhuo” of teachers. Taken together, thesc factors helped us
understand why issues of curriculum and pedagogy did not emerge as central

micropolitical concerns in the public secondary schools under study in City G.

6.4 A summary

Why status emerged as the central micropolitical concemn in the schools under study?
This chapter provided initial answers. The answers were grounded in the data
collected and touched on both the operational context of the schools and the peculiar

nature of teachers’ work.

the public secondary schools in City G were still seen as offering employment
security. People’s low motivation associated with the “iron rice bowl” could not meet
the demand of performance expectations from the government and parents. To
address the challenges, the public secondary schools in City G developed a way of
management centering on performance-based evaluationism. Evaluations were
pervasively-used; they indicated people’s status in terms of role performance as
teachers or middle managers in the schools. This made people in the schools
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hyper-sensitive about their status. Moreover, the ambiguity of performance
evaluations meant that supervisors had much leeway in allocating the status.
Therelore, people had to care much about how supervisors judged them.

Supervisor-granted status emerged as the central concern in school micropolitics.

In addition, the nature of teachers’ work as “liangxinhuo” contributed to the
centrality of status in school micropolitics. On one hand, “liangxinhuo™ generated
possible inconsistency in teachers’ role performance. This encouraged school
administrators to use performance-based status differentiation to make teachers
perform as expected. On the other hand, “liangxinhuo” encouraged teachers to
engage in micropolitics of status. To the teacher, winning a satisfactory result in the
evaluation meant not only gaining recognition for her work performance but also

defending her moral righteousness.

To further understand the centrality of status, the chapter accounted for why money
and issues of curriculum and pedagogy were of lesser concerns to the participants in
school micropolitics. As pointed out, most factors that impacted the income of school
staff were largely fixed; they were open to discussion only in special periods such as
during salary reforms. This left little room for micropolitical efforts on money. As for
issues of curriculum and pedagogy, the chapter accounted for their limited
significance with the nature of teachers’ work as “liangxinhuo”, people’s common
understanding of the pivotal importance of test results, and teachers’ orientation of

“finishing tasks” in schools.

The discussion in this chapter also helped us understand why people negotiated
school micropolitics largely in covert ways. In the context of performance-based
evaluationism, people cared much about their evaluation results, which indicated
their status. However, it was often supervisors, not clear-cut rules, that decided the
evaluation results. Therefore, people tended to avoid direct conflicts with supervisors;
covert ways were seen as more appropriate to negotiate a higher level of
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supervisor-granted status. With status being the central concern, people also
generally engaged in micropolitics of money and micropolitics of curriculum and

pedagogy in covert ways. This was particularly true when the supervisors did not

welcome different opinions.
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Chapter 7 Conclusions

This chapter pulls together previous discussion and addresses the major concerns of
the study. The chapter first provides an overview of the research process. Then it
highlights five propositions based on the findings. Taken together, the propositions
give a holistic picture of school mi’cropolitics in the context of reforms for
educational decentralization and accountability. In particular, the chapter argues that
“status-centered micropolitics” depicts the main feature of micropolitics in the pubic
secondary schools under study. Finally, the chapter explicates the implications of the
study for researchers and practitioners in educational administration. Limitations of

the study arc also discussed.

7.1 An overview of the research process
The purpose of the study was to examine school micropolitics in the context of
reforms for educational decentralization and accountability in mainland China.

Several reasons argued for the importance of the study.

To begin with, reforms for educational decentralization and accountability have been
prominent in mainland China since the 1980s (Communist Party of China, 1985;
Ministry of Education, 2010), just like in western developed countries. Studies on

school management in mainland China today cannot neglect the reform context.

Decentralization and accountability have been two underlying themes in educational
administration reforms in mainland China. The reforms often came out as national
policies, though in many regions the policies just remained on paper. As a typical
and recent example, the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers became a national
policy in 2009. The réforms for educational decentralization and accountability

shaped the operational context of schools in mainland China in important ways.

Students of school management in contemporary mainiand China must consider the
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reform context if our studies arc 10 be relevant to practice. We need to understand
how Chinese schools operated in the reform context. This is important for us to think

about future policy making in mainland China.

To understand how schools operated in the reform context, a micropolitical

perspective is particularly useful.

On one hand, a micropolitical perspective, though certainly not the only approach, is
most relevant to the context of reforms for decenltralization and accountability. The
reason is that reforms for decentralization and accountability are closely related to
issues of power. Studies in the west have pointed out the close link between
decentralization and accountability reforms and power relations in schools

(Blackmore, 2004; Whitty et al., 1998).

On the other hand, a micropolitical perspective is critical for understanding";how
schools operate as organizations (Bidwell, 1965; Clegg et'al., 2006; Flessa, 2009;
Hoyle & Wallace, 2005). Organizations bring together people with different interests
to work toward a common goal. A micropolitical perspective focuses on this
“organizing” (Weick, 1995) process and examines how the organization manages to
do so. People in organizations are often reluctant to talk about micropolitics, but they

cannot avoid it. They must deal with differences in interests among themselves.

Studying school micropolitics helps us see the mundane reality of school operation
(Ball, 1987; Blasé, 1991). This realistic understanding is important for whatever
efforts to improve schools. For example, many people agree that teachers are
important for student achievement; therefore, they want to motivate teachers. By
studying school micropolitics, we can know better what values teachers pursuc and
what impacts the allocation of the values, This way, we can be more e_ffective in

motivating teachers (Blasé & Anderson, 1995).
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In short, we need to understand how schools in mainitand China operated in the
context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. A

micropolitical lens fits this purpose well.

Despite its importance, the knowledge base of micropolitics in Chinese schools
remains thin. Most articles on the issue are prescriptive with little empirical support

{Guo, 2008).

Therefore, this study set out to unveil school micropolitics in the context of reforms
for educational decentralization and accountability in mainland China. To be more
relevant to practice, the study focused on public schools, the dominant majority in
mainland China. Also, the study limited its inquiry to secondary schools. Compared
with primary schools, secondary schools in mainland China usually face more
accountability pressure; generally more departmentalized, secondary schools also
create more need for people to use power to reconcile their differences in interests.
Therefore, focusing on secondary schools fitted the research purpose, which was to

examine school micropolitics in an accountability context.

Given that current research on the issue in China was thin, the study borrowéd ideas
from western scholars (Ball, 1987; Blasé, 1991, Willower, 1991). It synthesized
relevant discussions and came up with a framework as an initial guide (see Chapter
4). Meanwhile, it had been noted that westem-based theories and concepts might not
be applied to Chinese settings (Dimmock & Walker, 2000). Therefore, the
framework was only used to sensitize the initial data collection and analysis of the
study. Great attention was paid to unearthing the indigenous meanings people in
local Chinese schools attached to their interactions. The study tried to make a
genuine effort to delve into the meaning world of the people and understand how
they negotiated the micropolitics in the schools. Therefore, the researcher was alert

to the “local concepts” used by the people.
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To fulfill its purpose, the study adopted a qualitative approach. Specifically, the
study used ethnography methods (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). The reason was
that the study was about the micropolitical culture of the schools; ethnography
methods befitted the purpose of interpreting the culture of a group (Geertz, 1973,
Wolcott, 1987). Essentially, the study examined how pcople in the school
organizations defined and dealt with their micropolitical interactions in the reform
context. The perspectives of the people in dealing with the micropolitical interactions
constituted thc micropolitical culture of the organizations. To unveil the

micropolitical culture, an ethnography eye helped.

The study chose to examine schools in City G, which had been a typical case at local
level in terms of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. Since
2003, City G had been a pioneer in implementing reforms for educational
decentralization and accountability. Its reform initiati§es included, among others,
Performance-related Pay System for Teachers and Career-ladder-system for

Principals.

Within City G, three schools were chosen as the research sites (Patton, 1990) with a
cross-classification based on two dimensions. The first dimension was whether a
school was a municipal school or non-municipal school. This might impact the way
the school carried out the reform policies, made by municipal government, and in
turn shaped the micropolitics in thé school. The other dimension was whether the
school was -a weak competitor or strong competitor in the local marketplace. Studies
suggested that a school’s competitive position might impact power relations in the
school (Ball & Maroy, 2009; Odden, 1995, cited in Whitty et al., 1998, p. 57). A
sampling based on the two dimensions helped expl(;re school micropolitics in various

specific local situations.

