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Introduction

N -

Models are persuaéive.They'not only explain, they also convince.

~

The language, metaéhors and rituals they promote entrap us in.particular

world views. Wittgenstein claimed for phi{gsophers the task of pre—enting

-

‘the bewitchmént of our intelligence by -the means of ﬁanguage}, but
such a resporsibility is one to be shared far more widely.

For some decades now the model dominant in the imaginations of

-

administrators has been derived from bureaucratic, positivistic,

systems theorf. Fundamental to the model are the twin concepts of
L . =~ L - .

. scientific understandiﬁg-a@d prédiétiqn and of technelogical production

and control., To judge from standard texts ih administration the ubiquity

of the model allows its classification as aﬁ‘agministrative equivalent

- of Kuhn's (1962) notion of a 'normal sciencé!. Certainly~ip appears
h : 2 )

to have provided several generations of admiﬁstrators with an 'ideal

typical' explanator§ structure, a standaréiség method of znalysis, a

legitimating ideology and a rhetoric of contrdl. " i
.Recently widespread dissatisfaction has developed with th
/ "
adequacy of thg model's explanatory power, the accuracy of descriptions

A - )
based on its procedures of: analysis, the'neutralising effects of its

. 5\ . . '
ideology and the-ingquity of its processes of controi (Bates, 1980a,

b

1980b; Charters, 1978; Erickson, 1979; Foster, 1980).

‘ Such dissatisfaction is not restricted to the field of edué@ticnal

administration but is also to_be ‘heard within the debate over

management science and public administration (Clegg and

Dunkerley, 1977; Denhardt and Denhardt, 1979; Foster, 1980; Wood and

Keliy, 1978). The is5ue at the heart of this debate is identified in *

Foster's assertion’ that:

A critical evaluation of management science and
administrative studies, including those pertinent

to education, reveals a peculiar weakness, where, . N
in the pursuit of scientific status, the cultural
ramifications of functioning organisations are

ignored.

(Foster, 1980: 12)




N

- .

It is the argument of tnis paper that recent challenges to.the
adequacy of scientific theory as a mc')de.lh for the analysis and pravctice

of eduéational administgatioﬁ are the precursors of something akin to

Kuhn*s identification of "a paradigm shift. It is'fdrther‘argued that

« >

this Shift will rapidly take us through fhe labyfinth'ﬁf loose=coupling -

toﬁards an alternative understanding of administrétion as cultqral

negotiation.

The Dominant Paradigm .

- h}

Qhé traditionally dominant paradigm of educational administration
has two faces. The first is turned towards the pursuit of a theory of
administration based on moéels_drawn from natural sciencé. The particular

1

features of this model emphasised by its advocates as.desirable criteria

which a scientific theory of educational administration should strive to meet

<
3

are éontqinéd in a number of.key ideas. These centre around ideals of a coherent

o N i

“and unified body of knowledge achieved through the impartial examination of

Ly

theoretical appfoachés to reality which can be checked through objéctive

rMeasurement ang observation conducted according to uuiversaliy accepted criteria

v R '

[

,of “truth and validity. Such ideas are argued by some as allowing the establishment

of an agreed set of axioms from yhicﬁ a complete}y:ggductive theoretical system

can be derived (Blalock, 1969; Griffiths, 1977; Hoy, 1978; cf. Bates, 1980a).
The pursuit of such a 'scientific’ model is continued by a number of .
academics but it is widely recognised that the quest for a scientific

theory of educational administration is collapsing both under the weight

. 2 ?

of ifs own pretqpsions and in the face of 'serious challenges in its

‘parent' field (Bates, 1980a; Griffiths, 1913; Halpin and Hayes, 1977).

The other face of the dominant modél seems unlikely, however, to . -
p )

sufier a rapid eclipse.- This second face is directed towards the

_achie§ement of a technology 5§_control. glthough couched in terms such

4

"o
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as scientific management . (Taylor, 1911) and justlfled through appeals . ;

-

to the logical positivism presumed to underlle scientlflc procedures
(8imon, 1965; March and Slmon, 1958) the major thrust of. theory in
.educational administration has been towarqs a technology of control

(Batés, 1980b; 1980c; Foster, 1980; Giroux, 1979; Pusey, 1980, 1981).
' Te, S 9 . -“ K

»

Indeed the dominant conviction of educational administrators supported. ‘

Ey such theory.seems to be that ‘tbe essence of being a good technocrat

is to exercise control' (Wolcott, 1977: 159). T

- .

Such control is represented in the literature as a purely cognitive

- -

v

activity where fact is separated from value, ends from means and a

o -

e neutrel ocbjectivity in decision making achieved (see Simon 1965; March

-~ and Simony'1958). In-essence the technological face of the dominant

-

administrative model is one derived From Weber's (1946) model of bureacracy. . °

It is however dissociated from‘Weber's caveat that far from being a

neutral activity the:

: bureacratisation of administration is deliberately :
L . connected with the, . . existlng groupings of power . - -
: ¢ - [whosetoncerns are] how to explolt-the specfat knowledge ) T e
. of experts without having to abdicate in their favour.

i1 . ) (Weber -in Gerth and.Mills, 1946: 235) .

_Such a model of administration not only ignores Weber's observation ’

[
v

. but, through 1ts clalm to neutrallty;dlsgulses and perpetuates partlcular

L3

[ hldden interests:

M ° . e o

While the interests behind the historical development - - ) e
of technocratic rationality are rather clear, it appears
that the historical roots of its more contemporary
versions have been forgotten. . .This form of social

. amnesia not only characterises .technocratic rationality

’ it also shapes the conditidns under which it sustains

- . itself.

