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Abstract

Students have their own culture, which can be influenced but never controlled.  Our schools need to engage students more in the learning process.  A hidden curriculum teaches them how to behave in organizations. At work employers will expect them to assume responsibility.    

The Complex Classroom redesigns the classroom’s hidden curriculum to replicate well-managed work organizations:  skills training and standardized procedures substitute for supervision; teachers delegate many tasks.  Like workers, students have different jobs that jointly enhance the learning enterprise.  In the classroom as in the workplace, engagement comes from taking responsibility, from doing a job that matters to other people.

Students’ disengagement from learning challenges educational institutions (Hersh and Merrow, 2005).  In the emerging “flat” world graduates from industrialized countries will need creativity and initiative to face global competition, but American students don’t measure up (Friedman, 2005; 2009).  Will students learn requisite skills and attitudes in the classroom - or only after graduating?  Can the classroom engage students?  

Learning is hard work, and so we might well apply principles developed in the context of work, management principles.  Thus this article applies organization theory and socio-technical design to the classroom.  It seeks to stretch the reader’s notion of the structure of a classroom as an organization.  Complexity makes workplaces effective - why not classrooms?  

The article reviews literature on the structure and management of the classroom, summarizes elements of organization theory and socio-technical design, and then applies these principles to classroom design.  It lists thirty roles that students can take in a classroom.  After discussing costs and risks, the article concludes that a complex organizational structure could engage students and produce more learning than the traditional classroom.

The hidden curriculum in the microcosmic classroom

Education prepares a person to live a productive, meaningful life. We think of this preparation as the content of lessons in schools and universities, but the medium is also the message.  In school we learn how to behave in organizations.  

In the education literature critical sociologists and political economists have spun a thread of theory and research on this “hidden curriculum,”  which they describe as the organized and codified reflection of societal and ideological interests (Sadovnik, 1991).    Bowles & Gintis (January, 2002, 1) summarize their own thesis from Schooling in Capitalist America:

… schools prepare people for adult work rules by socializing people to function well and without complaint in the hierarchical structure of the modern corporation. Schools accomplish this goal by what we called the correspondence principle, namely, by structuring social interactions and individual rewards to replicate the environment of the workplace.  

For many years Basil Bernstein has described how social class and power relations affect pedagogic practice (Sadovnik, 1991).  For Bourdieu and Passeron (1977), Bernstein (1977), and Apple (1979), schools give advantaged social groups knowledge and skills leading to social power and useful for medical, legal, manageri​al work but deny such knowledge and skills to the working classes, offering them instead a "practical" curriculum of manual skills and clerical knowledge.   

Anyon (1980) verified the hidden curricula empirically.  She identified specific pedagogical patterns in schools whose students’ social strata correspond to four levels in the corporate hierarchy.  For working class students schoolwork means following the steps of a procedure; in a middle-class school, work is getting the right answer; an “affluent professional” school encourages creative activity carried out independently; and in an “executive elite” school, work develops students’  analytical intellectual powers.  
The outcomes of such schooling are skills relevant to corporate life:  

“The working-class children are developing a potential conflict relationship with capital. … They are developing abilities and skills of resistance.  These methods are highly similar to the “slowdown,” subtle sabotage and other modes of indirect resistance carried out by adult workers in the shop, on the department store sales floor, and in some offices. 

In the middle-class school … the work tasks and relationships are appropriate for a future relation to capital that is bureaucratic. … One is rewarded … for knowing the answers to the questions one is asked, for knowing where or how to find the answers, and for knowing which form, regulation, technique, or procedure is correct. 

In the affluent professional school the children are developing a potential relationship to capital that is instrumental and expressive and involves substantial negotiation. 

The executive elite school gives its children …  knowledge of and practice in manipulating the socially legitimated tools of analysis of systems. … Their schooling is helping them to develop the abilities necessary for ownership and control of physical capital and the means of production in society.”

(Anyon, 1980, 88-89)

Of course Anyon, like her predecessors, frames the issue.  She considers conflict with and exploitation of workers inherent to the corporate order.  She concludes: “the ‘hidden curriculum’ of school work is tacit preparation for relating to the process of production in a particular way. … In the contribution to the reproduction of unequal social relations lies a theoretical meaning, and social consequence, of classroom practice.” (Anyon 1980, 89-90)
How well does this hidden curriculum train students?  Does it match the way organizations work?  Most classrooms function the way work organizations used to, executing orders coming from the top.  But society and the organizations within it are changing, and in secondary and higher education at least, classrooms have not caught up.