Based on the above discussion, the research raised the following research questions
and sub-questions:
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1.  What is micropolitics in the public secondary schools in City G like?
« What do people in the schools pursue in the micropolitics?
¢ How do people in the schools negotiate the micropolitics?
2. Why is micropolitics in the public secondary schools in City G the way it
1s?
e Why do people in the schools pursue what they pursue in the
micropolitics?
e Why do people in the schools negotiate the micropolitics the way they
do?
3. What are the commonalities and variations among the schools in terms of

micropolitics?

Using ethnography, the study collected data through semi-structured, in-depth
interviews and participant observation. Relevant documents were gathered. The
study paid attention to including participants with various .backgrounds (gender,
subject, position, seniority, Party membership, teacher representative or not, etc). An |
analysis of the data suggested the main findings discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, which

addressed question 1 and question 2.

7.2 Summary of the major ﬁndings of the research

7.2.1 Status-centered micropolitics

To summarize the findings, an option is to condense the ideas to short paragraphs.
This tends to oversimplify the meaning of the findings. Indeed, you may have
noticed that many local conceptis and subtle relationships were pointed out in the
findings. A brief summary of the points is more misleading than clarifying: the |

concepts will become void when they are separated from the context introduced and

the examples attached. Similarly, the relationships may become hard to understand.

Therefore, instead of simply summarizing the points, I highlight five propositions
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based on the findings. Linked together, the propositions give a general picture of
school micropolitics in the context of reforms for educational decentralization and
accountability in mainland China. They answer the main research questions of what
the micropolitics in the schools is like and why people negotiate the micropolitics the
way they do. [ first state the five propositions and point out the logical connections
among them. Then I discuss each of them in more detail. Before start, I must
emphasizc that the propositions only refer to the three schools under study. What |
am doing here is inferring from the findings to the general pattern of micropolitics in

the three schools under study.

The five propositions are as follows.

® Pl: Micropolitics in the schools centers on status in terms of supervisors’
recognition for one’s role performance as a teacher or middle manager.

® P2: The central concern on status in terms of supervisors’ recognition leads
peopte in schools to negotiate school micropolitics in largely individual and
covert ways.

® P3: The extent to which teachers voice their concerns in public is contingent
upon whethe& they think doing that would harm their status in terms of
supervisors’ récojnition. ‘

® P4: Nourishing and sustaining the motivation and commitment of tcachers
requires supel?\;”isors to show proper recognition for the role performance of the
teachers, that is, to grant the teachers the status they think they deserve.

® P5: The context of increasing performance pressure from governmental and
parental expectations and competition among schools fosters performance-'based

status differentiation in the schools as a way to motivate teachers.

The main idea put forth by this study is status-centered micropolitics, which is
indicated by proposition one. It means that status, not money or issues of curriculum
and pedagogy, is the central concern in school micropolitics. To repeat, status means

-
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one’s relative standing symbolically recognized by supervisors (lingdao, ¥1%3) and
co-workers for one’s role performance as a teacher or middle manager in a school.
While people also care about money and sometimes issues of curriculum and

pedagogy in micropolitics, they seem to put status on the top of their concerns.

The centrality of status is critical for us to understand the overall feature of
micropolitics in the schools under study. In other words, proposition 1 is the basis,
the logical reason behind all the other four propositions. It is like the root of the tree.
1

For example, it is because the centrality of status that people engage in school
micropolitics individually and covertly. In other words, the central concern on status
shapes the strategiés of people in school micropolitics. As defined, status is mainiy
about supervisors’ recognition of an individual. In other words, statﬁs is about how
much recognition an individual gets from supcrviéors. If one is not satisfied with the
sfatus given by supervisors, she usually pursues a higher status in an individual way
rather than collectively. Also, an open conflict with supervisors is generally not
welcomed by supervisors and reduces supervisors’ recognition of one. Therefore, in
micropolitics of status, individual and covert strategies are mostly used. People’s
central concern on status also shapes the features of micropolitical strategies they use
in other areas such as money. That is, when people pursue interests in micropotitics
of money, they also often do it in an individual and covert way. After all, collective
and overt strategies can easily hurt one’s relationship with supervisors and harm

one’s status in terms of supervisors’ recognition, which is one’s central concern.

Likewise, proposition ! is the logical basis for propositions 3, 4, and 5. Teachers
sometimes choose to voice their opinions publicly, sometimes not. Whether a teacher
chooses to express her opinion in 1:;ublic discussions is contingent upon whether
doing that -‘will harm her status in:terms of supervisors’ recognition. Also, whether
she chooses to work hard is contingént upon whether she gets the status she thinks
she deserves. In addition, given the centralify of status, it is easy to understand that to
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respond 1o the context of increasing performance pressure, schools use

performance-based status differentiation to motivate teachers.

In short, proposition 1 is the corc proposition. Status-centcred micropolitics
characterizes the micropolitics in the public secondary schools under study. The five
propositions are discussed in more detail as follows. Most ideas and cxamples drawn

on in the discussion have appeared in Chapters 5 and 6.

7.2.2 Propesition |
P1: Micropolitics in the schools centers on status in terms of supervisors’ recognition

for one’s role performance as a teacher or middle manager.

The centrality of status was shown in various ways. For example, when the
participants dealt with thE intricacies of work relations, status was their top concera.
The}; tried to protect others' status and saw it as a taboo to “make petty reports”, that
is, to disclose someone's delinquencies and errors in role performance to supervisors.
Hurting others' status was regarded as severe hurt. Note that the centrality of status
did not mean that all teachers actively engaged in the micropolitics of status all the
time. Rather, what was meant was that status was a salient aspect in people’s
concerns. Even those least engaged in the micropolitics were impacted by
micropolitics of status. Teacher Kang in HYM was a good example. In the interview,
she emphasizéd that she worked for the students, not the principal. Still, when

Principal Lan praised her, she felt happy and motivated.

Compared with micropolitics of status, micropolitics of money was peripheral. To be
clear, money was imW It was just not Ehe central concern in people's
micropolitical efforts. Admittedly, money sometimes emerged as a central issue. For
example, occasionally, the .participants in the schools under study were encouraged
to express their opinions about the allocation plans for teachers’ merit pay. But over
the long term, money did not occupy the primary sttention of people in school
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micropolitics. One contributing factor was that the salary structure was basically
fixed. Like money, issues of curriculum and pedagogy were peripheral in the
micropolitics of the schools under study. The participants only reported a few

micropolitical plays related to issues of curriculum and pedagogy.

Chapter 6 showed why status was the central concern in school micrapolitics and
why money and issues of curriculum and pedagogy were less central. [t pointed out
that expectations from the government and parents and the competition among
schools had shaped the performance-based evaluationism in  the public secondary
schools in City G. The performance-based evaluationism was seen to further lead to
the centrality of status in the schools. The chapter also discussed how the nature of
teachers’ work as “liangxinhuo” encouraged both the managers and the managed to
engage in micropolitics of status. Ambiguity in performancc evaluations and

employment security of teachers also contributed to the centrality of status.

7.2.3 Proposition 2
P2: The central concern on status in terms of supervisors’ recognition leads people in

schools to negotiate school micropolitics in largely individual and covert ways.

This proposition depicts the general feature of strategies people use in school

micropolitics.

People generally engaged in micropolitics of status in an individual way. Teacher
Liu's email to Principal Song in YFM, shown in Story | iflustrated this well. At the
beginning of his first email, he apologized for going to the principal's office to
complain about the results of award allocation. In particular, he aﬁblogizcd for doing

that together with Teacher Han. In Teacher Liu’s words:

First, I am sorry to disturb you. This afternoon, [ went to talk with you about the
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trivial matters, and 1 did that together with Teacher Han! ( 5 5C1R H 80T B,
SR FTLFCL G TILEBI B H, T HAR RGN - A2 L0925 1) (Story
I: Teacher Liu's email to Principal Song in YFM, July 6, 2010)

The email suggested that it was unusual to complain about evaiuation results together
with another teacher. In other words, the norm seemed to be that people pursue their

interests in micropolitics of status individually.

