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‘Abstract : 3
s : : : ’

Principais ean influence instruction by working tnrough the linkages
that govern'teache; behaviot. This paper focuseS‘on identifying thege
linkages, the ways in which they afﬁect instruction, and”hew th%y:are affected L
by actions of the_principal. We diatinguish t?o kinds of linkages: bureau-.
cratic and cultutalr yée provide-an explanation ef both, giving particular
attention to cultural'linkages. C ’ | ' . ‘” i
| The contribution of the high school principal to the improvement,of
instruction is complicated by the fact that high schools are more loosely
linked than elementary schools. Yet, past research has attended egtensively’
to, bureaucratie ligkages without analyzing cultural linkages. It is arguedf
that the high' school principal has access to weak 1 nkages of both kinds. .
_AThe task for the principal is to consistently emgloy the full range: of E
‘.linkag!b through a multitude of major and minor actions to generate 8

‘common_purpose and effect in the school. ’ h Ce \-

- : . ' 4
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US}NG BUREAUCRATIC AND CULTUR . ‘ES TO IMRPOVE/ENSTRUCTION.
. THE HIGH 'SCHOOL F- ‘S CONTRIBUTIUN
'\ - . .
- . . i
How do secondary principals influ. - e instructional work of their

@ K} . '\.:
.8chools? Remarkably lictle pttention ha. 'v.n given to ‘his topic {Green-

field 1982). Genérallf. studies o(ﬂadministrators examine their attitudes
) ~— .

-

s and“traits with little attention to showing how‘those factors, or others,

ianUence the outcomes of schooling (Brjc. < 1982). A long tradition of

EY

orgapizational research suggests that schools are loosely linked organiza-

tions that provide linited means for prineipals ro influence teachers work
N

(Bidwell 1965 Weick 1976). However, recent research on effective .
schools auggests that in some cases the principal can make an important
. contribution t.~znstruction (see e. g., Brooknver. Beady. Flood, Schweitzer,'
- - and Weisenbacker 1979 Wellisch MacQueen, Carriere, and Dhick 1978)
The contradictions between - these two bodies of research may be resolved

, by paying atti?tidh to a broader array of 1inkage meehanisms in schools.
- & - .

, Linkages are those mechanisms in schools that coordinate the \ctivities

of people who work there (Rosenblum and Louis 1981) ~This paper argues
N—

that principals can identify }inkages to or among . teachers that are tight

L 4

_or can be tightened a?:;;se them»tovinfluence instructidn. While agreeing .

that high schools are )sely linked organizations ~- in fact, more\loOsely

- 2

linked than elementary gchools - it suggests that principals have a wider

!

range of linkage mechanisms available to them than- has been recognized in
s . .
the past, Theséiinclude not only the more commonly recognized bureaucratic

1inkages, but also a set of cultural linkages. ’““*"““f“. o
I s
I ' This paper btiefly describes the concept of linkage in-schools and
SR A \

argues that preyious studies have attended too much to bureaucratic

N
, i . -~

X . 7 o .
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" * 1linkages and too little to cultural ones. Next, the paper discusses hou

bureauoratic and cultural linkages work aud can be manipulated by secondary

. (4
. principals. Bureaucratic linkages.create or‘limit opportunities for certain

LY

- . ! . L]
o kinds of action. They can be modified through formal decisions. Cultural

linkages affect the way teachers (and students) think about ﬁheir work Such-

linkages are changed by the principal s symbolic activity. .Sometimes the .

.

. "same principal act1vity, such as the allocation of funcs . ta»instruction or

the design of the extracurriculum, can have implications/éor ‘both bureaucratic .

*

and cultural linkages., We conclude by drawing implications for research and

e s current practice. .
‘ -. ) - : T . . a : - - ~
e p o Linkages in Elementary and Secondagy Schools * ®
it Heick (1976) provides the fullest discussion'of the concept of linkage

or coupling anl Pffers a range of definitions of coupling or linkage.-

-

Genenally, these concern the coordination of individuals in organizations
.o , 4 ) . . . ) ) & .
. ) (Fosenblum and Louis 1981). In the simpiest form, linkages are tight - : .
. * . : - . e ’

7when the activity of person A leads to some kind of activity by person B.
- Bere linkage connotes responsiveness.' Such linkages come to pass through

" - comhunication, persuasion, the use of sanctions, or ‘even the movemént on

+ an assembly 1ine. They are. short-term and direct(/.In other situations,

1inkage may connote predictability. That is, person A has considerablé

assurance‘that person B will behave in a certain way. Schedules,rrules, "

nprms, Calues,.and goals a11 promote this kind of 1inkage. While the

’

tightness of such linkages varies, they tend to be looser than the"first

kind. In this case the time between the'action and the linked response’
~ ) )