Society is changing.  Sociology was born in Tönnies’s effort to delineate the big picture of changing culture (Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft, 1887; Loomis, 1957).  Community and tradition dominate Gemeinschaft culture.  Written law and specific goals typify Gesellschaft (a word that also means corporation).  As agriculture gave way to industry, life in Europe and North America adapted to the needs of companies.  The industrial age was visible in the everyday behavior of most citizens.  Ahola-Sidaway (1988) used Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft to describe the very different cultures of elementary and secondary classrooms, the former intimate communities adorned with colorful displays, the latter unadorned, impersonal workspaces.  

After interviewing teachers in the 1960s and early 1970s, Lortie (1975; 120) described the link between classroom procedure and the workplace:

Although some respondents stressed the desirability of independence of mind, most allusions to moral outcomes and citizenship emphasized compliance and obedience.  Connecting compliance with classroom norms to future citizenship authenticates the teacher’s control efforts.  Thus discipline becomes more than mere forbidding and ordering; the dross of classroom management is transformed into the gold of dependable citizenship.  Whereas some critics of schools cry “oppression” at teacher dominance of classrooms, these respondents see it as preparing citizens for the Republic.

In Life in a Classroom (1990), Jackson describes a hidden curriculum dealing with crowds, praise, and power:

… the habits of obedience and docility engendered in the classroom have a high pay-off value in other settings.  So far as their power structure is concerned classrooms are not too dissimilar from factories or offices, those ubiquitous organizations in which so much of our adult life is spent.  Thus, school might really be called a preparation for life, but not in the usual sense in which educators employ that slogan.  Power may be abused in school as elsewhere, but its existence is a fact of life to which we must adapt.  The process of adaptation begins during the first few years of life but it is significantly accelerated, for most of us, on the day we enter kindergarten.

For Toffler (1980; 29) the “covert curriculum” 

consisted – and still does in most industrial nations – of three courses, one in punctuality, one in obedience, and one in rote, repetitive work.  Factory labor demanded workers who showed up on time, especially assembly-line hands.  It demanded workers who would take orders from a management hierarchy without questioning.  And it demanded men and women prepared to slave away at machines or in offices, performing brutally repetitious operations.

As Toffler foresaw, the nature of work has changed since the critical curriculum articles were written.  Companies can no longer afford conflict between workers and management.  From the perspective of the developed world, computers and workers in less-developed countries are doing more of the repetitive, bureaucratic work.  A far larger percentage of the U.S. population (56.9% in 2006, compared to 15.9% in 1983) now owns equity (Investment Company Institute, 2005).   Organizations face turbulent environments; they need employees and owners with many kinds of knowledge, with many skills and with a responsible attitude. Today everyone needs bureaucratic, technocratic, financial, and systems know-how, a work ethic, and an ethics ethic.  So our schools need a new hidden curriculum.

This article proposes to ignore societal and ideological interests in hidden curriculum studies
 and to focus on replicating the contemporary, productive workplace environment.  The source discipline Management and Organizational Behavior draws upon sociology and political economy but differs from them in three important ways: 

1) It focuses on behavior within organizations (here, schools), not in the broader society.   Society may generate the behavior, but it takes place in organizations.  The socio-technical systems movement, the paradigm for this article, differs from other approaches to industrial democracy (collective bargaining, worker representation on boards of directors, and employee ownership) by focusing on the work itself and on workers making decisions in the immediate workplace (Weisbord, 2004, 181; Trist, 1981, 22).

2) The purpose of management is to accomplish organizational objectives.  Through legitimate and informal power, managers seek to change human behavior within organizations.

3) This discipline as a whole does not critique social justice (parts of the discipline do).  It passes no global judgment on social stratification and deals pragmatically with organizational hierarchy.

Hence this article treats the hidden curriculum not as an indicator of an unjust, stratified, or discriminatory society (which it may be), but as a tool for accomplishing educational objectives.

The hidden curriculum has pragmatic meaning.  As educators we should design the hidden curriculum to educate and train children to work in and to manage institutions of the 21st century.  And we should draw upon the experience and the discipline of organizational management to engage students in learning.