In micropolitics of money, generally speaking, people also pufsued their interests
individually. Actually, when the participants talked about salary matters, they used
the term “gieshen liyi” (PSS FU4i, litcrally, interests that impact one’s body).
Seldom did they use the term to refer to other matters. The term indicated that salary
was largely an individual concern. When evaluating allocation plans for merit pay,
the participants generally calculated how the plans would impact their own salaries.
Decisions of supporting or vetoing the plans were also made largely on an individual
basis. No stable and formal form of collaboration united teachers together. Teacher
Teng in YFM was a good example. Though she disliked the allocation plan proposed
by administrators, she still was about to vote for it. The reason was that she thought a
veto would be useless if only she vetoed the plan. She did not change her. idea until
she had some occasional discussions with her colleagues at the school-wide meeting

(see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on January 14, 2011).

Engaging in school micropolitics covertly meant avoiding conflicts with supervisors,
at least in public. In micropolitics of status, most of the strategies employed by the
participants were covert: working hard, not to fight for honor, withdrawing work
effort, complaining to the principal in private conversations and individual
correspondences, etc. Also, in micropolitics of money, most of the strategies used by
the participants were covert: complaining behind administrators, complaining
through trusted intermediaries, complaining to the principal in private
correspondences, dissenting in anonymous voting, ctc. Note that dissenting in
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anonymous voling was a covert strategy since it did not expose the identity of the

dissident.

The centrality of status leads to people’s individual' and covert strategies in school
micropolitics. Status mainly has to do with supervisors’ recognition of one as an
individual. This suggests that people generally pursue higher status in an individual
way rather than collectively: it does not make sense to win individual status with
collective effort. The other contributing factor is the relativity of status. That is, one's
higher status mcans lower status of others. This hinders the collaboration among
teachers. The choice of covert strategies is also understandable, for overt strategies
may hurt one's relationship with supervisors and lower one's status in terms of

supervisors’ recognition,

When we understand the centrality of status in schoo! micropolitics, we also
understand how the formal institution of teacher collaboration becomes useless. The
only formal institution for teacher collaboration in micropolitics is Teacher-Staff
Representative Meeting. It allows teachers to vote on major decisions proposed by
school management team. On the surface, this gives teachers an opportunity to
collaborate and exchange ideas. They can even veto the proposals they disagree with.
But in practice, the institution easily becomes useless. Teachers in all the three
schools under study generally pointecf out that Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting

was just a form lack of substance. It was just a way to legitimate the decisions

! Blasé and Anderson (1995) poffft out a “predominantly individualistic political orientation in
teachers” {p. 96) in the U.S. schools they have studied: “Teachers seemed to operate quite individually
(almost anarchistically), in their political relations with principals: there was little evidence of
collective consciousness or collective action” (Blas¢ & Anderson, 1995, p. 95). Though this pattern
appears similar to the individualistic political orientation of teachers in this study, the reasons behind
could be quite different. Actually, Blasé and Anderson (1995) briefly mention several explanatory
factors for the pattem they have found in the U.S. teachers. Among the factors, status, as defined in
this study, is not included. Careful comparative studies are needed to assess to what extent teachers in
Chinese schools and U.S. schools share the pattern of individualistic political orientation. Such studies
are also needed if we are to account for the similarities and differences between the micropolitical
orientations of Chinese teachers and U.S. teachers. '
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already made by the management.

The centrality of status helps us see how the Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting
loses its use for micropolitical collaboration amoné teachers. Given the centrality of
status, teachers would rather pursue their interests individually and covertly instead
of negating the principal's idea in open forums. Therefore, it is unusual for teachers
to collaboratively veto the principal’s proposal at the Teacher-Staff Representative
Meeting. This was particularly true when the principal was present at thc meeting
and teachers voted by raising hand, which had long been the case in the schools
under study. For example, in HYM, Teacher Hao once led teacher representatives to
veto a plan when the principal, Principal Ni, happened not to join the meeting. But
the next day, Ni looked annoyed. Principal Ni joined all the following Teacher-Staff
Representative Meetings; Teacher Hao and others never vetloed the plans proposled
by Ni again. As Teacher Hao commented: “Who dares to annoy the principal? (#EBX
?ﬁ-gﬁﬁg‘&“ﬁ ? ) This example was particularly telling, for Teacher Hao was vocal,
as the interview with him suggested. You can imagine what a less vocal teacher

would have done.

7.2.4 Proposition 3
P3: The extent to which teachers voice their concerns in public is contingent upon
whether they think doing that would harm their status in terms of supervisors’

recognition.

We have seen several examples of this before. To continue Teacher Hao’s example
just mentioned, when he perceived that expressing opinions would hurt his status in
terms of principal’s recognition, he chose to simply sign on whatever plans proposed
by Principal Ni with little discussion. Later on, Ni was relocated to another school
and Mr. Lan became the principal of HYM. Lan did not join the Teacher-Staff
Representative Meetings and was seen by teachers as a democraiic leader. In this
situation, Teacher Hao and other representatives had more discussions at the
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Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings. Another example was Teacher Teng in YFM.
Before the meeting at which teachers vetoed the allocation plan for merit pay
proposed by administrators (see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on January 14,
2011), she and other teachers did not discuss much about the allocation plans even in
private talks. After the veto, she felt that the school wanted to hear teachers' genuine
inputs. In her words, “You [administrators] let us talk, right?” As she indicated,

teachers became more willing to express their opinions in office discussions.

This proposition suggests that the teacher adapts to the micropolitical orientation of
supervisors. In other words, the teacher does not have a fixed attitude of voicing her
opinions or not. She actually adapts to how supervisors would respond to her
suggestions. Her central concern is whether expressing her opinions would hurt her
status in terms of supervisors’ recognition. This echoes what Blasé and Anderson
(1995) have found in U.S. schools. As they indicate, teachers in the U.S. schoels in
their study adapt their micropolitical strategics to the micropolitical orientation of the

principals.

the present data indicate that principal openness and closedness were directly
related to a relatively open micropolitical orientation and a closed orientation in

teachers, respectively. (Blasé & Anderson, 1995, p. 94)

7.2.5 Proposition 4
P4: Nourishing and sustaining the motivation and commitment of teachers requires
supervisors to show proper recognition for the role performance of the teachers, that

is, to grant the teachers the status they think they deserve.

This is also due to the centrality of status. When the teacher is not satisfied with the
status she gets from supervisors, a usual strategy is passive resistance. The
participants referred to this strategy as “yingfu” (Fif}, deal with something in a
superficial way). The proposition shows how the centrality of status is invoked in the
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“organizing” process (Weick, 1995) of the school. Only when people feel that they
get the status they think they deserve wiil they be motivated. Only then will the
organization work as an organization. Otherwise, it is just a collection of people who
do not carry out the functions. In other words, status is the underlying logic of the

“organizing” process in the Chinese schools under study.

We have seen some examples that support this proposition. Once, Teacher Mao in
HYM was not satisfied by the results of evaluation on his work performance. In his
words, the principal “did not recognize my work”. Therefore, Mao just dealt with his
duties in a superficial way. Later on, his old classmate, Mr. Ma, became the principal
of HYM. Mr. Ma appreciated Mao’s capability an asked him to be a Grade Head.

Mao’s motivation seemed to come back.

Another example was Teacher Liu in YFM. In his email to Principal Song, he went
to great lengths to demonstrate that he deserved higher status in the form of honor or
awards. He asked Principal Song to reconsider the result of evaluation on his

performance so that he would be as motivated as before.

Last, I really hope that you give me and some other teachers an answer so that I
can forget about this issue. In the future, I will continue to go by my nature, work
hard, and finish every task carefully. But I hope that you can help me regain the
motivation to work as hard as 1 did before. (BT, LU L
IT—ANARL 1 il B ELE B B AU T, LU 215 B A BBty A KA
BFRF— IR T FE HA G BRI - 0B A M FRI D ) (Story 1: Teacher
Liu’s email to Principal Song in YFM, December 1, 2010)

What Teacher Liu implied was that his motivation in work would be hurt if he did

not get a fair evaluation of his performance. .
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7.2.6 Proposition 5

P5: The context of increasing performance pressure from governmental and parental
expectations and competition among schools fosters performance-based status
differentiation in the schools as a way to motivate teachers.