-

(Giroux, 1979: 14)
The pervasiveness of technolpgical rationality is arqued to be a ’ L
¢ .
dominant feature of industrial and post-industrial sopieties (Habermas,

;968; Pusey, 1980, 1981). 1Its main features areorelated“to the dominance

of a pérticular epistemology (logical positivisu); a particular form of

s

5]




.

-

_ekpianpion'(Systéms theory); a particular system of production (capitalism)

.

and a particular form of debolitjcized social control (representative

(a0 . - ~6,

democracy) (Bates 1980b, 1980c; Bowers, 1978; Giroux, 1979; Habermas, 1968;

Popkewitz, 1978, 1979). o ¢

?

s As_far as administrative’structures ars concerned the main thrust

of technological rationality is towards a model bf organisation in which

the central feature: . .is the notion that complex social
systems can be synthesised from smaller socio-technical
units and"that they can be controlled in what they do.

-

o~ -

o~ : - (Ammentcrp, Popper aﬂB’Mqrris, 1979) *°

s

& T™he mechanism through which such control is exei'éised is that of =
hierarchy: ‘ ] ° —

Organisations like all systems huve a hierarchical.structure
. that resuylts from(factoring global objectives into a
hierarchy of more manageable sub-objectives, What we

view as organisational structure - the compartmentalisation
of the organisations resources, and the responsibility for,
athieving assigned objectives - represents an effort to
implement the results of the .factoring process.

(Emery, 1969; 21)

The logic of the approach is that of the factory where the
qucification,produciion and integration of various components in the \v
s 4 ©Q .

construction of a complex whole is the yésk of the organisation. As

Ammentorp, Popper and Morris point out,the coptrol structure is central

to the process.
How. . .control problems are attacked in manufacturing

organisations is easy enough to observe. Any complex L
product is thée result of many sub-~operations that,

in the final assémbly, appear as components. Each of .
these operations is capable of standing alone as a ‘
controllable activity. These sub-operations can

themseives dealt with as units that are organxsatlons

further :fractionated into components with an attenilng
-specialisation in the division of labour. It is here

that principles of resource allocation and control are

applied as management attempts to arrive -at a finished

product by some least-cost criteria. ’

(Ammentorp, Popper and Morris, 1980; 85)




" managerent of schooling. Adherence to the model™is widespread.

" The importation of this form of technological or systems rationality

into the'theory and practice of educational administration is a matter

L3

of historical record (Bates, 1980c; Callaghan, 1962~ Getzels, 1977; o

.Kitz, 1971, 1975; Tyacky 1974, 1977; Tyack and Hansot, 1980).. Its _ Co
° i y *
contemporary home is clearly in the political/administrative arena of . 4

accountability, evaluation and control (Apple, 1979; Bates, .198la; : v
Murphy, 1980; Spady and Mitchell, 1980; Wise, 1980). Metaphors drawn

from “the language-of.control theory are pexrvasive in educational

administration especially ‘those deriving from production models (see Taylor,

<

1980; . The model of technical production and control is ubiquitious and f

deeply seated in educational administration. J/

- ..
- °

The two faces of theory in the dominant paradigm of educational

- . 2

_administration - sc1entific prediction and technical control - meet

therefore in the importation of technclogical rationality into the

Challenges'to_its shpremacy are far more recent and have taken two

-distinct forms. The firét chaliange takes issue with ideological - ‘ :
implications of the model and maytwacalled, in a non-pejorative sense -~
‘the ideological_challenge. The second challenge takes issue with the

i
model's veracity as a description of educational systems and might well

b

be called the empirical challenge. Both challenges lead towards a theory

of educational administration based upon a cultural analysis of schooling.

The Ideological Challenge
- - &
* The ideological challenge to systems models of- technological
rationality in éducational administration is derived from challenges

to its underlying premises. For the most part these premises are being

challenged in the parent disciplines from which educational administration

=Z
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i has borrowed,

g' . : Flrstly,the eplstemqloglcal basxs of the model of science adopted‘

%
v *

* by educational admlnlstrators is under attack 1n the world of science,

~

A number of ph;losopherS'of scignce have recently cha;lenged the

adequacy of loglcal posxt;vxsm as an exclusive foundation for understandLng

the world (Feyerabend, 1975; Hanson, 1958; Kuhn, 1962; Lakatos and Musgrave,

.- L

1970; Polanyi, 1958; Polanyi and Prosch, 1975; Popper, 1963, 1972, 1976) . .

~The range of criticism is considerable as is the variety of alternatives
- advotated. These randge from a denial of the objectivify of science (fai;hyii

.1958) through a'positioncof conceptual relatiyism (Kuhn, 1962) to a position

—— -
N

of epistemological anarchism (Feyerabend, 1975). Others, while rejecting

.

3 " the ciaips of logical positivism to be an exclusive means to truth,also ' -

reject the extreme claims oi‘the epistemological relativists (Popper, 1962; -

ke -

Phillips, 1977; Toulmin, 1972). What is clear is that the epistemology iL'
which undgipins the paradigm of normal science on which many of the aétempts
to derive a écientific“theory of educational administation are based is

‘by no means as secure as was assumed,

~ .