Gesellschaft, industrial society, is giving way to the post-industrial or information society, based on horizontal communication in networks rather than on top-down communication in hierarchies (Toffler, 1980; Fukuyama, 1996, 1999).  Postindustrial society requires a new style of management and an organizational culture that distributes responsibility.  Among many authors, Lawler has codified this style, contrasting new management logic to old:

	Old versus New Logic Principles (Lawler, 1996)

	Old Logic Principle
	New Logic Principle

	· Organization is a secondary source of competitive advantage.
	· Organization can be the ultimate competitive advantage

	· Bureaucracy is the most effective source of control
	· Involvement is the most effective source of control.

	· Top management and technical experts should add most of the value.
	· All employees must add significant value.

	· Hierarchical processes are the key to organizational effectiveness
	· Lateral processes are the key to organizational effectiveness.

	· Organizations should be designed around functions.
	· Organizations should be designed around products and customers.

	· Effective managers are the key to organizational effectiveness.
	· Effective leadership is the key to organizational effectiveness.


In the pursuit of student engagement, our task is thus to design a hidden or covert curriculum for the classroom of the postindustrial age
.  Let us call it The Complex Classroom. In this high-involvement classroom horizontal communication predominates. What would a classroom look like where the individual teacher is not the critical ingredient in student learning?  Effective classrooms, classrooms that engage students, should function the way effective organizations in society do.  Following this logic, we turn to organization theory for a description of effective organization.

Distributed responsibility in organizations

Organization theory, a sub-discipline of Organizational Behavior, describes the structure of an organization and the conditions under which a given structure will operate effectively
.  Effective design, how the organization is supposed to work, depends on its size, the technology its industry uses, the power relations within the organization, and its strategy.  An organization’s structure has three interacting elements: differentiation, formalization, and centralization; each can affect the motivation of a worker or a student.  

Differentiation, vertical or horizontal, refers to the degree of difference between two people’s jobs.  Vertical differentiation refers to the levels of authority in the chain of command: who bosses whom.  A traditional classroom has a simple vertical structure, the teacher at one level and the students below.  Horizontal differentiation refers to the number of different tasks performed at one level. In a traditional classroom all of the students – however many there are – do the same job, so there is little horizontal differentiation.  To a class divided into groups the same principle applies; if all groups do the same task, there is little differentiation.  Many people doing identical work can report to one manager.  Thus one foreman may effectively supervise 50 ditch diggers wielding shovels but only five people writing different computer programs.  A college professor lecturing to 300 students is managing a simple organization; they are all supposedly doing the same thing.   Low horizontal differentiation may affect a student’s or worker’s motivation:  if you are doing the same job as everyone else, who cares if you come to work or not?  

Centralization refers to who makes decisions, the boss or the subordinates.  Does each service station manager set the price of gasoline, or does the regional headquarters decide?  Who calls the plays, the quarterback or the coach?  In the traditional classroom the teacher decides everything; the students obey orders, however sweetly communicated.  Decentralization, delegating authority, motivates subordinates (employees or students) – if managers delegate decisions and tasks that they can handle.

To elicit student engagement, occasionally professors decentralize, allowing the students to design their own organization.  But low differentiation, a relatively simple organization, will probably result from an undifferentiated group of students’ designing and then implementing this organization.  Each student will still end up with the same job as any other student.

The third element of structure, formalization or standardization, also influences effectiveness.  Formalization takes many guises:  training, uniforms, procedures, certification, industry standards, etc.  All types of formalization simplify the job at hand.  A standard wall plug, for instance, allows one to get appropriately wired electric power from a live circuit without having to wear rubber gloves and twist wires.  A police uniform creates expectations and reactions that enable policing to be done efficiently; no one asks, “Who are you?  What right do you have to stop me?”  One kind of formalization can replace another kind.  Expert mechanics built automobiles until Henry Ford replaced their expertise with standard procedures.
Formalization is widely seen as demotivating.  Workers and unions resisted standardized work a century ago; in Charley Chaplin’s Modern Times repetitive work made men into sheep; students revolt at rote memorization.  But formalization can also set people free by eliminating vertical differentiation:  the cookbook enables an ordinary person to create sophisticated dishes without an expert chef; a well-written instruction manual replaces the computer expert in telling us how to run a program.