This is also understandable, given the centrality of status. To handie the increasing
performance pressure, schools need to find ways to motivate teachers to work harder.
Since status is teachers’ central concern, schools make more use of status
differentiation. Performance-based evaluations serve as the basis for the status

differentiation so that teachers work hard to deliver good performance.

All the three schools under study had been faciqg increasing performance pressure in
the recent years. One source of the pressure was the government. Since 2003, the
Education Bureau of City G had been promoting a series of accountability policies.
For example, the Action Plan to Invigorate Junior Middle Schools proposed to rank
the performance of the schools according to a set of indices (The Government of City
G, 2004). The Public Recruitment of Principals and the Career-ladder-system for
Principals also increased the performance pressure for principals. Another source of
increasing pressure came from school competition. Several famous schools,
including private schools, had been expanding. This intensified the competition for
quality students. As Principal Song in YFM commented, poor performance in major

tests might even threaten the survival of a school.

To address the chailengcs of increasing performance pressure, all the three schools
were found to be making more use of performance-based status differentiation to
motivate teachers. In HYM, Principal Ma had been considering a more
comprehensive rewarding plan for teachers while a merit pay system for teachers
was already in place. As he indicated, the idea was to praise the good performers in
prominent ways. In YFM, a title of “gongxun jiaoshi” was created in 2003. Since
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then, the title was awarded to only two to four teachers every year. In 2009, the
school adopted the Grade Responsibility System, which allowed grade leadefs to
pick teachers from all teachers in the school. Those teachers who were not picked by
any grade were sent to non-teaching posts, which was considered as a severe hqn to
the teachers' status. As shown before, Principal Song used the reform to break the
“iron rice bowl” of teachers. He knew well that the concern on status would drive
teachers to work harder after the reform.. In addition, starting from the beginning of
2010-2011 academic year, Principal Song issued Execution Reports. In the reports,
he publicty praised and criticized the teachers for their role performance through
internal email system. Similarly, since 2005, QSM devised the ladder comprising
“Education New Star”, “Education Famous Teacher”, and “Education Expert” for

teachers to encourage better role performance.

With schools making more use of performance-based status differentiation to
motivate teachers, the administrators seemed privileged. Recall that status was
mainly about supervisors’ recognition. More use of performance-based status
differentiation meant that the administrators got more say in evaluating teachers’
work performance. The reform of Grade Responsibility System in YFM was a good
example. If a teacher wanted to keep her status, she needed to work hard to leave a
good impression on grade leaders. Sometimes, teachers even flattered the grade
leaders. Teachers in the three schools under study generally reported that they felt
pressured and powerless; they did not see themselves as an important party in most
school decisions. As Teacher Teng in HYM commented: “We have always been
working hard and taking our work seriously. Now we have to work even harder.”
7.2.7 Comparing among the schools

The three schools under study generally shared the pattern of micropolitics described
by the above five propositions. As mentioned before, the sampling of the three
schools was partly based on western literature. Several western studies suggest that a
school’s market position may impact power relations in the school (Ball & Maroy,
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2009; Odden, 1995). However, the study did not find significant differences among
the three schools in terms of the pattern of micropolitics. Be they strong or weak
competitors in the local marketplace, the schools dispiayed a similar pattern of

status-centered micropolitics.

Also, whether a school was a municipal school or not seemed not to impact the
pattern of school micropolitics. Admittedly, there were some differences in the way
different schools carried out the reform policies made by municipal government. For
example, YFM chose to set up a Leadership Team and a Drafting Team to devise the
allocation plan for teachers’ merit pay. The former comprised eight administrators,
while the latter eight teacher representatives. Similar arrangement was not seen in
HYM or QSM. However, the differences between municipal schools and
non-municipal schools seemed to have little influence on how micropolitics was

negotiated in the schools.

7.3 Implications of the study

7.3.1 Implications for knowledge base of school management in mainland China
First, this study is one of the few starting steps to build up the knowledge base of
school micropolitics in mainland China. As mentioned before, current empirical
knowledge base on the issue is thin. Given the importance of micropolitics for us to
understand school organizations, the knowledge base of school micropolitics is
critical if we are to ‘advance our inquiries on Chinese schools.

Unlike some studips that only tell anecdotal stories (Wang, 2010), this study
highlights the general pattern of school micropolitics in the Chinese schools as
status-centered micropolitics. The study also comes up with a set of propositions.
Taken together, the propositions provide a general picture of school micropolitics in
the context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability. The study
also links the feature of micropolitics in the schools under study with contextual
factors such as government and parental expectations, the competition among
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schoois, and the nature of teachers’ work as “liangxinhuo”. This helps us understand

why micropolitics in the Chinese schools under study is constituted the way it is.

Second, the study has produced indigenous understanding of peopie's lives and work
in Chinese school organizations. It takes a qualitative approach and delves into the
meaning world of the people. This way, the study understands what people in the
schools mean by terms such as “lingdao™ and “liangxinhuo”. Such understanding is
important for us to make sense of what is going on in the school organizations.
Indeed, the indigenous understanding is the base for us to build up contextualized

theories effective for improving school management (Dimmock & Walker, 2000).

Third, the study pushes us to reevaluate the importance of material incentives in
educational leadership in Chinese schools. Past research seemed to highlight material
incentives as an important way for principals to motivate teachers. For example,
Delany and Paine (1991) studied Chinese schools in the context of fiscal
decentralization in the 1980s. As they noticed, fiscal decentralization passed
financial burden to principals. Therefore, principails had to create school income in
various ways such as operating school factories. However, during this process,
principals also enjoyed more power since they could use the income created to attract
and motivate quality teachers. Qian (2009) and Hu (2010) seemed to continue the
theme. For example, Qian (2009) indicated that winning resources might be seen as a
core leadership function of Chinese principals. Shanghai principals in her study
“believed teachers were driven by material rewards” (Qian, 2009, p. 217). They were
found to motivate teachers mainly “by winning more resources to give teachers

additional monetary rewards” (Qian, 2009, p. 217).

However, this study leads us to reassess the significance of money in educational
leadership in Chinese public schools. As emphasized by the study, money is an
important concern in school micropolitics, but not the central concern. It is the status
indicated by the results of money allocation that people care the most about. In other
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words, it is not money itseif but people's interpretation of money allocation that
matters. We have seen many examples of this before. For instance, the Class Heads
in HYM checked the evaluation results of their classes every day. Admittedly, good
performers would get a little more monetary reward than poor performers. However,
as Principal Ma explicitly pointed out, it was not the monetary difference that the

Class Heads cared about but the honor indicated by money allocation.

To repeat, this study suggests that status-centered micropolitics depicts the general
pattern of micropolitics in the Chinese schools under study. It highlights sta;us, not
money, as the central concern in school micropolitics. This way, the study pushes us
to take another look at using money to motivate teachers in Chinese public schools.
While recognizing that money is important, the study alerts us to think more about

how people interpret the results of money allocation.

Fourth, the study helps us better understand the dynamics behind the {evel of teacher
participation. As discussed before, some studies touch on power relations in Chinese
schools. Many of them point out that the dominant style of decision making in the
schools is top down; teachers do not participate as much as they desire (Chen & Liu,
2003; Jin, 2007; Wong, 2006). This study shows that the level of teacher
participation is not a fixed thing. The pattern of status-centered micrbpolitics
suggests that the level of teacher participation partly depends on how teachers
perceive the result of their participation. If they perceive that participating in school
management and expressing their opinions hurt their status in terms of supervisors’
recognition, they are less likely to voice their concerns. In other words, teachers

adapt their strategies to what supervisors do.
7.3.2 Implications for future research

This study points out some fertile areas for future inquiries. They are stated as

follows.
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First, micropolitical strategies deserve more attention. Besides the strategies shown
in this study, are therc any other strategies? What are the conditions for using this or
that type of strategies? How are micropolitical strategies connected to the interaction
patterns that are not obviously micropolitical such as collegial and personal
communication? Techniques such as social network mappihg (Scott, 2000) can aid

the exploration.