Secondly;thé model of sysEems theory is under attack for its

§ssumption of consensus (which is frequently regarded as a gloss on the _ —
interests of dominant social groups), its emphasis on stability and
equilibrium (and thus its support of most fsfms of the status quo), and
above all for its model of sociéty as a selfrreguléting, esseptially_

technological rather than historical system (see Gouldner, 1976). The

dominance cf systems theory as a model of social events is regarded as

a 'negative utopia of technical control over history' (Habermas, 1971) in

N

which:
»Man appears not only as homo-~faber objectifying himself N
in his achievements and products, but as homo-fabricatus
totally integrated into his technical apparatus,

(McCarthy, 1978; 10-11)
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- ' *

. Indeed the integration of logical positivism with systems theory

leads to a specific social stance which gives ¢reat offence to manﬁ critics:

~

- implicit support for conservative social orders and an antipathy to chafge
* (Horkheimer, 1974).
Thirdly, critics have argued that underlying the principles of production’

in a capitalist society is a system of exchange which inevitably leads to

. <

the alienation of substantial numbers of individuals who are treatéd as
objects or inputs into a system of productionr rather than as people who
are capable of commural and historical activity. Moreover the pursuit

of prrfit as the fundamental objective of capitalism is argued to be

B}
k]

_increasingly difficult and po;entially in conflict with the democratic

- L4

spolitical institutions with which it has been historically associated

>

(Edwards, 1979; Habermas, 1976; Wright, 1978). The argument leads to

the fourth challenge. That is to the incompatibility of ideas of

participatory democracy with those of technically managed social structure. .
The 1egitimatnghfrisis produced b§ this conflict has been widely
discussed (Crozier, 1975; Gouldner, 1970, 1976; Habermas, 1976; Pusey,

1980, 198l). It revolves around the impqrtancé of human volition against

“N~ the emergence of something akin to Althusser's (1969, 1971) state apparatus.

It geems, therefore, that each of the major assupptions of scientific

educational administration is under attack on the home territory from

which it was drawn. Serious doubts maybe entertained therefore regarding

the adequacy of its assumptions and the legitimacy of its dominance of the

field. .

If the scientific components of educational administration are under

attack so are the educational tenets. A parallel educational critique is
developing which argues that the dominant rational/technical model of

-

control in education is based upon assumptions regarding:

E}

e T e A e e e
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. a) 'me law-like nature -of scientific propositions wh.iad'l

. -specify clearly relations of -cause and effect and”

. theréfore allow the possibility of technical control,

‘= - b) The objective nature of true knowledge and its . —

"neutrality in the face of human interests and needs and, .
c) A conception of' education which separates fact from

~value and employ~ models of inquiry which are functional
rather than.histoiical or social. .

-~

-

‘L (Bates, 1980: 9)

~ ~
.

Moreover, the net affect of such assumptions is argued 1;0 be the

construction of an administrative system devoted to the depoliticising
of cultural transmission, the denial ‘of the validity of certoin socigl
political and moral qnestions and the Erivi'alisation of socialisation

(see Anyon, 1979; Aronowitz, 1977; Bates, 1980c; Giroux,/ 1979, 19850;

! o
&

Popkewitz, 19 79, 1980) . ‘ .

£ )
Essentially the ideological c{’llenge to the Wj model of

scientific educational administration denies its objectivn'y, its

'neutrality in the face of competing 1nt;exests, and its logical adequacy..

.
. . hY

Theé claim for scientific status is seen in itself as an ideological claim
Yhich masks the buroaucratic and professional interests of adminis%rators
and mystifies thgir socitl and political interests (Bates, 1980b, 1980c;
Callaghan, 1962; Larson, 1977; Popkewitz, 1979). The major complaint

is that by treating schools as‘technical systems the predomingnt model

of educational administration -denies both the reality and ;alidiyy of *
the meanings, intentions and interests of the individuais who ;nhaoio
them. (Greenfield, 1973, 1975, 1979). 1In short it deniés people their-

<

culture.

The Empirical cnallenge

-

Curiously for a profession which legitimated its position and

power by appeal to science (whether it be the early appeals to scientific

*

management or later appeals to a prospective sc1ent1f1c theory of educational

v et e e et 2T
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N i .
vig apportloned between academics: . - & | = e
Bluntly the professoriate ihﬂeducational admlnistratlon N
- is just not interested in research-or in’the studx oﬁ; o .
" adm;nistratlon.

_organisation, the study of which would allow’ the development of sociological - @

T s - RS - N e fee e B . _ " o — - - o .5‘-.> - -
L ) e Ve, e . *
.

a . 4 -—
. .

adﬁ;nistrat{onJ&educationai idministration has-a lohg tradition of breast-

.
. - ° -

beatlng over the 1nadequac1es o£ its emp1r1cal base. Charters (r978),

3 .
pR

s . A -

lament ovér 'acres ‘of d1s301nted theoretlcally barren, non-cumulatlve and

downrlght shoddy studles' is perhaps the .most .colourful comment\ bat 1t

‘is w1dely supported by other rev1eWs of\the Hfie ld. -Iannoccone, (:; instance,
s, i
observes that the scleﬁtlsts-of eaucatronal admrnlstratron have 1

gely . E

produced studies whlch are methodolqglcally bad,.theoretlcally useless and
~ "" -

which are focussed on triv1a1 problems Cl973 J.&GS)r The critique is |

v

general (Erlckson, 1979; Halpln and Ha&es, 1977 I$megart, 1977). The blame

(Halpln \and Hayes, 1977;5280)

. . .
.- . . ; N A - . M .

and practitioners who: - 3. : .. -.
- LIRY ke P ‘ Al . ’ ~
Make 11ttle use of research tend not to read schdiarly

' publications and even inhibit researchers wanting to
tollegt data in the field. -