Industrialization brought as much formalization to the classroom as it did to the factory.  Class plans, textbooks, desks in rows, worksheets, and programmed class exercises focus students’ efforts and make them efficient.  But without horizontal differentiation they do not automatically elicit engagement.  Instead they can make the student feel like cog in the machine rather than feeling like part of the management team that uses the machine to produce a worthwhile product.

Formalization may facilitate decentralization. People doing different jobs don’t need close supervision if they are highly trained (surgeons, for example) or have very specific instructions (auto workers, for example).  

Appropriate delegation empowers, motivates, and develops people and can help eliminate supervision in organizations.  Many levels of management coordinated the early 20th century factory.  Nowadays different departments coordinate with each other.  Employees understand how their jobs fit into the big picture; they feel responsible and important.   In a similarly organized classroom, students, too, feel engaged.

Distributing responsibility in the classroom

In most classrooms today the teacher manages.  The Complex Classroom undertakes to transform “the dross of classroom management” (Lortie, above) into empowered and motivated organizational membership by replacing the vertical, centralized traditional classroom with a horizontally differentiated, formalized, decentralized organization. Trist (1981) describes principles and practices for accomplishing this transformation in industry.  The Complex Classroom roughly applies his approach to the classroom: list the administrative tasks, program them to the appropriate degree, and assign them to students.  Here follows a list of 30 such roles.

	Postindustrial Classroom Role List

	I. 
	
	Roles for running today’s class

	
	1) 
	Agenda builder

	
	2) 
	Moderator

	
	3) 
	Scribe 

	
	4) 
	Minute taker 

	
	5) 
	Physical Classroom Manager

	II. 
	
	Process management roles

	
	6) 
	Participation Monitor 

	
	7) 
	Decision making Monitor 

	
	8) 
	Ombudsman

	
	9) 
	Social Director 

	
	10) 
	Ethicist 

	
	11) 
	Learning Monitor 

	
	12) 
	Process Observer 

	
	13) 
	Research Process Manager

	
	14) 
	Devil’s Advocate

	
	15) 
	Continual Learning Manager

	III. 
	
	Skill-building roles 

	
	16) 
	Presentation Coach, helps presenters 

	
	17) 
	Assertiveness Trainer 

	
	18) 
	Listening Trainer

	
	19) 
	Coach for written communications (Memoranda coordinator)

	
	20) 
	Coach for media communications

	
	21) 
	Coach for oral communications 

	IV. 
	
	Administrative roles

	
	22) 
	Planning Director

	
	23) 
	Attendance Manager

	
	24) 
	Operations Manager

	
	25) 
	Human Resources Manager

	
	26) 
	Evaluation Manager 

	
	27) 
	Presentation critic, evaluator

	
	28) 
	Reading Task Force (RTF) Manager 
(RTF is a small group that meets to discuss reading

	
	29) 
	Manager of External and Public Relations

	
	30) 
	Historian


This list is presented to stretch the reader’s concept of classroom structure, not as a precise formula to apply.  For the moment this list simply represents the large number of functions in a classroom and suggests that (but not precisely how) students could take responsibility for them in a stable Complex Classroom.  A period of implementation would precede that stable state. Three aspects of implementation require explanation: the framework, implementation design, and group development.

The framework

The literatures of Education and Organizational Behavior use the metaphor of the frame to designate how a course or workshop fits into previous knowledge, the question that the course content answers, or the course’s general organizing principle.  For The Complex Classroom the medium is the message.  The Complex Classroom constitutes a total design for a class – not one exercise or theme within another structure.  

The teacher commits to The Complex Classroom design in the same way a company president commits to restructuring an organization.  The first thing that goes wrong does not end the organization’s commitment to the design.  Rather it tests the design’s ability to cope with its environment and deliver its intended results.

The framework becomes part of the culture, a set of assumptions about reality and about how to do things that becomes unconscious, although it may contrast with assumptions made in other cultures or frameworks.

Implementation Design

Restructuring work organizations to delegate responsibility to employees involves much more than a list of roles.  In practice, work organizations list the administrative and productive roles for a work unit and then distribute them among workers at the same level.  Normal functioning follows a period of adjustment, during which the new procedure imposes heavy costs.  New work organizations may operate for two years before enhanced productivity justifies the change effort.