Second, it is important to examine the role of other parties in school micropolitics
such as students, parents, local community, and local educational authority. This
study focuses on the micropolitics among school practitionci's. It is important to

analyze how the different parties are connected and interact.

Third, future research should inquire into micropolitics in schools in other sectors
and geographical areas. This study points out the pattern of status-centered
micropolitics in public secondary schools in City G. Does this patiern hold in schools
clsewhere and in other sectors such as primary schools and private schools? It is
worthwhile to test the propositions and relationships raised in this study in other

samples.

For example, it would be useful to study the schools in poor areas and see whether
the pattern of status-centered micropolitics still holds. City G is a relatively more
developed city in mainland China; teachers in City G generally get handsome pay for
their work. This seems to have réduced the importance of money in school
micropolitics and contributed to the centrality of status. Studying schools in poor
areas can help us better evaluate the significance of money in school micropolitics in

mainiand China.

Similarly, future research can explore school micropolitics in primary schools.
Compared with secondary schools, primary schools are less departmentalized. Also,
they generally face less performance pressure, for their graduates do not need to take
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high-slake:s. tests in a system of nine year compulsory education. To what extent do
the above differences lead to different patterns of micropolitics in primary schools?
Comparing the features of school micropolitics between primary schools and
secondary schools can improve our understanding of what shapes school

micropolitics.

Likewise, investigating micropolitics in private schools can teach us more about the
link between teachers’ employment security and the centrality of status in school
micropolitics. In private schools, teachers do not enjoy as much employment security

as teachers in bublic schools do.

A fourth line of future inquiry is to assess the extent to which the pattern of
status-centered micropolitics is due to the particular policy context in City G. This
study highlights status as the centrai concern of people in micropolitics in the public
secondary schools in City G. Also, the study tries to account for the pattern of
status-centered micropolitics with contextual factors such as the local polices. Still,
we need to ask: how much is the pattern of status-centered micropolitics due to the
particular context of reforms and policies in City G? Future comparative studies are
needed to examine the link between the pattern and the policy context of schools. For
cxarhplc, we can compare schools in mainland China and schools in Britain and
Australia. Comparing what people think and do in schools within different specific

contexts, we can gain deeper understanding of what shapes school micropolitics.

A fifth line of inquiry is on why issues of curriculum and pedagogy are of lesser
concerns in micropolitics in the schools under study. This study argues that peopie in
the sample schools generally agrée upon the pivotal importance of test performance.
This shared perception seems to have reduced the power struggles among people on
issues of curriculum and pedagogy. Other faciors such as teachers’ work as
“liangxinhuo” seem to have also contributed to the lesser significance of issues of
curriculum and pedagogy in school micropotitics. So, how important is each factor?
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We need to assess this through comparative studies. For example, we can compare
schools in mainland China with schools in other countries which do not impose so
huge pressure of test performance on schools. This can help us evaluate the effect of

test preparation on school micropolitics.

Sixth, it is worthwhile to asscss to what extent the pattern of status-centcred
micropolitics in the Chinese schools under study is due to the peculiar nature of

Chinese culture. In other words, how powerful is a cultural explanation?

As this study has shown, teachers in the schools under study often expressed their
opinions through trusted intermediaries. This is similar to what Dimmock and
Walker (2005) have found among teachcrs in Hong Kong, which generally shares the
characteristics of Confucian culture with mainland China. Meanwhile, the teachers in
this study also displayed behavior patterns similar to what teachers in other cultures
do. For example, the teachers in the Chinese schools under study adapted to the
micropolitical orientation of supervisors. This is similar to what Blasé and Anderson

(1995) have found among teachers in an American culture.

So, to what extent is status-centered micropolitics due to something cailed “Chinese
culture”? Does the pattern also hold in other cultures? After all, it is dangerous to
give easy credence to cultural explanations that tend to neglect the agency of people
(Becker, n.d.). Instead of being cultural dupes, people may well use their cultural
knowledge to fulfill their interests. Corr;parisons within and across cultures are

needed to ascertain whether and to what extent culture shapes school micropolitics.

7.3.3 Implications for practice

First, the ﬁn‘dings ot: this study help Chinese educational practitioners reflect on their
work lives. Teachers and administrators in Chinese public schools negotiate
m_icrbpolitics every day. The study highlights the centrality of status in the
miqopolitics; it suggests that the cen&aii? of status impacts the micropoditical
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strategies of people. Also, the study shows how school micropolitics is shaped by
factors such as the schools' operational context and the nature of teachers’ work. This
way, the study helps people in schools gain a holistic view of their work lives and
take another look at what lhéy have been doing in micropolitics. They can know
better what is going on in the power plays and be more effective in addressing the
concerns of other parties. For example, when administrators want to motivate
teachers, they should consider how their motivation plans would impact teachers'
status. .
&

Second, the findings of this study can be incorporated to preparation-programs and
passed to future practitioners. As 6uyang (2000) asserts, micropolitical knowledge is
badly needed to help starting practitioners to survive and thrive in Chinese school
organizations. Micropolitics is real. It is better to consider it than to deny it in

preparation programs.

Third, the study contributes to future policy making in mainland China. The study
highlights the pattern of status-centered micropolitics in public secondary schools in
mainland China. Policy makers need to consider how people in schools would, from
a status perspective, interpret policies. That, not the policies on paper, shapes what

people do in schools and becomes the implemented policies in practice.

One&;;picql example was the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers in 2009. On
the surface, it was about the allpcation of material benefits. However, when it was
translated into practice, people in schools attached strong implications of status
differentiation to the reform. We have seen this from various stories in the schools in
City G. Usually, it was not the abselute monetary difference but the different status
indicated by the results of money allocation that influenced people. To design more
effective policies, policy makers are advised to take into account the pattern of

‘status-centered micropolitics in schools.
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Fourth, the study highlights the challenges of empowering teachers in the context of
mainland China. Many people believe that teachers matter the most for school
performance and should be given more power in school management. This study
points out a key challenge in empowering teachers in mainland China. The challenge

is status-centered micropolitics.

In status-centered micropoiitics, tedchers care the most about their status, which is
mainly about supervisors’ recognition of their role performance. This mentality
makes it difficult for teachers to resist the directives of supervisors. This happens
cven though there is a formal institution of collaboration for teachers, the
Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting. Proposition 3 cautions that when teachers
perceive that expressing opinions in public hurts their status, they are less likely to
express genuine opinions. The Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting can easily

become useless.

Efforts to empower teachers need to address the challenge brought by status-centered
micropolitics in schools. What happened in City G in 2010 suggested some ways to
address the challenge. In the reform of Merit Pay System for Teachers in 2010, the
government of City G explicitly required that schools should have their allocation
plans for merit pay passed by teachers voting anonymously. This allowed the
teachers to express opinions without worrying about their status in terms of
supervisors’ recognition. Indeed, in YFM, teachers once vetoed the allocation plan
proposed by school leaders (see Table 5.1, school-wide meeting on January 14,
2011), which rarely happened before. Similarly, policy can require that
administrators should not be present at Teacher-Staff Representative Meetings. The
absence of administrators encouraged teachers to voice their concerns, as the

interview with Teacher Hao in HYM suggested.

7.4 Limitations of the study
Though the study holds important implications for research and practice, it has
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several limitations.

First, certain data was not accessible. Micropolitics is a sensitive issue. Sometimes
people are reluctant to share what they do and think in micropolitics. In HYM, 1 tried
in vain to observe the Executive Meetings where the principal and other
administrators discussed the allocation plans for merit pay. In QSM, I did not get a
copy of the final allocation plan for merit pay though I heard about its content from

the interviewees.

Still, the data collected was seen to be adequate to infer about the general pattern of
micropolitics in the schools under study. In all the three schools, I conducted
in-depth interviews with people in various roles and carcfully observed people’s
daily interactions for a prolonged period. In both YFM and QSM, | managed to
observe nearly all the internal meetings. In particular, I experienced the critical, last
stage of designing allocation plans for merit pay in YFM (see Table 5.1). In HYM,
where | did not observe the Executive Meetings, [ collected abundant relevant

documents from its internal website.