-
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may  be longer and the connection may be less direct, but the shaping of

‘re e can last for a longer time. . , _ g
. - \ . y
There is a general consensus that in comparison to other organizations

/ aehools are"Iooser linked‘(Corwfn 1970; WGiek 1976). While there isrr

some ambiguity* abopt what the full range "of. relevant 1inkfge mechanisms may
] v

. * . be, most’ commentators focus on the .lack of strong bureaucratic ties,

eapecially through the weak formal hierarchy in schools (Miles 1981). Fex

e L 4

instance, Meyer and Rouan (1978) describe hov s%hools are designed so the

1nstructional enterprise is decoupled from the formal structure. Bidwell

(1965) speaks of the structural 1ooseness of schools, meaning that teachers

v

work autonomously!_unohserved by superiors as well as colleagugs. They
‘are hidden "behind the classroom door," as Goodlad and Klein (1970) put
it. Lortié\(1969) provides an illuminating analysis of the zoning of

control that gives teachers discretion over day-to-day, in-class instruc-
. ¢ )
ional decisions and give% principals diicretion over long~term decisions
» \
N affecting resource allocation and related matters.1

) Bureaucratic‘and Cultural Linkages' S o -

) 13\“ .
, The challenge offered by Weick (1976) in. his discussion of loose ’

'; coupling is ‘o identify the range of 1inkage mechanisms that -integrate and’
P4 I S

AY
1 -

coordinate activity 1n organizations. That reqsfres moving beyond just a
, , \ _ : o .
focua on bureaucratic linkage. This paper extends the notion of linkages

. . .‘by expanding the term to include cultural as well as bureaucratic linkages.

’
. i

N

¢ L4

1Some of these "related matters” may actually be decided outaide the achool
.altogether as, for instance, when curriculum and textbook decisions are '
~made in the district office.. For a discussion of how principals cope with
district‘influence‘sje Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz. & Porter—Gehrie (1981). .

v
>

w
o




This section outlines the differences between these linkages. ~Special -

- P} -

. attention is given .tg cultural linkages because they have received less
. ) y * S
attention “in the past. SRR - '/\ﬁof :
. . Bureaucratic linkages are the formal, enddring arrangementsﬁwithin«

an organihationtthat allow it to operate; These insliNe the roles, rules.
procedufes ,and authority relatibns that/Ranson, Hinings, and Greenwood

€1980) refer to as the "prescribed fram@hork" of the organization. the ~
purpose of these linkages. as expressed by Webe; (1947). is to contiol the ~
9,.\ <
) behavior of organizationai members. Attention to the. pregcribed framework

. alo a; however. offers a limited, static view of the organization which
assumes that formal arrangements determine behavior (Turner 19Z7) This
view igno;é% a great deal of the activity in organizations that shapes how

. individuals in the organization interact. The prescribed framework must, be

< »

. periodically renegotiated (Strauss 1979). It is frequently violated,~

- 2 ’

sometimes for the organization s own good (Dalton 1959). ‘and it is

-

i ntionally recreated on occasion through reorganizations that cannot be

-~

und&rstood simply with reference to that. framework alone . (Ranson, Hinings.

P

and Greenwood 1980) ‘£>‘ ' S ' W

s The prescribed framework is one means of coor&iﬁating the activities

“of a school staff, but it shapes only. some of the bedaviors of individuals.’
e

While that frameuork is looéb the activities of the school still continue

‘ in a higblv patterned'and regular way (Meyer and Rowan 1978), The stabilicy*
: °
of activity patterns stems from the linkage mechanisms that shape ‘them. One

of the most important of .these linkages is the organizationfs culture.
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' .

Culture refers to the subjective side of the Qrganization (Smircich

N v )
1983) . More specifically, a culture is the ‘system of publicly and collec-:
! - s

tive}i}a§c€ptad meanings for the activities of a group df people E
‘(Pett;ﬂyeg 1979)'.2 .Analysis df 5n organizatidnal cultdre will fpcus on
;hree'areag: itS'coﬁtent, which refers to thg-meanings that are #hared; the
means of dehotidé the culture through symbols, sqgrieS;,and_ritu;ls; and

the qommuniéation.networks th#t alldw for tne négotiééian of shareda'

-characteristics that are most appropriately vithed as bureaucratic lin-

kageq.‘The:e has been a recent growth iﬂ iﬁteres; in the cultural side in

. organizational studies (Smircich 1983). Culture can be an important

linkage mechanism. Deal and Kennedy (1982) speak of it as the'glué that
holds 6iganizétiqns together, but others nofe’that organizational
subcultures can éreaté bfbblemg'for internal cooréination (Gregory 1983,

Riley 1983).