T , , {Immegart, 1977; 319) ’

a . . -

+ Indeed, the lack of a sbe ificzlly professional focus, of concern and .
‘ . A : < .

investigation is emphasiséd by Iannaccone's obse$wation that ip(g;erance

"for scholarship has lead educational admipistration research into ﬂeing

- . -

truly irrelevant' (1973; 58), Y _ -

With so small a commitment to empirical research it ﬁay well be \
historical%y surprising that an empirical challenge to the dominant paradigm

could Pe mounted. The historical roots of this challenge lie in the emergence,
/

not of an administrative theory of schooling, but ir the sociological analysis
of schools which developed during the 1950's .(see Hoyle, 1969, 1973). Schools:

were /taken in this research as exemplars of a particular kind or form of

theories of organisations. Indeed as Corwin (1967) put it 'sociologists

-

o - .
[were] beginning to appreciate the, relevance of educational organisations for -

extending and testing theory'. The initial result of such studies were

’ 13
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- . N f
. of such studies was the:recognition that schools were only imperfect

.In this respect the essential qﬁestions was :

-

*ERIC” Ry \ 12 -

apalyses of schools in terms éf Weberian bureaucratic models (Goslin, 1965; ﬂ
. . . : i
Musgravé, 1968) -or Parsonian systems models (see Miles, 1968)., The outcome |

¥

i;lustrat_ion«} of the modé]_.s (Hoyle, 1973). -
: . R N\
v There was a distinct temptation for administrators to use the results
— - * -
of these empirical desc¥iptions of schools to 'improve' them by encouraging

the devélopment of more éystema@ic.prbcesses of: . o~
a .’ goal clarification (i?’th% face of evidence regarding the \
le ‘multiple, vague and cqﬁflictful;ﬁature of school geals)
? b internal ‘integraticn” {in response té evidence of the lack
N of co-ordination between grganisational members)

c .task a&comélishment (where* the technology and -means of

.
S

accomplishment were vague, private and uncertain), and

d ®adaptation'(wheré the links vetween school and mmnnunitf N

made the school vulnerable and défeﬁsive).
' r . 8

L)

a

Do we' undérstand the essential processes of schools
well enough to start improvement programs that have
a reasonable chance of becoming self-operative and
self-developmental?

* % (Miles, 1968; 146) /
. . N . u\/
The link between organisational analysis and school improvement based

-

upon convergence of practice with model was clear. Schools, in this view,
. K
weke still organisations yhdﬁepurpasa was to co~ordinate the technical
3 ‘.

work of ecucation and they were frequently criticised for their failure .
‘ .

to manage this work efficiently. This point is made clearly by Meyer,.

-

Scott and Deal: < . . o

wWitt. few exceptions sociaf’;esearche;s-have examined schools.: .
-from the vantage point offered by the technical theory . . o
of organisation. The standard social science portrait
of the schools which emerges is of ‘weak and “ineffective
organisations with little internal rational drganisation
of work, little capacity to produce useful” effects as
measured by student performance, and little ability to
defend._themselves from environmental intrusions.




. To a few, the schools seem to be frauduleht organisations;

i% - o " to others they are classic examples of orgapisational . -
3{“ "¢ o ineptitude. PN ] . ' : i
E‘ x(_ ‘. ’ ' . ’ ’ ‘ .’ ‘. . ;
- (1980: 6) . - T SR
i ~ - .- . % ’ - ’ B
?{ . It has recentiy.been.sugggsted‘however'that rather than the model . . §

s being satisfactory and schools dilatory and inéfféctive it might be the

3 . >
moe T 34

case that as a framework for the analysis. of schools the. bureaucratic model .
of rationally-integrated systems is inappropriate. Schools’ may in fact . .:- 4

be dafrerent kinds of organisations. o e L.

v - N v - ’
‘ .
.

>

e F: \ ‘In support of this view. it is possible to point to a growing body

vals « e .

L of work in the ethnography of schooling which sits uncomfortably with the”

.
s e

\gominant o&ganisational view. Studigs of schools such as those of Cusick . AR
e T . &
o, o~(197-3~,- 1980) , Jackson (1968)

[ad k:
PRV TS ..«,.:.

Mercurio (1972), Sarason%(1971, 1972)- .

M |

Lt Sharp and.Green (1975), Smith and. Keith (1971) , willis (1977), Wolcutt . -
}: . (19771, and Woods® (1979) for exa@ple are diffieult to accommodate within

the traditional;paradigm. They do’ not for instance,provide evidence of - P

< X . . .

characteristic hierarchical strﬁctures, of well-developed divisions of - ’

>
-

.labour;.of systematic control by rules, of impersonal relations or steady . -
progress through an occupational hierarchy vhich bureaucratic models of
. organisation suggest. They'do not, in effect, appear to be such tightly
integrated systems as éither advocates or critics of the systems model of ‘ . x §

L)

.ﬁeduqationai administration sﬁggest.

. TN e ewr

4 o MY

An-Alternative Model: Loose. Coupling .- . o

° R -, (. . “ . ’
- - - f . 2,

Tt was precise}yuthis_difficulty;ih_educational organisation theory~ 4
f{i, _ to which Weick (iﬁ?@) addressed the‘{sensitising concept' of 'loose coupiing'.

- ‘ The virtue of-the'conCept'liea,in its possible reduction of the blindness “'}
.' :inducgd'b{ the  dominant paradigm

.. ’ N N - 3
3 <o %




> <

?‘w~———-~————0rganisations -ag’ loosely coupled systems may not have e
i :been ; :3een before -because nobedy- believed in the or
. could afford to. believe in them. It is conceivable
> that preoccupation with: rationalised, tidy, efficient
; -co-ordinated structures has_blinded many practitioners
O ‘as well as researchers to some' of the attractive and
o unexpected properties of “less rationalised and less
tightly related clusters of events.