A second limitation had to do with the use of self-reports. A major source of data
was interviews in which participants reported their past activities and their
perceptions and feelings. However, the participants might not remember past things

accurately. Also, they might purposefully not to share the things they knew.

Whilé the use of self-reports introduced the risks, it was seen not to hurt the overall
trustworthiness of the study. As mentioned before, I made great efforts in building up
personal refationships with the interviewees. The efforts seemed to help. Generally
speaking, interviewees welcomed the study and responded to my questions with
extended and detailed answers. Indeed, when 1 was about to end the interviews,
many of them told me sincerely that they usually did not share as much as they just
did with me. Whenever possible, the reports of interviewees were checked with one
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another and with documentary evidence and observational data. The themes
discussed before such as “liangxinhuo™ were validated with data from multiple

sources.

A third limitation was about the sampling of schools in the study. As discussed
before, the study used a cross-classification table (see Figure 4.1) to sample the
schools. However, one cell in the table was missing. The cell represented a municipal
school which was a weak competitor in the local marketplace. No such a school was
available in City G. In such a school, would the pattern of status-centered
micropolitics hold? This study could not say anything for sure on this. The answer

awaits a new study to be conducted elsewhere in mainland China.

A fourth limitation of this study was that it only examines micropolitics within
schools. That is, the study focused on how people in the school organization, the
principal, the middle managers, and the teachers defined and dealt with their power
relations. On one hand, it did not touch upon micropolitics among schools. A
possible example of micropolitics among schools is that two schools cooperate to
drive another school out of the local competition. Cases such as this were out of the
scope of inquiry of this study. On the other hand, the study did not probe into the link
between micropolitics at the school level and micropolitics at higher levels such as
district level. District and higher level governments may play important roles in
shaping what is going on in schools. This deserves attention in mainiand China,

where the government still retains much authority over schools.

A fifth limitation was generalizability. The study examined school micropolitics in
public secondary schools in City G in the specific reform context. Based on the data,
the study highlighted the pattern of status-centered micropolitics in the schools under
study. Also, it pointed out the factors leading to the pattern such as government and
parental expectations and the nature of teachers’ work. Many of the factors seem to
also exist in other arecas of mainland China. This prompts us to think that public
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secondary schools in other areas of mainland China may also share the patiern of
status-centered micropolitics. However, the findings of this small scale, in-depth
study were only about what was going on in the specific context. Before further
inquiries such as large scale quantitative studies test the propositions, no

generalizability can be claimed.

7.5 Concluding remarks

Ball (1987) acknowledges the challenges in micropolitical studies of schools:

Some of the areas that I have begun to explore have been virtually untouched by
previous studies of schools. They concern, in some respects, as Hoyle points out,
‘an organisational underworld’ (1982, p. 87), which it is difficult to gain access
to. Issues are touched upon which many teachers would prefer to deny or ignore,
quite understandably. Hoyle also suggests that ‘There may be good reason for
the academic neglect of micro-micropolitics. It is perhaps considered slightly

unrespectable, or too self-indulgent’ (p. 88). (Ball, 1987, p. xi)
Still, Ball insists on the importance of studying school micropolitics:

Yet to deny the relevance of micro-micropolitics is in effect to condemn
organizational research to be for ever ineffectual and out of step with the

immediate realities of life in organizations. (Ball, 1987, p. xi)

It is in this spirit that this study is done. Micropolitics has been found to be rich and
complex in British (Ball, 1987) and American (Blasé & Anderson, 1995; Malen,
1995) schools; it seems just as rich and complex, if not more so, in the Chinese
schools under study. This study contributes more by suggesting the large territory of
the unknown than by showing the known. It barely touches the tip of the iceberg.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Interview schedule

Interview schedule: The principal (in Chinese)
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Interview schedule: The principal (in English)

A) Personal information
When did you become the principal of this school?
Can you teil me your experiences before that? Can you list the positions you have

taken, from the earliest to the latest?

B) The context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability
Which reforms over the recent years impressed you much?
What are your impressions about the following reform policies?

- Contract-based Teacher Employment Reform (2003)

- Public Recruitment of Principals (2003)
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- Career-ladder-system for Principals (2004)

- Action Plan to lnvigoratt_: Junior Middle Schools (2004) (for junior middle
schools only)

- Performance-related Pay System for Teachers (2003)

- National Merit Pay System for Teachers (2010)

C) interests, role definitions, role performance

[

self-interests

What is your idea on “a good principal”? What are the most important qualities of a
good principal?

When you try to actualize these qualities in your work, what facilitating/constraining
factors have you encountered from teachers?

How did you try to increase the facilitating factors and reduce the constraining

factors? How did you decide to deal with them that way?

ideological interests

What is the purpose of schooling in your eyes?

What are the important things you think we should look at when we evaluate the
performance of a secondary school?

How did you form that view?

In your eyes, how would teachers in your school think about the purpose of
schooling? Why do you think that way?

What are the discrcpancics.in people’s views on this issue? How did you handle the
discrepancies?

How did you decide to handle them the way you did?

How did teachers respond?

vesied interests

How do you evaluate the current salary level of teachers?
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How did you deal with the salary issucs in your school? How did you decide to deal
with them that way?
How did teachers see it? What did they do?

D) interaction

Micropolitical negotiationy / expectations on teachers

What is your idea on “a good teacher”? What are the most important qualities of a
good teacher?

As a principal, what are your expectations on teachers? Out of what considerations
do you expect that way?

How did you try to influence teachers to realize your expectations? How did you
decide to do it the way you did?

How did teachers respond?

In your eyes, what are teachers’ expectations for you? How did you form that view?
How do you evaluate teachers’ expectations?

In your eyes, how did teachers try to influence your work?

How did you respond? How did you decide to respond the way you did?

In your opinion, is there anything that gets better or less satisfactory than before in

your relationship with teachers?

spheres of control

In your opinion, what are the things teachers should be able to decide all by
themselves?

In your opinion, on what school matters should teachers participate in decision
making?

In your opinion, what are the proper ways for teachers to take part in these decisions?

Under what circumstances did you seek teachers’ opinions? How did you do it?
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E) School organizational features

What is the role of Teacher-Staff Representative Meeting?
How did the teacher-staff representatives come to be representatives?

What decisions do the representatives participate in making? In what ways?

What is the role of Communist Party of China organization in the school?
What are the roles of middle managers?
What are the roles of teaching and research units at the grade level and in different

subjects?

Interview schedule: Teachers (in Chinese)
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Interview schedule: Teachers (in English)

A) Personal background

When did you start to work in this school? Can you list the grades and subjects you

have taught and the positions you have taken, from the earliest to the latest?

What were your experiences before you join this school?

B) The context of reforms for educational decentralization and accountability

Which reforms over the recent years impressed you much?

What are your impressions about the following reform policies?

Contract-based Teacher Employment Reform (2003)

Public Recruitment of Principals (2003)

Career-ladder-system for Principais (2004)

Action Plan to Invigorate Junior Middle Schools (2004) (for junior middle
schools only)

Performance-related Pay System for Teachers (2003)
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- National Merit Pay System for Teachers (2010)

C) Interests, role definitions, and role performance

self-interests

What is your idea on “a good teacher™? What are the most important qualities of a
good teacher?

When you try to actualize these qualities in your work, what fac;ilitaling/constraining
factors have you encountered?

How did you try to increase the facilitating faclors and reduce the constraining

factors? How did you decide to deal with them that way?

ideological interests

What is the purpose of schooling in your eyes?

What are the important things you think we should look at when we evaluate the
performance of a secondafy school?

How did you form that view?

In your eyes, how would other teachers in your school think about the purpose of
schooling? Why do you think that way?

In your eyes, how would the principal in your school think about the purpose of
schooling? Why do you think that way?

What are the discrepancies in your ideas and others’ ideas on this issue? How did you
handle the discrepancies?

How did you decide to handle them the way you did?

How did others deal with the discrepancies?

vested interests
To do your work well, what material conditions do you need, like office facilities,
funding support, classroom, and time?
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How did you try to get the conditions?
How did you decide to do it that way?

How did other teachers see it? What did they do?

How do you evaluate the current salary level of teachers?