Because cultureé'often.arise«naturally in organizations, they may not

1

. be considered one'of the linkage mechanj$ms at the disposal of managers
. # R « ™ L.

such as principals. However, one view.of the manager'}k}eadership’reSpon-

gibility is that.the main task is/to- create coherence between the organi-

. ] . \
o.///' ; . ’ ’ . ' C

—— , B ‘ o

’ /. . . .
2Culture has been used in-a number of ways in organizational studies. .
Smircich (1983) dfgtiﬁguishes/betweeh uses of the concept a6 a variable and
as a root metaphor., The first approach views the organization as a system -
and culture as simply a part of the organization or ,#ts environment.  Thig’
approach is easiest to reconcile with existing organizational researcN. 1In
the se.und apeﬁoach. culturé;replaces,System'as the guiding metaphor, and\

- organizations ‘are viewed as expressive forms rather than in economic or

material terms. This second  approach has a number of variants reflecting |
different ‘conceptions of culture in anthropology. " While it 'is closer in

b-some'ways to the major traditions of the study of culture, the second

approach is more difficult to incorporate with existing organizational

research. By treating’culture as an internal c@aracteristic of the '/
organization, we are more closely allied with the first approach.
‘\\
- ——— g :"TEB.‘ ,



zatio asic purposes and its qulgure (Selznitk - 1957). lRelying heavily

on the more recent business liter ure: (Deal and Kennedy 1982; Peters and
s

Haterman. 1982). we argue' that strong cultures with appropriate content-cam -

promote school” effectiveness and’ that principals can Eﬁnttibute to the

meanings. . — .

There have been a few studies of the cultures of high schools (e,g

S

Gotdoh 1957 _£usick 1973) but these have attended more to the subculture
/of students than that of staff. Yet. there seems to be consensus that a
number of school charagteristics make it difficult to create strong
‘professional subcultures in these rganizations. First.~observere‘agree
that the basic purposes of schools are. ambiguous and poorly specified )
. (Miles, 1981), "Schools also suffer from an overlpad of purposes that are
‘diffieult to prioritize (Boyd. 1978). Thus it is'diffiCult to develop a
culture with strong beliefs,about‘what-should be accomplished in schools.
Second, teachers areuisolated. not only from administrators. but also from :
. | each ather (Dreeben l9’3) . They‘get most of their work satisfaction fromJ’y
etudents rather than peers (Lortic‘ 1975), For that 'reason, it is dif-
ficult for teachers to develop a strong. binding culture of _any kind; there
’ is too little interaction for strong shared 'beliefs to develop. These '
observations suggest that cultural linkages. like bureaucratic ones. will_
\ be weak in schools, However. they do not tell us how much variation there
- i is ‘among “schools in cultural linkages or the extent to wh*ch the content
and cohesiveness of a school's culture can Le influenced by the principal.
"Before turning to these issues we offer an empirical assessment of‘how |
secondary schools differ from elementary schools. Then we turn to a

‘ .
discpssion of the role of the principal in secondary schools.

L 4 . . . ) .
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A Survey of School'Linkages » - . A .

-

Most of the arguments that schools are - loosely linked are general ones
’

'that implicitly compare schools either to other kinds of otganizations or

tog & poorly defined ideal of: how organizational linkagas should work. The
empirical studie®™that provide the basis for this depiction and for the
argument that tighter linkages promote more effective instruction have been

conducted primarily af the elementary level. These include studies of

teaching (Lortie '1969), of schools as erganizations (Meyet et al. 1978),

and of effective schools (Brookover et al., 1979) Even the few studies

o~

conducted specifically of high schoolss(e.g., Abramowitz and Tenenbaum 1978)

provide little basis for, determining whether high echools are more or less ,

' loodely linked than elementary schools or for identifying reasons for such

. differences. , . "

\ To clarify differences in linkages, between levels, we carried out our

L]
own.resea:eh,cgmparing schools at the elementary and secondary level -

(Eirestone and Herriott 1962a, 1982b; Herriott and Firestone 1983; Fire-.
stone, Herriott and Wiisen 1983) In our exploratioqbof the differences

¢

between different school levels (Firestone, derriott and Wilson 1983), we

explored the possibility that elementary and secondary schools might show

different nixes of bureaucratic and cultural linkage. Our data come from a

survey conducted in 111 schools——59 elementary and 52 secondary == in Pennsyl-

o
v

vania and New Jersey. Teachers were asked to serve as,informants,about
[ . : . .

conditions in theirfschools, and~almost all of them (85X) responded.