Implementing a Complex Classroom would follow a similar procedure.  One would begin by deriving roles from the functions already performed by a particular class’s teacher and then redistributing them among students.  There would follow an extended period of adjustment during which teacher and students would probably be more preoccupied with working on the new role distribution than on learning the course content.  Only after an extended period of adjustment would enhanced learning and motivation justify their investment of time and energy.

The culture of distributed responsibility in modern management requires that the norms
 and beliefs of the informal organization be aligned with the goals and procedures of the formal organization.  Management and the employees (teachers and students) have to be on the same side. This article does not attempt to summarize the vast literature and body of experience that describe how businesses achieve this alignment but notes that two major changes must occur in the classroom:  the inclusion of the face-to-face peer group and a new role for the teacher.

Development of the face-to-face peer group

In industry, practicing managers and consultants downplay differences of between management and the employees, but differences remain.  Similarly in a classroom the teacher and students have different perspectives and interests.  Students have always had and will always have a culture of their own – although the content of this culture can become more compatible with learning.  This culture shows up in the norms and beliefs of the face-to-face peer group.  The group of students in the classroom – not individuals – constitutes the fundamental building block or principal source of power and motivation of the new classroom organization. To date this face-to-face peer group has a negative image.  In an educational setting it is almost always pictured as initially resisting learning, as in the movies Blackboard Jungle, Stand and Deliver, and The Dead Poets Society.  A number of educational institutions recognize and seek to neutralize the power of the face-to-face peer group; examples include the Hyde Schools, the Peer Research Center at NYU, and the Learning Collaborative. The Complex Classroom takes a very different view:  it considers the norms and beliefs of the peer group not as static and evil but as the constantly revised product of interaction among student peers, a natural force like the wind, that can hinder or help learning.  The Complex Classroom sets its sails with sensitivity to how and where the wind is blowing.  

Here we must change the metaphor, for the face-to-face peer group, unlike the wind, reacts to the classroom setting.  When the setting recognizes its force, the face-to-face peer group begins to serve the organization’s purpose as well as its own. 

Here is how the transformation works:  Given a role, a student begins to do the job assigned. Initially the role feels artificial, sometimes even silly – because it conflicts with the established covert curriculum (the teacher is responsible for the organization; the student merely obeys orders).  Overcoming initial hesitation the student executes the role mechanically until something happens that requires judgment and personal commitment. 

A teacher in a New Hampshire charter school describes this moment:

“I had a phenomenal class of Juniors yesterday.  This is the class I dreaded teaching last year.  After defining roles such as researcher, fact checker, keeper of the timeline, technology and inventions researcher, etc., we've had rotating duties of keeping notes and class facilitation.


The class chose to start with The Great Depression (such is the optimistic view of history), and began by assigning themselves the appropriate chapter in the book.  Then, they started to work.  After a class of fairly typical sharing of information and combining gathered notes, there was some optimism on their part, less on mine.


Because they're not quite as far along as college students, I usually kick the class off by choosing the note-keeper and facilitator (must include everyone).  I chose the hippie bass player, who doesn't like collaborative activities, to be the facilitator.  He naturally resisted, but passively; he mumbled his sentences and had his eyes half-open in protest, but did the job.  Of course, the class fed off of his negative energy, and the whole thing started very erratically down a spiral of doom.  I sat on my hands and waited it out.  Eventually, the facilitator realized the effect he was having, and subconsciously changed his attitude.  He began actually facilitating, and got nearly the entire class involved, particularly one student who has *always* struggled.


As the latter student was dealing with her copious notes (she had been really inspired by the subject), she started to get overwhelmed; becoming confused about how and where to begin.  The other students worked with her to help her make her points.  Frustration levels were still rising, but the information they were sharing was far beyond what I would have presented them both in quantity and quality.  I was extremely impressed.


As the facilitator was trying to help the others fill in the information on the white board, he realized he was going to have to fill in some gaps of information he'd already put on the board.  This would involve adding to his already cramped outline.  He said under his breath, "I need to plan ahead."


Another student, in the confusion that was starting to simmer, said,  "Alright, guys?  How about if I take electronic notes, and then, after class, I can organize them and send them via e-mail to everybody.  I just need to get all your addresses."  I had not suggested or even hinted at this idea and was thrilled!  Still, I sat on my hands.