©

(19~76 : 3)

The idea of loose coupling is gradually passing into the literature

(Corwin, 1976; 'Fietler, 1980; Pajack, 1979; Weick, 1980; Willower, 1979).

»

It seems to be a useful concept for promoting the search for alternative

L]

models of organisations and for their differentiation into a taxonomy based

. 8

“upon. recognition .of major differences in their form and rationale.

e . -

fgietler (1980), for instance, argues that coupling‘can be used as one element

that distinguishes bureaucratic (tightly coupled) organisztions from

voluntary (un-coupled) organisations with loosely coupled organisations

(such as schools) located at some point in between.,

—~7 . Such an adAption of the loose-coupling metaphor might well assist

in the development of conparative studies of organisations or indeed of

a oomparative analysis of the effects of tight and looke coupling on both
4 a2 . .

internal and external activities of schools and on pupils and staff. This

development might assist the achievement of more accurate empirical

-
-~

descriptions and explanations of educational organisations, but hardly seems

-~

powerful enough to provide a convincing alternative to the technical model
described above. : -

“ . The availability of the coneept has, however, allowed and encouraged the

B Y A T S )

development of;an alternative explanation of -educational organisations as R

t

o . representative of institutional structurés based upon-and legitimated by

ideas quite different from those of the governing technical paradigm. The

PG crucial distinction between organisational types has been argued to be that »{

between technical organisation and institutional organisation (see Meyer and

-

Rowan, 1977; 1978; Meyer, Scott and Deal, 1980).

- 14 | o
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_Tpe-distinction they make is one between organisations whose structures
arise from the need for the control of technical flows and .those concerned

with legitimation of their activities in response to external demands. The

former technical otganlsation is characterised by tight internal coupling

] and loose external coupling. The latter, 1nst1tut10nal, organisation is

characterised by loose internal coupling but tight external coupling. In i
s N * .

effect: .
L ud

. The technical organisation faces towards its technical
core and turns its back toward'the environment. The
institutional organisation turns its back on its

- technical core in order to concentrate on confotmity
to its institutional environment.

PR ¢

:1

T (Meyer, Scott and Deal, 1980; 3)

Evidence is provided by Meyer, Scott and Deal of three characteristics

of schools which support their definition as institutional rather than

.

technical organisations. They point, for instance, to the wide degree of

disensus..between superintendents and principais and principals and their
h Y

i
H
i

staff regarding the interpretation of educational pol{cies:

‘ fuperlntendents and.principals in the same district showed
no special inclination to agree on explicitness of polic1es
and principals showed no special agreement with teachers
in their own schools in describing school policies.

o

(Meyer, Deal and Scott, 1980; 10)

similar evidence is provided by Bates (1971), Gross and Herriott (1965),

and J. Meyer et al. (1978).

.
-

Secondly Meyer Deal and Scott argue that schools “conform with
institutional requirements of a ritualistic nature such as acdcreditation,
credentialism, grading and curricular standardisation. Few of “hese

'institutional rules' relate directly to the effectiveness of instruction,

-

but conformity to the rules”legitimates*theischool in the eyes--of its. ..

4

environment. Indeed:

Schools which are in any way suspect in terms of their

legitimacy or accreditation status suffer drastlcally
lowered survival prospects irrespective of what evidence

. = they have regarding their instructional effectiveness.
(1980; 13)

[ had
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Thi’rély, whil;e rex;naining stabl;g in terms cf t';he broad «r:}t';ug;l.istic
ca%agori;s of the-;nstitutional rules, -schools are highly. responsive to
their local environments (p. 14). This may be a particular charaéteristic
of United States schools related to their localised political and finan;ial

structure, but the bandwagon effect of continuous educational innovation

derivative of currently fashionable or progressive trends is not unknown

elsewhere. v

Finally, Meyer, Deai and Scott argue that typically higher degrees of N
local suppért for schools from both .parents and students are based upon -
a<combination of confqrmity with institutisnal categoriés and rules ('ours
" ¢is a proper schocl of course') dgd the dynamics of (frequently gosmetic? e
inhovation. such criteria of evaluation are frequently preferred over the
effectiveness of the schoqls technical performance.

‘The picture that emerges is one of schools legitimizing their _
activities not in terms of technical effectiveness but_in terms of ,J
a) institutional rituals which indicate conformity to broad cultural norms
and categories; b) the public presentation of ifinovations as indicatoré of

energy and purpose and c) the cultivation of satisfaction and suppert in
- <

their local constituencies. These mechanisms are argued to ‘buffer' the

school against external technical control of their instrnictional processes.

c

Indeed evidence exists of the low-level of standardisation of instructional

and curricula processes in échools (Bidwell, 1965; Cusick, 1980; Lortie,,1§73)z
of the'inactivity of administrativg controi systems (Dornbusch’ and Scott, .
1975); of low levelsqof-sﬁrvival of educational iunovations. (Pitman, i980;

Popkeritz,;et al, 1980; ‘Rowan, 1977). As Meyer Deal and Scott argue:
Organisations as highly institutional environments organise*
arourd their core institutional elements with managers
buffering their technical core from close regulation or

” ‘inspectici of either—technical-activities-or-work-outputs.