Generally, our results indicate that secondary schools are more

loosely linked both bureaucratically and culturally than, are elementary

oo

ot —aen iy 6 e va i g L e o e a s ae e ,....7...-_.,......-........,,.,,.,__._...,,-.,..,......».n.~._.. e S
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achools. We examined three bureaucratic linkages. The first was the

t

centralizacion of influence over instructional decisions. The second was

principal control over broad dedisions related to school program and

staffing patterns. and the third 1ooked at the extent to which rules -

governing teachenﬁbehavior were enforced. There is substantially less

- " J:

centralization of influence over instructional decisions in secondary\
schools (Table 1), but differences in other areas are not significant.

" Thus, in the area that is erucial for those who believe schools are loosely
)

coupled 1inkages are even looser in the upper grades, but otherwise

differenc;s are small,

o S
'Two aspects of cultural linkages were explored. <The first. a measure

of agreement on goals for student development, examined the extent to which
t

the meanings or purposes of the school were sharpd. The second was the
-

extent of staff communication. For meanings to coordinate behavior. there .
'has to be an ongoing stream of communications among members of a school so

meanings dnd va1ues can be shared. Thus. communication supports 'a strong
4 67 >
culture. We also looked at two diredtions for 1inkages. vertical linkages

~ ~ ’

between teachers and adminiStrators. and horizontal linkages among teachers..
Generally. cultural lfnkages were weaker in high schools (Table 1), rhis was B
espedially true for goal conSensus among teachers and to a lesser extent -
between teachers and the principal. Differences in communication patterns
were significant but smaller. | |

The implication of these findings is that high schools are even more

1oosely coupled rhan elementary schools. Principals have little oppor- A

I

tunity to influence tcachers 8r even to communicate with them. and high

. -
. .

school teachers do noj talk a great deal about thedr craft’ among

N
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) ' Table 1 - S ‘ ' ?‘
Mean Differences- Between Elementary and Secondary School N
on Selected Characterlstics :
. ‘Variables ' L Y Elementary - Sécondarx';" Significant
. ' . ) Mean Mean Differemnce
: P B - , . r
' Bureaucratic Linkage = ‘ -
a. Centralization of . - 0.64 ' -0.73 . Yes
. influenqe. instruction .. - :
. b. Centralizati&h of . . 0.12 - =0.13 ) No
. . in{luence, program - L - ’
i c. Rule enforcement . 0.16 -0.18 No
_Cultural Linkage . “
a., 'Goal consensus among . : 0.80 . -0.91 ” Yes
teachers : ' i ' o
b.  Goal consensus between | .- 0.55 T =0762. C } Yes
' teachers and principals o T . ol .
p.'. Horizontal comgunicatién __//,f’6fi2 oo =0.26 - - S | Yes
. { d. Vertical communication” ' 0.26 . =0.29 ' Yes
: ‘ et . .
. \ — N ‘ //,—"’ ) . I. ) ..
{ 3 » \
\ 3
' : .
e
/‘/ .
' ’ \ . M .
: e
-
s
- e e [ — SRS -9
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- nthemselves. Moreover,, there is especially limited agreement“in high

. linkages differently. The.third section illustrates this point. T~

: v,

- belief that supervision is the secret to effective leadership " This

schoolk about.what should be taught. Thus, the responsibility for teaching'

L'in high schools rests wi::\tbachers. not collectively,but singly. Each-
teacher, in esrential isofation. seems -to make the major decisions about
how to manage his or her students. how to present material and sometimes

’
.what to teach \ The principal s CfSk is to influence how teachers make those

decisions. and this musﬁ%be ‘done in spite of quite weak linkages.

*\'44
3

D Linkages. Instruct'on. and the Principal

;he relationships between linkages and: instruction work in a variety
of ways. Generally. bureaucratic linkages establish constraints and
opportunities on howﬁteachers teach Cultural linkages shape what teachers
want to do. or how they take advantage of those constraints. Both-make

teacher behavior more" predictable. and shared wants f%cblitate “joint’

.action. Such linkag%s can~also have more direct effects on'what students

learn. The following\sections_examine ho h kind ofjiinkage relates to

instruction,andthw eadh can te manipulated Principa facé a further

difficulty because the ‘same action ‘tan affect. bureaucratic aﬁd cultural

T

\ e ‘,! N .

pureaucratic'Linkages

The uost common way “In which*principals are thought to impact instrudh

tion. is by the bureaucratic device of close supervision and evaluation of
teachers activities. This is-conceived as the primary means of control.
Much of the effective schools literature has added renewed intercst in the

w

, perspective has a strong normative orientation. _That is, there 1s a belief i
. ’ ’ ) e '

v “‘

10
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[ 4 .
that principals ought - to be doing lots of supervision.. Moreover.