What improvements do you think we should make with regard to aspects such as the
evaluation on teachers’ performance and the promotion criteria for teachers?

Can you give me some specific examples in your school?

How did you try to improve your salary level? How did you decide to do it that way?

How did other teachers see it? What did they do?
D) interaction

Micropolitical negotiations / expectations on the principal

In your eyes, what are the principal’s expectations on you? How did you form that
view?

How do you evaluate the expectations?

In your eyes, how did the principal try to influence your work?

How did you respond? How did you decide to respond the way you did?

What is your idea on “a good principal”? What are the most importani qualities of a
good principal?

As a teacher, what are your expectations on the principal? OQut of what considerations
do you expect that way?

How did you try to influence the principal to realize your expectations? How did you
decide to do it the way you did?

How did the principal respond?

In your bpinion, is there anything that gets better or less satisfactory than before in

your relationship with the principal?



spheres of control

In your opinion, what are the things teachers should be able to decide all by

themselves?

In your opinion, on what school matters should teachers participate in decision
making?

Under what situations will you feel that your autonomy is not respected?

How did you try to safcguard your right in decision making? Can you give me some
specific examples on this?

How did you decide what textbooks and supplementary materials to use in your
teaching?

How did you decide what instruction mode and learning activities to use in your
teaching?

How did you decide your teaching plan, teaching progress, and level of depth of
content?

How are decisions regarding which classes and courses you teach made?

E) School organizational features
What is the role of Teacher-Stafl Representative Meeting in the school?
How did the teacher-staff representatives come to be representatives?

What decisions do the representatives participate in making? In what ways?

What is the role of Communist Party of China organization in the school?

What are the roles of middle managers?

What are the roles of teaching and research units at the grade level and in different
subjects?

Who are the middle managers? Which middle managers are particularly tmportant?
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Appendix 2: Observation guide

Observation guide: Conference

How were the time and place of the conference decided?

How often is the conference held?

What are the conference materials? How were they madc? What are the features of
the confcrence materials in terms of their content and forms? When did the

participants get the materials?

What is the agenda of this conference? How was it decided?

Who are the participants? How was this decided?

When did the participants know that they are going to join the conference? How
much did they know about the agenda and purpose of the conference before the
conference?

What is the seating plan in the conference room? How far is each seat away {rom
others? How was it decided?

What do the participants dress in the conference?

What was the sequence of speaking? How long did each one speak? How was the
sequence and time of speaking decided?

Were the speeches interrupted? Whose speeches were/were not interrupted? How
were the interruptions made? How did the interrupted speaker respond?

The non-verbal signals of the speakers (facial expressions, eye contact, other obvious
or subtle movements, tone) and word choices

The non-verbal signals of the speakers (facial expressions, eyc contact, other obvious
or subtle movements, tone) and word choices

What issues and words did the speakers emphasize? How did they show the
emphasis (e.g.. tone, body movements, pause)? What reasons did they use to justify
what they emphasized?

On what issues did the participants have different opinions? How did they deal with
their differences?
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What is the decision of the conference? How was it made?
What arc the follow-up actions? Who are going to execute them? When are they
expected get the follow-up actions done? How were the follow-up actions, the person
to follow up, and the time requirements decided?
Are there any conference records?
s Ifnot, why?
s If yes,
¢  Who took the record?
¢ How was that decided?
¢ What got recorded?
o How were conference records maintained and used?
After the conference
» How do the participants evaluate the conference?
e How do the participants evaluate the way decisions were made in the
conference?
e How do the participants evaluate their own roles in the conference?
o Who are talking to whom immediately after the conference? What are they
talking? How do they talk?
» In the opinions of the participants, how did the presence of the researcher

impact the way they interacted in the conference?

Observation guide: Daily talk

Who were talking? Who else were present?

What were the formal and informal relations among those talking?

Where did they talk? When?

How long did the conversation last?

Hong long did each participant talk with different people?

How far did the participants stand/sit away from each other? Where did each one
stand/sit?
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How did that change during the talking? How did the change happen?

What was the central issue in the conversation?

What was the sequence of speaking? How long did each one speak? How was the
sequence and time of speaking decided?

Were the speeches interrupted? Whose speeches were/were not interrupted? How
were the interruptions made? How did the interrupted speaker respond?

The non-verbal signals of the speakers (facial expressions, eye contact, other obvious
or subtle movements, tone) and word choices

The non-verbal signals of the speakers (facial expressions, eye contact, other obvious
or subtle movements, tone) and word choices

What issues and ‘words did the speakers emphasize? How did they show the
emphasis (e.g., tone, body movements, pause)? What reasons did they use to justify
what they emphasized?

On what issues did the participants have different opinions? How did they deal with

their differences?

How did the conversation ended?

How did the participants evaluate this conversation/this kind of conversation?

How often do they talk this way?

In the opinions of the conversation participants, how did the presence of the

researcher impact the way they interacted?

Observation guide: Teachers’ office

How large is the space? How many parts is it separated into?

How large is each part?

What are the positions of each part?

Are the parts connected with one another?

Who are the members of this space? Who will be regarded as a stranger when
entering this space?
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To what extent are this space open to strangers? What are the rules of allowing

strangers into the space?

What are the public materials in the space? How are they placed? Who maintain the
materials?

Are there any signs and symbols in the space?

Are there any posters, notices, decorations, or pictures in the space?

What is the seating plan in the space? How did people decide who got which scat?
How far are the seats away from each other?

To what extent are the seats separated from each other?

What are the things on the desks? How are they placed?

Are there any signs or symbols on the desks?

What are the nearby rooms, spaces, or sites?
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Appendix 3: Backgrounds of research participants

Table A.1 Research Participants, by Gender

Gender HYM YFM QSM Total
Female 2 7 5 14
Male 9 11 12 32
Total 11 18 17 46

Table A.2 Research Participants, by Years of Teaching Experience

Years of Teaching Experience HYM YFM QSM Total
1-5 4 4
6-10 2 2 4
11-15 1 2 2 5
>15 8 8 11 27
Not Available 2 4 6
Total i1 18 17 46

Table A.3 Research Participants, by Years of Working in the Sample School

Years of Working in the School HYM YFM QSM Total
1-5 2 5 7
6-10 3 6 6 15
11-15 3 2 6 11
>15 3 4 4 11
Not Available 1 1 2

Total ' 1 18 17 46
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Table A.4 Research Participants, by Teaching Subject

Subject HYM YFM QSM Total
Biology 2 2
Chemistry 1 : 3 4
Chinese 1 2 1 4
English 1 2 1 4
Geography 2 1 3
History 2 2
Math 2 2 1 5
Music 2 2
Painting ] 1
physical education 1 1
Physics 1 1 ] 3
Politics 3 3 6
Not Available 1 4 4 9
Total 1t 18 17 46

Table A.5 Research Participants, by Being a Teacher-Staff Representative or Not

Teacher-Staff Representative HYM YFM QSM Total
Y 2 5 13 20
N 9 13 4 26
Total 11 18 17 46
Table A.6 Research {’articipams, by Being a CPC Member or Not
CPC Member HYM YFM QSM Total
Y 3 4 10 17
N 8 4 5 17
Not Available 10 2 12
Total 11 18 17 46
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Appendix 4: Stories (in Chinese)

Story 1: Teacher Liu in YFM complained to Principal Song about the results of
evaluations on his work performance

Teacher Liu’s email to Principal Song, July 6, 2010

RBLAK:

AR HRRBEIT DR, SR TREREU T XSS, i L2
SHEIn—RE LR

KEHMEE TR 8 4, HBRE, B4, AIME, JLFEIEN
W FEAEHIA R WA R PR A, EERTIAMNWRBEERERS, RT
T MBUECKHE, MASCHEA, RS, LS RFMAL!

BEE, VAR REEBNGY, HULRRIPBEERFN! TER
SHERLRFET, Rkl REBUBBHEXRSHET! BRI NFER
AERUBR AR, THEHGET k!

10 BMREEEMR, ATRERLKIE! RYMHENT, BAR- BB
MG, AR BRXMMEE! RREYET SR, TREST, 3
W, %BAK, MTEHLHRSUHRETEE, WML EHR LR, AHEE
ZHWMIESE, FIRAIZARIEHCTE!