P ¢

(1980; 25) o
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In short the tight coupling of internal elements typical of the
technical organisation is contrasted.with the loose coupling of -

institutional organisations., Simultaneously the technical <

hed

. R < 7
organisation is argued to be "loosely coupled from its surroynding

<

environment while the institutional organisation is tightlyﬁéoupled with

it. ) \

Towards an Understanding of Cultural Coupling -_

This argument is convincing as far as it goes but itiappears that
‘comparisons petween various éypes of coupling is not only a matte{ of degree °
but also a matter ofrkind. For instance, technical organisations may have
;1gﬁt coupling of internal elements df the kind advocated by Ammentorp,

Popper and Morris (1979), Emery, (1969), Simon (1965) or Taylor (1911), and
institutionalooréanisations may have tight external coupling of the kinds
suggested hy Meyer (1979), Meyer and Rowan (1977,—13;5), and Meyer Scott and
Deal (1980). But the nature of this coupling in technical organisations
appears to centre around 'rational’ d;mands and the coupling in institutional
organisations arougd ‘cultural? de;ands. ' One might therefore talk Aot only
of ioose and tight coupling but also of rational and cultural coupiing.
ﬁational coupling is required, for instance, where the specification of
unit relations Qithin a control structure is the typical form of
organisation. Legitimation of the structure i; by appeal to criteria of
effigiency and effecﬁiveness[ané the link to the external environment is a.
loose economic one. On the other hand, cultural coupling refers to the‘

cﬁaracterist;c attempts of institutional orgaﬁisations to employ myths,

metaphors and ceremonial categories as processes of coupling between their

components—and-with their environment, Legitimation of their activities is

made through appeals to propriety, service and means.
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. . If the rational/cultural distinction i's added to the tighf)loose

,diskinétioﬁ it may be po;sible to overcsme some of tﬁé diféiculfies';f the
exclusiVe reliance on the;tight/ldose image. It is, for instance, possible
that sqme school'systems.are indeed becoming more highly coupléa ingérnally
ds a .result of particular gnvironmental requirements. As Wilkes et al
(1979) argue,the combined effects of centraliéétion and program evaluatidn
requirements may well be leadigg to tighter coupling of both external

s

relations and internal processes. 'Spady and Mitchell (1980) argue

sim@larly that the competéngy movement is already bringing about tighter
coﬁpling éf the internal elements of schools, moving instructional,
curricula and evaluation procedures towards a more systematic and therefore
legitimate style. Interpretation of these trends .simply in terms of tighter

.

or looser coupling\lgadg to some confusion, for essentially what seems to be
takin;jgiace is not only changes in the degree of coupling but also chanaes in
the style i.e. a shift from cultural céupling in,those schools towards more
rational coppling. Thus the internal processes of schools are being subject

to the l:at%onalisation' process already existent in technical organisations.
There is therefore both a shifg\in the degree and in the nature of couplings
of the i~ternal processes .of schools. Sim;larly;it coﬁld be - argued tha£ the
external ébupling of schooling is also being subjected‘to shifts. Not, in
this case,‘in terms of the degree of coupling for, if Meyer, Scott and Deal

are corfect, schools are already tightly coupled with their environments.
Ratlier, the nature of the coupling is altgring from a cultural coupling
defined in terms of ggnekalised‘cu;tural norms, rituals, ceremonies and
?atggorieg of meaning towards a rational/technicﬁl ﬁefinitién of the c&léural

requirements of schools.

Thiy latter shift from wider cultural requirements to narrower

technical requirements in schools can also be.interpreted as a form of

-
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e cultural shift 'where the rational coupling being demanded of the schools
L M . N a .. - . 1 . 2
by their environments is part of the wider rationalisation of society along

technical lines (Gouldner, 1976; Habermas, 1971, 1972, 1976). A distinction
needs to be made, therefore, between rational coupling as a technicalaform
of oréanisation and rationalisaéion as a legitimating ideology of cultural
coupling. There are,of course, strong iinks'between the ideolog§ of
rationalisation and the technology of rational couéling. ‘Similarly;howeveg . N
there are strong links between a broader view of culture and history aﬁ;\\\\ ;5
. : ~ :
the appropriate forms of the orxganisation of institutional life; ' !
it would-Seem useful therefore, to extend thé‘two dimensions of
analysis_proposed by ngxg{ Scott and Deal - tight/loose coupling.ﬁnd
internal/exte;nal coupling -to includg a third dimension, culturai/rational
coupling wﬁefe thg former refers to the processes'of cultural justifiéation ':?
including norms, values and ideologies as they are mediated through
netaphérs, myths, rituals ceremonies. and aest fetics, and where thé latter
refers to the rational structuring of activity} according to processes of
integration and systematisation legitimised bY principles of efficiency
and effectiveness.

Schools clearly.exibit various degrees of tight and loose, internal

and external, cultural and rational coupling&depgndihg upon their circumstances,

'\
i

composition and environment. The descriptiop of schools in such terms is

therefore an empirical matter. If however our examination of schools is to

-
N b

in any way account for the richness and complexity of the couplings in

e

which schools engage, a purely rational (technical) approach must be eschewed.
For, if as Meyer and Rowan (1977, 1978) :argue, the schools should be properly

- «
regarded as ritualised institutions dependent upon myth and ceremony for their

legitimation and co-ordination, and if the present'argument regarding the

® cultural dimensions of articulation and legitimation is conceded, a purely

technical understandi.g of schools focussed on the specification®and control ° -

«

of 'infimal units' will be incomplete and misleading. The cultural dimensions

ey C
o ‘

"’\.‘ Fd




e NBw ey E s ow S . ia .o

- of belie%,,aspiration, understanding and ééﬁmunication;as they are realiséd

'through‘metaphor, myth, ritual, ceremony and performance, must also be included

T e —

in any full analysis of schools (Bates, 198la, 198lb, Bates et al, 1981;

Beyer, 1977; Codd, 1981; Eisper, 1976, 1979; Grumet, 1980; Jenkins, 1970;

RGN Pan A tag 7 waAT o T

Wilcox, 1980; Willis, 1978).