. ssupervision is an attractive mechanism for control because it seems 80
-

direct. one person helps or directs another person to do something.

: Yet. there are a number of flaws with the argument that supervision is ,

- ’ { / .
the backbone to instrucfional improvement. First. for supetvision to be

effective. it has to beodone frequently (Dornbusch and Scott 1975) The old
adage more 1s better" applies here. However. there is ample evidence
<Iﬁdicating that supervis!on is not a frequent activity (Morris et al. |
1981 Newberg and Glatthorn 1983) This problem is even more’ ‘acute in
aecondary schools where content spegialization means that principals may
" not have the experiise to adequately evaluate performance and where their
authotity.to do so is often questioned. Second. there'are few incentives
for principals to do moge than pay lip service to the process of super-
vision. Witb the exception of a few school systems that have" operated on a
mérit-pay system for many years (Natriello and Cohn 1983), we have found
ff::%le evidence of negative sanctions or. positive rewards for principals to:
either ignore or make supervision a top priority. Third, although most of
the literature on educational administration pays homage‘to the Amportance
of supervision. most principals have had little experience in working with: '
constructive supervlsion programs. Finally, as Natriello and Dornbusch.

l

(1980-81) point out, for supervision to be effective recommendations in an
) ' & : L4 ’

evaluation ﬂave to be followed up. It is not enough to point to

. \ ‘ .

weaknesses. :That Just encourages insecurity and resentment. In addition,
! . ; . o

resources need to be committed to follow-through activities so weaknesses
X .. | _ -

can be overcome.

11
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All the above arguments add.evidence to‘giry 's (1981) ‘contention

that supervision is not,xhe crucial bureaucra c/linkage in schools. Yet

~ — . »
other forms of bureaucratic linkage are possible. Perhaps the most impor-

Ca

tant of these comes through the indirect control of individuals

activities. To understand this kind of linkage, it is ingortant to recog-
nize that the way work is designed will affect how people interact .with
each other and their attitudes towa{ds,their uork For - instance. Bossert
(1979) has shown that the way students choose their friends in class will
depend in part on the teacher s prediliction for stressing competitive or
noncompetitive instructional activities. Similarly. Cohen (1973) argues
that open-space classrooms provide an outlet for amhitious teachers. They
do so by providing opportunities for teachers to obsetve each other at work
so the better teachers can gain the esteem of their-peers if'they perform

| well. . - , | - ;

Thus, how instruction is ca ried out will depend in. part on the way

Athat work i3 formally structured i. Bossert and his colleagues (1982)

S

identify three, dimensions of the instructional setting that the principal
.can manipulate through authority of office. These dimensions, and others

like them, appear to be crucial bureaucratic linkages through which the

-

principal can influence instructiont These linkages are tighter at.the

elementary level, however. *Highxschoo; Principals share decisions over
some of these areas with assistant prindipals and department heads. ™ They -

are:

12




t . . . .

timef including daily and annual schedules that control
Instructional time, the times when tests are piven that
control student progress, the times whan students are - pulled
}ﬂ “out of class for special classes or assemblies, and the '
amount of time devoted to paperwork and other housekeeping
activities that reduce instructional time. "

There are important organizational constraints on the amount of time

spent. by students on academic tasks, and in many cases the principal 1is a =

key actor in controlling these constraints. By buffering classrooms from'

)

_. external interruptions and manipulating internal activities to maximize

-

' instructional time, principals can have a powerful impact.