The student with all the notes was still struggling and she and another student suggested that the class reread the chapter to help them make sense of the other information they had uncovered from other sources.   They are going to share their thoughts on the class discussion forum in the hope that they can help grow one another's understanding of the topic.

I finished yesterday on a higher cloud than any day since my first days of teaching.  It was awesome!”  
This incident deals with the norm of how one peer should treat another and the belief that the peer group stands outside and in opposition to the class’s formally assigned tasks.  Such an event will be processed within individuals and discussed among them outside class as the peer group re-defines its relationship with the formal class organization.

So important is the face-to-face culture among workers that companies avoid buying established factories.  Instead they build new factories where workers have no industrial experience (greenfield sites) and conduct intensive team building to align the norms, beliefs, and culture of the informal organization (the peer group) with the goals and procedures of the formal organization.  Moreover, the informal organization (culture) in question is much weaker than the face-to-face peer group in a classroom. An autonomous work group in training changes its attitudes before the trainer’s eyes.   In the classroom case, the peer group’s attitude changes outside the classroom as students adjust to the formal roles the complex, postindustrial classroom asks them to play, formal roles that contain many of the ego-supporting elements that the face-to-face peer group gives them.  Students spend a great deal of time in the face-to-face peer group outside class, extensive time which replaces intensive team building in a business.  

During this period of change, the boundary between the classroom and the face-to-face peer group becomes porous.  Students speak directly to each other in class (which they formerly did mostly outside), and outside class they talk about what went on inside class (in many settings a rarity or even taboo).  If a student’s job includes training another student (e.g., a moderator trains another student to moderate), they work outside class in settings where they otherwise might do no schoolwork.  

A good deal of emotion will accompany the boundary change, if my consistent experience and that of my collaborators predict
.  Bemused college students report talking – gossiping – about class in a bar or trying active listening techniques on their roommates during an argument.  Knowledge, skills, and attitudes acquired in the classroom intrude unexpectedly in the face-to-face peer group and at home. The traditional norm, “Discuss schoolwork only in class or in the library,” changes.  Some students are more willing to change than others, and conflict will occur, both inside class and outside, as norms change.

The norms change for several reasons.  First, the classroom’s implicit recognition and inclusion of the face-to-face peer group challenges the face-to-face peer group to reciprocate.  Second, the covert curriculum, the roles, are so obviously practical and useful beyond class that students want to master them and use them in their lives.  Third, perhaps insidiously, using the tools of the covert curriculum, the student begins to see the face-to-face peer group culture more clearly and think about it more critically.

At the dawn of behavioral science, Kurt Lewin described three stages of change: unfreezing, moving, and refreezing (Weisbord, 2004, 99).  We can expect a stormy passage as the traditional, industrial-age classroom melts and melds into the postindustrial classroom.  The passage can be made more peaceful by 1) strong institutional support – an administration that sustains The Complex Classroom, 2) training for teachers who need to learn a new role in order to operate in this classroom, and 3) local tradition as, within an institution, old students advise new ones:  “It’s hell at first, but you’ll be glad you went through it.”  The extended face-to-face peer group, the informal organization, ultimately facilitates change.

Beyond change

The Complex Classroom seeks to stretch the reader’s thinking about the classroom, to conjure the image of a postindustrial classroom.  Having noted its structure and described an inevitably turbulent period of change, let us imagine a stable state beyond our experience.  This description inevitably will sound utopian.  What would a postindustrial classroom look like at work?

Working as a “guide on the side” (King, 1993), the teacher remains largely quiet and passive while students administer the classroom, let us say 20% of the time.  Papers are passed back and forth, announcements are made, groups meet, grades are given to individuals and to the group that records them.  The teacher may be watching, responding to requests, preparing something - or absent.  The classroom organization functions without the teacher.

A conflict breaks out.  Three students jot down quick notes, observations of the conflict from the perspectives of listening, assertiveness, and work avoidance, and signal to the moderator that they will deal with the issue later.  The moderator announces that class will not stop to deal with the conflict and tells those involved – rather more forcefully than a teacher would – to focus on the lesson.  Grumbling follows – some things don’t change.  A lesson in the subject matter (Chinese? Chemistry?) follows.  Students present much of the content, having taken the material from notes perhaps provided by the teacher.  The teacher intervenes once or twice to correct a mistake and is asked a few questions on points that no student knows.  Last week the teacher was sick.  The students consulted a substitute half a world away.