Coupling-and the Administrator

Le -

Coupling is not, then, simply a technical process that can be thought of
as tight or loose or as occuring internally or externally. The cultural
dimensions of coupling which are especiallyhimportant in what Meyer Deal and
Scott call institutional organisatioss imply cultural judgements ana t£a - -
arbitratién pf,integests. As Hodgkinson (1978) points'out, such activities
are inevitably part of the processes of'administration. Appeals to a‘gcience
- or technology Sf ad&inistration which is value free,(technicai, depoliticized
and rational deny both the logic and cultural understanding and the day-to-day
experience of administrators. Indeed, the activity of administrators can be
'a;,well analysed from a cultural‘perspective in térms of their rituals, myths,
ceremonies, metaphors and stratifications as through any systems aqalysis on
s inp;F, thropghput and output. Indeed it seems prébable that the work of
? administratorscannot be understood without consideration of such matters, for
the whole idea of cultural coupling suggests that administrators may be ’
., _figures in the negotiation of competing cultural viéwg»into the structuie of

o s

the school. Studies of administrative cultures such as those conducted

[ .

by Gallagher, 1973; Herriott and Gross, 1979; Rist, 1978; smith and Pohland,.

1974; spindler, 1963; and Wolcott, 1973, 1977, iﬂdicage the iﬁpdrtance of the

L o

values, assumptions and beliefs of administrators in negotiating with various

»

;' other cultural groups.

°

I Clearly, various cuitural grpups are coupled with schoo%s and

a . e

»

their administrative cultures in a variety of ways. Intellectual, class, .

o ethnic, religious and sexual sub-cultures are, for instance, coupled with schools

ERIC 20




through administrative culgufés which mediate these couplings apd provide
a framéwork of sanctions whereby some coublings»are legitimised and others
de-légitimisea (Burlinghame, 1980). Adﬁinistration is therefore as much

. ; rhetorical activity as a technical.oﬁe, directed towards the mediation

3‘ of cuitural reprqd;ction thr6ugh the coupling of the internal culture

of fﬁg schools with specifig external cultures. This process is both

. a generalised process (in as much as it is subject to (coupled with)

géneralised political and institutional processes) and a localised

Process in terms of specific couplings with particular social, ethnic,

rellglous, sexual, aesthetlc and 1ntellectual cultures available

.

through the multlp;e memberships held by people constltuting the

-~

internal culture and external context of particular schools.
Such a view However requires a different_undérstanding on the part_
of administrators: a major shift from emphases on efficiency and effectiveness
and technical procedures of resource alloéation,,prescription, evaluation
and control towards an understanding of ‘the cultural asjects ~f schools
as social systems. In effect this also demands a shift in t£e criteria
E *  of legitimation of administrative activity away from legifimation by appeal
to the nythology and rituals of business towards legitimation by appeal

to educational criteria. What might such a shift entail?

Educational Administration and the New Sociology of Education

over the past deéade,both in England and -the Unite% States as well as
. . in Europe, many of the struc;ures and processes of educafional systems
have been subjeét to careful scrutiny by a new generation of sociologists.
. The main objective of these sociologists was to.augstion préviously '

unquestioned assumptions lying behind the investigation of educational

act1v1t3es (see Bates, 1980d, 1981c; Esland, 1971; Young, 1971). C(Central

— ; - — — e e e el
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to thelr perspective are a series of questioﬁs concerning whose particular

-~

interests are served by a particular educationzl practices and how -
educational practices might be altered to broaden (or’lndeed transform).
the nature of the interests presently incorporated in educational practice..

-Central to. their argument was the assertion that: 2
How a society sclects, classifies, distributes, transmits "
and evaluates the'Eﬁucational knowledge it considers to
be. public reflects both the distribution of power and the

< principles of social control. ’

(Bernstein, 1975; 85) N -

1+ Thus, it was argued, that significant parallels betv=en.social and

educational structures were supported in schools through the imposition

of the culture of dominant sacial interests, whether they were e

~lass~based (Bernstein, 1975; Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977), or the result
: ”

of economic (Bowles and Gintis, 1976), or technical (Apple, 1979) dominance.

Schools were seen to be not only serving a technical funciion in
the production of certain skills and behaviours but a’so confering

continuities in social status and legitimising particular forms of social
. Y Lo

4
order. Crddely\put,schools were seen as preserving the status quo and .

‘the extension of dominant social interests rather than as adencies of .

social reform. Ir this sense the new sociology of education, though

beginning from,somewhat different'premises,ﬂas a great deal in -common with
a tradition of educational ethnography in the United States which has:

Been conducted on the basis of a 'general set of .
orienting assumptions about the nature of cultural S
transmission and the role of schools in society.
Thé orienting statements which have guided research
have been extremely important in that they have AL 4
_consistently contradicted the dominant technocratic -
approach to education. ' )

, P .