" class size and composition. including the number of chil-
dren in a particular room and the mix of gender, ages,
behavior problems and the like. : \

~

The kinds and numbers of students that a teacher faces has an impor-
tant effect on the way that classroom instruction is delivered which in

" turn has an iupact on learning (Filby 3etral. 1980).
. grouping: dncluding the arrangement'of.anchers as well as
. students. ' : . ' :

. Students can be grouped by abi _—ti—lEVEIE“Br‘cufriculum tracksﬁhs well

‘programs. These student

arrangements have an ‘impact ok(achievement (Beckerman and Good 1981;

cipals have some control over how teachers

v;as being assigned to specia%

—

. Bossert '1\278). In additisn

4

_arc groupedf-by,departments, grade-level teams, or as autonomous
_ individuals--which further affect students’ 4earning experiences.
«In addition to these three factors’ we offer . two more:

resources: these resources may.include money, new instruc-
tional materials, and easy access to building faciljities.
‘ . < ‘ : .
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A

L 'Principals usually have some.discretionary funds at their disposal and
. through its judicious distribution can greatly enhance innovative instruc-

tionsl a&tivities. Materials, including. such mundane things as paper and

/

-~ - pencils or more substantial 1items likefhooks.and computer software, also
jp contribute.to learning activities, while many of these things dre present

s

in a school. ignorance and inconvenience prevent many teachers from taking
full advantage of them. Through communication and coordination efforts a

principal can create more opportunities for utilizing the full potential 08}
these resources. S . ' .
knowledge and skills: .an important neglected resource ‘is
the human one. This includes knowledge already within the
system as well as external knouledge.

The possession of untapped skills among teachers as,well as their

"w
_potential-for learning new ones affects student learning. Principals can en-

coursge the use of previously unused or underutilized skills within a

clssé\pom as well ag’ networking these skills among classroom’ teachersm The
-

principal can also encourage teachers to seek new knouledge ‘and fgcilitste

-

that activity by recommending training sessions, providing resources for

attendance, and organizing substigute teachers. )

¢

: v
Cultural Linkagesr' - , ‘

While bureaucratic linkages‘uork.through the ' organization s pre- ,f
- scribed- framework" to provide or limit opportunities to act in certain
'wsys, cultural linkages work directly on the consciousness of'organiza- :
tional actors to influence hou they think about what they do. . Cultural

linkages affect at least two aspects of thought. The first is the

e
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individual's definitions of theé task. The school's organizational culture

'“Tfprovides’answers“to*Such questions as: What does it mean to teach? What

0'-

should: be accomplished by. teaching? What techniques or approaches are

available? What are’ the children like who are being‘taught?

B

The second is the individual s commltment to the task Commitqent tefers

V4

to the individual's willingness to devote energy and loyalty to the
organization and the attachment of that person to the organization." lt .
includes a willingness to keep working in the school (continuance f
commitment), embﬁ}onal bonds to the school (cohesion commitmentl%§;nd a
will-ngness to follow the rules and norms governing behavior, also‘called "i

. - * -
control commitment (Kanter 1968) - . .

Specification of task definitions is important because in educationf’
as in wany people-p ocessing fields. there are few clear answers to the

s to be done or how it should be accomplished (Perrow<

questions of what

r 1965). Mo Brookover and his colleagues (1979) find that. teachers

their students have direct effects on what thexkleatn.

Ci itment is an iSSue because education is viewed as a low-commitment

-

occupation (Lortie, 1975)/where people often have strong conflicting
attachments to family o7 other jobs. The problem of other jobs is
especially difficult at the secondary level (Cusick 1981) _ Often. the b

improvement of instruction requires not just a different kind of ‘effort, .
/ i
but more of it as well, . . L {( .

A focus on cultural linkages raises three kinds of questions. "Pirst,

Wnat is'the content of the culture that promotes successful instruction?

-

That is, what k1nds of task definitions and commitments ‘are desirable?

Second. How is that culture denoted? What forms. symbols. or stories carry
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, the desired content? Finally. how and to what extent can the principal

| — influence the school's culture’ . .

Cultural content. One can derive the appropriate culture for success=

L4

ful instruction from a number of sources; One is to look‘at the,culture.of

', successful institutions. There have been few if any attempts to study

effective high schools from this perSpective._but studies in other situa-

tions provide some suggestions about what might be.found. For instance{
Berman and HcLaughlin (1979) found that a set of eSpecially innovative

school districts had cultures with the following characteristics.[
\ |

. ® . an,emphasis on diversity in services delivered, x .

e the primacy of improved educational service over. "bureaucratic or .
political” concerns,

. \

e cpen boundaries to the enwironment which allowed for learning
about new approaches and new resources, and

.®  norms of mutual trust and encqﬁragement for risk taking.
“The most noted evidence for the idea that certain kinds of organiza~
O . .

tional culturesvpromote improved performance currently comes from ‘the .

business literature. Two books explore this idea at length. 6eal and

,Kennedy ('1982) argue that it is a strong culture that separates high '
181

performance companies ‘from those that do not do as well in any market

sector, Peters and Waterman (1982) conclude that ‘those cultures

include the following. o .- ' _' , - .
.\ : ~ -
a ° a bias for action by trying things rather than elaborate
i planning,
° ‘norms encouraging the employee to'stay}close to customers and try

‘sout new ideas on thenm,

° a respect for individual"autonomy and entrepreneurship combined
with a belief that productivity comes through people,
' r

S 16 o
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. . e b
Y strong definitions of what the company stands for and the kinds
of products with which it deals, and '

® a commitment to developing high-quality products.’