An established literature in social psychology and education already deals with the content aspect of The Complex Classroom.  Elliot Aronson’s “Jigsaw Classroom” (Aronson and Patnoe, 1997) uses the same basic approach as The Complex Classroom described here.  Within a student team, each member masters a separate topic, and each other member must learn specific topics from other members. www.jigsaw.org cites research on its use teaching various subjects.  Teachers use the jigsaw technique within the normal classroom framework; The Complex Classroom goes beyond the functioning of teams to incorporate the organizational structure of the classroom and the skills to make it run as part of the learning experience.

What engagement looks like.

Student engagement already exists in classrooms where the student’s job has been enlarged and the teacher trained to exercise restraint.  Job enlargement motivates workers in self-managed work groups, based on five core dimensions:  skill variety, task identity, autonomy, feedback, and task significance.  The Complex Classroom applies these principles to the student job and redesigns the classroom into a self-managed work group.

The student exercises a wide variety of skills, at least 30 of them.  It is not necessary to exercise all of them at one time or to excel in all of them.  The large number of skills is itself a metric of complexity.  For the moment students consider it a major challenge to master these skills, but in the future many of them will be mastered in elementary school.  The classroom can provide an excellent image of task identity, the wholeness of the skill set.  Students can easily see how the roles fit together and how the organization achieves its learning goals.  Each student and the group as a whole exercise limited autonomy.  Students have vastly more power in The Complex Classroom than in the traditional one.  Each student (or small group) has complete decisional authority over a small, well-defined aspect of the class, and the class as a whole controls its own pace – just as workers in the modern organization take responsibility for the rate of production.  The organization does not require perfect students.  The large number of roles guarantees that students will receive abundant feedback from each other about their work and about other relevant aspects of their behavior.  Students may at times consider the scrutiny of their peers oppressive, but it does motivate.  Finally, and most importantly, each student has a sense of task significance, the knowledge that your presence and your work contribute to the functioning of the organization.  If a student does not show up for class, the organization will react because a necessary job might otherwise be left undone.

	The individual student is much less indispensable to the operation of the classroom than is his teacher. Witness the practice of hiring substitutes for teachers but not for students. It is almost as if a student’s presence in the room does not really matter except to himself.

Jackson, 1990; 54


These core job dimensions of the formal structure enhance productivity and motivation in productive workplaces and will produce greater learning and student engagement in The Complex Classroom. 

The informal structure, which gives the organization its energy, remains the face-to-face peer group.  But in The Complex Classroom the peer group supports the formal structure and works towards the goal of learning.  Occasionally the peer group flexes its muscles to test its control over the classroom, but the post-change state assumes this control.  Students run the class.

The Teacher as Senior Manager

Contemporary pedagogy urges teachers to stop being the sage-on-the-stage and to become, instead, the guide-on-the-side.  The postindustrial classroom provides the vehicle (to mix already hopeless metaphors).  In truth, neither the teacher nor the manager works on the side, for organizational hierarchies may be camouflaged but will not and cannot disappear.  The term ‘Senior Manager’ is more accurate.

The guide can only remain on the side (participating sparingly) if tasks get done without his or her intervention.  The Organizational Behavior literature calls such an organization a “leadership substitute” because the organization replaces the person (Yukl, 2006; 225).  An organization that functions well needs no leader.

Both academic and popular business publications abound with interviews of successful leaders, and most of them conform to the self-effacing image of the servant-leader.  The typical interviewee downplays his or her own efforts and seizes the opportunity to gush about the fantastic abilities of his associates.  Whether we believe this CEO or not, the name of the game is restraint.

Similarly a postindustrial teacher will seize almost any opportunity to hide “on the side” and let a student have the spotlight.  The most obvious example is the student as moderator.  A moderator walks up and down in front of a class, calling on people and occasionally focusing the discussion.  It’s fun, in fact a challenge, for a student.  The teacher must be able to do without the ego strokes in order to succeed.  If Lortie’s (1975) observations still hold, such privation should not be trivialized, for teachers consider psychic rewards their major source of work satisfaction.  Query whether the highly centralized nature of traditional teaching meets the students’ needs or the teacher’s:

Our respondents want boundaries around their core teaching tasks – they assume that students learn best when the teacher works without interruption.  Individualistic assumptions are evident in teachers’ preoccupation with resources; they have a kind of “unleash me” stance. The preoccupation with productive time assumes that the individual teacher is the critical ingredient in student learning.