,éﬁ (Wilcox, 1980; 65) v

* o

r -

The corollaries of the argument of both the new socioloqy'of education

and educational ethnogfaphy are significgﬁu~in their recognition that

. - 22 : A

.
* -

ehucationwsystems—are~typically-neither_trulngducaéive (in that they deay
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" access éo certain kinds of knowledge aﬁdolearning to particulér social

; ' . groups.=- working class, minority ethnic groups and women.for instance) ~
nor truly just (in that both resources and benefits axe'concentxated on

;: tﬁe already privileged at the.expense o% ghe disadvantaged). The basic
arguments and evidence érovided by the new sociologists of education

have transformed the nét&re of debate in the sociology of educqtion from

a narrowly empirical science towards a broader social science which incorporates ‘
the stﬁdy of igeology, domination and iegitimation into its analysis of

particular situations (Giroux, 1980a; whitty, 1980).

< This transformation is not without its significancg for educational .

‘ \administration. For if educational administration is, as is argued ;bove, ' ’ ;
a process of negotiating cultural claims and their leqitimation within the

culture of the school, then the analysis of such issdes is a necessary

L= -

i o
background to administrative action,

-~ Cultural Negotiation, Message Systems and Administratly -ower

-

Current debate in the sociology of education centres around detailed
analysis of the three fundamental message systems of the schcol: curriculum, o
: pedagogy, and évalqation.

Curriculum detines what counts as knowledge; ‘pedagogy
defines'what counts as valid transmission of knowledge;
. and evaluation defines what counts as valid realisation
o of this knowledge on the part of the pupil.

o ) : (Bernstein, 1975; 85) - ‘

.o Each of thes; message systems can b2 treated in a purely technical manner
wherehy the ‘;elevance' of knowledge the '‘efficiency' of transmission and -
the 'accdracy' of measurement are. the criteria of administrative evaluation.
Alternatively, and this is tie tas£ both sociologists and ethnogfaphe}s-have
undertaken, the.messaée systems can be 'unpacked' and the culturél content

» -

the systems of stratification, the nuances of meaning and communication can
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be il;uminatéd and the principles:of control implicit in their structure

can be'exbosed. Considerable progress is being made in the analysis-

of various curricula message systems (hpple; 1979, 1980% Bernstein, 1975;
- Giroux, 1979, 1980a, 1980b); in the analysis of pedagogy (Anyon, 1979, 1980; .

Esland, 1971; Popkewitz, 1979, 1981; Young, R, 1979, 1980) and the e)gamination°

<

of evfluation (Broadfgot,.1979, 1980).
-y

The issues raised bi'such an analyses of these message systems and

-

their operation in schools speaks dixectly to the task of the administrator

in assisting the adjudigation and legitimation of various cultural couplings
i -within the school and between the school and its various competing extexn§1

- P ‘-} ' M .
cultures. In this respect it is well to acknowledge Hodgkinson's observation,

’

.

that: . ) .
- Administration is a value-laden,even value-saturated
enterprise. The conventional wisdom would sustain .
this, no rractical administrator would deny it.

—

(1978; 122)

But the advantage of a model of cultural coupling goes beyond the

°

re~-establishment of links between administration and moral and social
philosophy. It also presents a theoretical perspective within which the
S long-standing divergence of administrative theory from the practice of

educational adrinistration can be reconciled. Moreover, it presents a theoretical

.

perspective which avoids the sterility and irrelevance of the pursuit of

o
’ v S

the 'completely deductive theoretical system® -proposed by members of-a

»
o -

scientific theory -movement in educational administration (see Bates, 1980).
~ ' M
An administrative theory of cultural coupling can, for instance,be

securely located within the theoretical traditions of cultural .anthropology

»

and the rnew sociology of eaucatidn, both of which perspectives offer tools
. - ’ - o
for the analysis of school°culture and activity. Thus a secure thecretical
. p .
foundation can be layed which is tied to the cultural character and purposes

of education rather than the narrower concentration on system efficiency

and effectiveness implicit in the rationalised model of educational systems.

TERIC -
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Moreover because of the incorporation into these,theoretical perspectives

of iasues in eplstemology (Bates, 1980a, Freanan and- Jones,_1980), aesthetics

(Beygr, 1977; Bowers, 1977, 1980; Vulliamy, 1978) and social and-polltical
. phllosophy”(ﬂodgklnson, 197§, thtty and Young, 1976;-Young and Whitty,

1977) there 1s a d1st1nct possibility of a development of a coherent and -

NI

° comprehensive critical theory of admi stratlon whlch goes well beyond the
nis

. .narrow bounds and taken for granted assumpt*ons of p051t;vist approaches . .
) - A .- .
to a science of educational administration.
The cultural analyses on which such a critical theory might be ST : z

3' based are also likely tio be closer to the lived experience of brincipals

and educators whose day-~to-day activity is a béntinuing rou~d of adjudication
_ C ‘. -
" ,and legitimation of competing claims and values {Cusick, 1980; ortiz, 19803

3

"

*Wolcott, 1973, 1977). Moreove¥ if the curricular, pedagogical, and evaluative °

-

da

message-systems of the séhools are taken as the focus of such dultutai//J

negotiations, and the culture of the administrator seen as a mediating

structure in such neéotiationsywe,mighx also meet the criticisms of Erickson

. -~

(1979)that the study of educatioral administration ha?'large;y ignored atters -

such as the organisation of instruction, the organisation:of pedagogy- and

their relation to student outcomes. One of the results of such an analysis

E

might be a better understanding of the limits as well as the uses and abuses

of administrative power (Erickson, 1972), We<might even begin to understand
the cultural basis of the' legitimation of such power and its relation to -

&

the processes of cultural negotiation in which the administrator is

inextricably bound.

- ¢ L
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