IS

There is a significant - amount of overlap between the kinds of cultures
.(,‘ 'identified by Peters and Waterman (1982) and Berman and McLaughlin (1979)

" Both emphasize a commitment to qualitxﬂservice, a willingness to take

°® " .

. risks, a setting’ where individuals can experiment and take initiative, and

v, close ties to the outside world ,which i§ a source of’iaea;/asiwell as’

.

/
lent high schools might find that. similar values are stressed

'political and financial support///le -Seems probable that a study of excel_

. The study of successful institutions in other spheres helps address

)

the problem of commitment and that part of the task definition issue

L 4

_related to how people should relate to each other. It does not address the

' more central question of task definition, however, which is how the craft of
A

effective teaching should be defined Advances in this area can be made

) by synthesizing the existing research on teaching and deriving from it some/,
' 5
themes that one might hope to ‘find in the professional culture of high

-

schools (for one such synthesis, see Squires, Huitt, and Segars 1983)

Cultural denotation. The study of cultures frequently separates the

. . contents of a‘::lture--what ﬂP valued or how tasks are defined-from its .
B

' expressions (Barley 1983) The latter refer- to the ways ‘those contents
are communicated to members of the organization. Typically, the major
themes in a culture are expressed redundantly through a variety of symbol

. | aystems (Barley 1983) In: fact the repetitions of a theme is what con-'? .

-—

yinces the analyst of its importance. The analysis of symbols is a complex :

v
task because effective symbols are 1nhercntly ambiguous. The powcr of

Y
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symbols\coues0£r0m the way they comhine particularistic elements of the '

specific situation with -moxe universalistic issues or concerns of. human-. -~
\ » . . . A L.

S } ‘ e .
kind. - Moreouer, the relationship among these particularistic and

Lo
bt

universalistieﬁelements may shift with the situation. and the most powerful J

- symbols may'conhine a number of such elements (Cohen 197?), ¢
Studies of hrganizational cyltiires emphasize two s§mbol systeusifor ;

communicating the contents of a culture. These are stories and icons or

S Cad

rituals. Stories include myths and legends as well as true events. The

Y

_true event takes on much of {its meaning as it is interpreted in the

’te11ing. Usually stories have to do with indiyiduals and are interpreted

[ I

to indicate positively ot negatively valued traits in the likely -
consequences of certain actions (Martin, Fel@man,bﬂutch,‘and Sitkin,

1983). Deal and Kenn dy (1982)vem;hasiae that stories are often“about' |
heroes;;but‘the.definition of a hero may'vary. Sometimes the hero is a
uow—mythical figure like the founder of a company (Thomas watson of IBM)
ﬁof"he person who gives a’ school a new mission (Arthur Morgan of Antioch ; ’
Ctl]ege) At other times it is a representative of "the common worker,"
‘like the assembly(;ine worker who made the company president put on safety-
glasses qhile touring her area. Stories have been collected in both business_

and higher education settings, but not to the same extgn;,in high schools.
A
It would be useful to find out whether such stori?s exist among high school

staffs (and students),‘and if so, what they are about, : A\\\_
» Icons_and rituals are a second means for communicating culture, Icons
are the physical manifestations (logos.lmottoes. and trophies) of

3

ceremonial activities (ritualsj. Barley (1983) has shown how the Culture

of undertakers can be constfructed’ from an examination of the symbolic value ~

18
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of auch artifacts and activities as the decor of funeral garlors. the way

‘

the face of the: corpse is arranged, and even the way removals from the home’

are handled. It seems likely that a great deal can be 1earned about high

9 -

achoola through similar ana1§ses of _assemblies, teachers' meetings.-"

community funcodons, report cards, awards* and trophies. lesson plans, and

.
%

the fdt&iqhing of classrooms and work spaces among other things.