WA, KR EER, BRI DRRAEOA, FEERR, W
MRS, BENEE, BREA. BESTERI A, B, ROFANER,
BEET 324, Libss T - | R, RS
AR

AREMIR ! —JTIEH ARERAT ! R, R, TE RN,
TAE THMEE, BiHE ! EREMEE T MU, RIFOEN! =
BAR, RAGEET, XXM XX HELRA, OTHATH RS2 A !
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BBAVXF LR e, BXF /DR H EBRHED LUS K0 R 2R 20
BT CABAJE B AR IR R OB, RNAEIRERR, AUMAREZE! FrUlBB RN T
RENLS, BAREGE, REMBHE REMAETRLRE, BRAKNE
T MR RIAMET & LOW!

REMBMAEEE T, HEREBOER! .

Principal Song’s email to Teacher Liu, July 27, 2010

WA 0T

0T 1 ok MK, BB —EHRBINEA, MRS RE. By
WA B AT S R RS .

CHUK, RERMEMRE, B SRS AR, RAE
WP, wOTH, LHREE, BSR4, SRR, BERSHT
BiF. RGN MR, AR R TR HL T B
BATRRAR AR LS, EhR— EE. PRRMERAMRN TR
BRI RAEN, BREEEFAT, FARERITTHIETEZIA
ABEERY, FUSSTTRAERIE MAS L. EHEQRRS, W7
TR

FA M ERIT O, R MRS, B R ERES, RibEE2
KUNER. FEPE, RUKEOTRERIED, EFHANFRE. R
SME, BRI A O KA FH R T

ERMMAT, R TEG? B—AALER, RERDLNEE,
BB s AR AR . WRRITAEKIAE, #aEiliR
LHUBHEBE . RGETE, L%, BEGRENS”, LRGERBEARYT,
S ERGRBREEBLBY, FRTREFAK, BRENGR, HRILARK
EAL, WEEEBEALAN, BCRIE L.

RN RAERHEE LA, Rkl — A ENES, iEHSRMA
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Bk, RS ERIEE, EEORE. REAU R, B RBMNT

e CHerm, FEEPREM . R kA ELRIA, AR, e
B, BEGSHA, RAFKEEREERROA. EROIGESIL, KD
EREMA, IR R B ISR, WARAN ). IXEE, KEKERTT O, B2,
SR i

Teacher Liu’s email to Principal Song, December 1, 2010

B AR K

iy |

BTERL T — B MRS, BN R ST A, hRET
(L AT IR IE B A X BRI Tl SRR S T AS NIRRT A
BRI TRART AL AR AR B R A i AR B ol A

RAKEIESHM TR, SHTEN, RUDET MRS TERLE
i, AFFBRG, AEHAZRCRERGX M SRER LIRS
St R, EEMRAMNART ! LRLET —BAFH.

AN BIFR B ThE, FREVIZEHHIRF, IRINBESE RUBEF, WIRBIRD
B2 CREE OPRRAT RS AR, R LPF TR,
HAE] 40 ANEWT, HREFLAR "B F B ERTERER ML, A
%, TOIRANE, AL, SARMRXEE, &R B A2, RIAIMHE!”
EH AR T HE, B— ST HARERW! 65,

P JUANERR SEEAT 2 R AL RE TP EAE M T RO 05, L
1t EREATRER S, HREILAMS! 7. KK, ALEREX
B, REAMAZHABIMAT! RAREE— i FMW ! RECHCAE !
BREHAHERG?

RAGEH R T E R HRITAES WERT, BARFERTT? AR
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EANRDF, BANW RN, 02 FESIMTIEN, EHEAERMR: &R
RSPt ar AR RARL, AIRAL IR, AEITRE, HxibARL A
R H A FRIT IARMBT LA, FAEAC K M, B HAngEmib
TTRLRIE, BRUHIE. FRFAR, XRELALRTAEE B RERERE
FRETH, AXBAGRTREAERBSELAD "X, LEFRMER, S15K
BAEAR YRR, BT St!

04 HEHRBEL.. AT S I LA, W SR =B 2 P8, NH— SR
TIPSR R AR A AMRE I, ARG St
R A 8% AT B (K de 4T !

RAFLA 2 —F, CARTISRSRZ NN, A TE0 B A S 2 0K T B AT A

B b7 ARBIEER, B B LR R K 10 8240 A K, P RRA R A IT 28
REFOFEAS ST 70 | IR A REAIRG, BERMIBR TT ARG SFRMRBH,
GRACAER, BRIBEHOHER, BHOETRTFERUOEFHEEHE L, Sl
RN AT, XTI RS FrUBIE =T WA —2AR, BMA
BB ERER, EAER—RT!

RLIXEE, MNE—BREREMLEHERE R, SRR 2 %
PoARE EXE, hF 2 ERAMLPEEE RN, HEZBEBEN,
BREBFEZEMER, RAIFREFATIES ML MAGF M EEE REUK
EAKE TR, BHRMSRNALREN, ARERERM—EA, BICHRA]
WRRBRIRK ! RYUEIFT, MRAHRC! BRKEEET, A=A KE¥
HRET, HTE! g

07 fE$6M], XAW—JFR, WAk, HEEKE, WILmEt, M
RS METIIL ! WAftA, WMoHKAMRLRE, BB NEE
Rt R T AREA G, 7eRbARHR N BRINERE, MthBINE &K
flgeedy, MBEARA, hEFRFH—!

HEXB AR EREHE? RAGBAL, BELK, MEASRE!
BEZEAN, RERKRES, —B-BEABEAS B0L, MHLE, RBARY
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WY B3, — T T AR MR LA =0

SRR S, AT AR LR IRER IR,
BULJE 2 M I AV AR A A ST R — B4R Ut AR Bk -k
TENILBOR L !

Story 2: Mr. Shen in YFM explained his motives to Principal Song

Mr. Shen’s email to Principal Song in YFM, March 9, 2010

2 R

iy

e R 23 LA 2 T R B BRI, TR BT o 1A 2 B i heh ey A A 1
S, MEAE, FTULELE, SEEKI. B, FHEAl, RER
AR 11 LA B AR LK |

AR A LA T A R A, SR AT R L
ERBHAERTEAA (5 AR, WA ETRELT )

fodit T EUHE L ARE T2 G, AMBRAT LSS &, BRMBATIEAT
BR, B2 I F— AR B, RARBECHR -Fic.

G, B CTIEGCE S R, B FE BTN LRI TN,
WALR L, RWLT, I Hupd—dRALT.

LRGBS, ARSI 2 IR CUSERBMINRIR, BRARE
HIAEE), RMES: BT GRS, LA KT SRR K
BHRIR!

Fib, RAIFWE T IRAF— F—XFh A, RIFRE FRHAUET LA
LT

Bk, IR ATRBR G — 17, AR A MBI EHRE LY.
B oA AR FIHAEZMINILH S, KT ALELEBEARR, i
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G, RGN IS, SRR R SR RN R
FORE. BT R

B2, BMATURSE, ALLEHR, RIS NGRS TR R, THRAEN
YRR, pukmc.

I8
1 EIR

RHIPE N TERIT
2000423 HO R~

Story 3: Execution Reports issued by Principal Song in YFM

AT iR
010 FERB 1

SRBIFEE—R, DRI R, BEBITHR. BRI
AR 1% R L«

LS, 9 - 8) HIERRA LR, HEA: Wk,

EAW AR, M (9) BMRNE, AERERERGIE. ji{TA: K
Z4k.

AT A7 LY 1) B A — S G0R) ) — R R AL VF

&f{:: H"t'lll
2010-9-1
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5 00 KN KA. IR BRI AT I M3 SR ok LA 3 bl 7 Y
itk AT AGBA B, R TR, AT G AR R,
HAHE Kb, - LA R TE. T — s £ M1 SR BT, &5
YLLE LT IR ] 2 R

e, A TN, T s BN BUR S A AR T A
SORBAT S IR TEA ZITA R S0, PR BT R
B KA. AU { SRR !

O AR TR A O TR, MBI AS RS -2k 1 K LI R U ER 39 o
5, MG R — T 00 R R LA SRR, A AT T TR AR
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