(Lortie, 1975; 120)

The postindustrial classroom has two critical ingredients, neither of which is the teacher:  its formal and informal structures, i.e. the way the requisite roles work and the interaction between these roles and the peer group, which so heavily influences the motivational state of students.  The teacher must be selected, trained, measured, and rewarded for contributing only when no one else can.

Costs, risks, and disadvantages of the postindustrial classroom 

Traditional teachers may consider the less visible, servant/leader role a disadvantage of this new structure.  One can anticipate several other objections.

Second possible objection:  the postindustrial classroom takes too much time from the class’s central task.  Especially during the adoption period, a great deal of time is spent on administrative tasks that the traditional teacher does quickly and well.  

This argument has some validity.  The Complex Classroom puts many tasks into less practiced hands.  Teachers must sacrifice class time to give students a larger stake in the classroom organization.  This value issue recapitulates the silo problem in work organizations:  each department thinks only about its own interests rather than those of the enterprise as a whole.  How much chemistry should we sacrifice to engage students in the learning enterprise?

One can still pose at least two empirical counterarguments.  First, the notion that delegating responsibility takes too much time refers to what the sage on the stage says, not what students hear.   Here is a hypothesis to test:  The students in The Complex Classroom will absorb more than those in the traditional classroom.  Such research should measure learning outcomes.

A second counterargument deals with time lost to administration:  Management expressed these same objections to the reorganization of the workplace but found that workers can execute administrative functions as well as management and, in many instances, better for being closer to the action and for having more time.  Empirical research can also compare students against teachers in the quality and quantity of administrative tasks they perform under the two classroom regimes. 

Third objection:  secondary students are too young.  In industry, managers who don’t want to delegate sing this refrain:  “our workers cannot handle the responsibilities you would have us give them.”  Aronson (1997, 25) recommends jigsaw learning for fourth graders and up.  In my experience, young students put more positive pressure on their peers than do adults.  Perhaps people take too little responsibility in today’s workplace because they have been trained to look upwards for orders.  
Fourth objection:  what remains of the teacher’s job but uncertainty?  Again, workplace reorganization faced this same issue, which has psychological and organizational dimensions.  For many people promotion means leaving a job you have mastered and taking on a job fraught with uncertainty.  Some revert to doing the old job rather than face the new job’s stress.   The manager who has delegated well-understood processes should passively oversee them while scanning the horizon for threats and opportunities.  In this new role teachers, like managers, need help facing uncertainty.

Conclusion

The subtleties and challenges of the teacher’s new role as the senior manager should not distract us from the student, whose engagement with learning The Complex Classroom seeks.  

Three postulates underlie The Complex Classroom:  First, successful organizations in the 21st century expect their employees to assume responsibility.  Students will need to leave school not only with knowledge but also with skills, attitudes, and habits that enable them to work with minimal supervision on a team in a complex organization.  Secondly, students, like other organization members, have their own culture, which can be influenced but never controlled.  Thirdly, a hidden curriculum in schools teaches students, willy-nilly, how to behave in organizations.

The Complex Classroom proposes to redesign the classroom’s hidden curriculum to replicate well-managed organizations of the emerging era, where formalization (skills training and standardization of procedures) substitutes for supervision.  Like postindustrial workers, students would have jobs within the classroom, different jobs that fit together to enhance the joint enterprise of learning.  In the classroom as in the workplace, engagement comes from taking responsibility, from doing a job that matters to other people.
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� 	Critical theorists may protest; the author recognizes the issue but postpones its debate.


� 	We assume that classes will continue to serve a useful function in the postindustrial age.  


� 	For a summary of this discipline see Robbins, 2003, Chapter 13.


� ‘Norm’ in this paper means an unwritten rule.  It does not mean a trend.


� 	Almost twenty college professors have run [deleted for manuscript], the prototype for The Complex Classroom, to teach subjects in Management and Organizational Behavior. This article is written expressly to deal with the generic classroom. For descriptions of [deleted for manuscript], see [deleted for manuscript].
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