‘~,,°c- N

Id‘addi;ion to symbol systems, the study of cultures must examine °

communications patterns. Stories and symbols canhot carry their meaning

[

unless there is an ongoing flow of communications among organizational
memberg. The amount of interna1 communications’ probably varies among
different types of organizations. While oppdrtunities to share are limited,

. . ) ~ .
in education, it may still be .useful to look at varigtion in communications

among\schools or to ekplore the:way that networks work. 1In business, Deal

.. and Kennedy (1982) have identified special roles that facilitate internal
communicatjons. These include priests, whisperers, gossips. ‘and
secretar'al sources among others, Similar specialized roles may: also exiat

in highs schoolsaand serve important functions that are as yet

" undiscovered. - , o » ‘

Principal influence. ?he third,question about culturalflinkages is
‘how canﬁthey be influenced'by the principal The new management literature
on organizational cu1tures is rather optimistic about the abi1ity of
managers to shape cultures\ (Dea1 and Kennedy 1982; Peters and Waterman 1982).
Houever. earlier studies took a natural systems perspective which assumed
that an organization's culture deve10ped incrementally and largely outside

the conscious control of any'group in the organiaation (Gouldner. 1959).
. 4 ’ c .

Until there have been more studies of the professional cultures of schools,

B
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we need to withhold 1udgment about how susceptible they are to administra-

¢

tive influence.. Nonetheless. we can suggest a number of hypotheses about

' /

how principals could influence the culture of- their schools th<: reflect
the different ways that organizational cultures are denoted sy

olically

and communicated interpersonally. Co oy

First. principals can manage the flow of stories and other information

-~

1n their schools. Metz (1978) describes a principal who actively shaped '
the culture of' his school in the mid 1960s by controlling the circulation

P '
of stories. During a Cime in the community where many people defined the

frequent disruptiVe events in all schools in the district as part of a
collective action that reflected injustice in the 1arger society. this
principal tried to maintain the view that discipline problems were rare and

limited to individual outbursts that teachers could handle with patience

and skills. He frequently told stories such as the following that reinforced

his own view: .

I saw this done beautifully in a classroom with the kids. "I ain't
going to study today, 'cause I don't feel like it." 'And the teacher
just grinned at him. And she said; "Well, I'm going~to give you a
book just in case you change your mind." 1In five minutes he was -
studying . (Metz 1978:°195-96). ' '

Thia spreading of stories that re.nforces a preferred culture is character-
istic of the culture-shaping activity that managers are exhorted to adopt
(see, e.g. Deal and Kennedy 1982). However, this principal went béyond the
promulgation of reinforcing stories and actively sUppressed viewpoints
different from the_one he projected./ For instance. hehlimited discussion
at faculty meetings and was.able'to minimize knowledge of blach?students;
collective walkout of an after-school dance. In other instances;*the -

princfpal may influence the spread of stories by adjusting schedules.and

. .
. . . e
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.pphysical spaces in ways that facilitate or inhibit communications .among

B teachers' Thus. the principal may b : posi@ion to both initiate and-

- reduce the spread of certain storie:

o

Second, the principal-can cre - and manipulate symbols. and rituals.»

o~

These might include academic pep .ssemblies or symbolic rewards for

especially effective teachers. .In some cases, the principal may actually
become a symbol. Consider a description of a principal"in an all-black
school in Atlanta, - This ghetto school was considered one of the vorst ‘in
I )
the system until the new principal turned things around. Through his own
deportmi?t. he came to symbolize a new assertive order that togk educat-on
more seriously and required an orderly atmosphere for ipstruction.
He dominated the school. Hogans (the principal) is a man of great
energy. He moves about the campus in perpetual motion, looking severe
and determined, alwypys carrying his walkie~talkie. Hogans, does not
want to be cut of touch with any part of his sphere...His requests
sound like commands. There is an immediacy about him, and ’
unwillingness to wait or .be held back (Lightfaot 1981, p. 20).
Horeover. by being a black person who had come up from the ghetto through

education, he became a symbol to his own studeqts of what was possible

with hard work.

. -

Third, the principal can be an active communicator ofbthe culture.
Principals.typically communicate a great deal with their staffs. A recent
set of time-and-motion studies-of principals indicate that they spend a
phenomenal amount of time in unscheduled impromptu conversations with
teachers and students (see, e. g. Martin and Willower 1981' Kmetz &

~ WilloWer .1982) The sheer frequency of interaction suggests that principals

do practice what Peters and Waterman (1982) admiringly call "management by

. wandering around. Yet. these studies tell us very little about uhat is

21
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. discussed. We need more research like Gronn‘s (1983) that examines the

content and sequence of the frequent, disconnected conversations of princi-

-

pals to see how they are used to influence:events and aécomplish

» v

administrative work. Existing research suggests that for the principal to - -
shape a school's culture, considerable consistency must’ be maintained

~across hundreds of interactions. Consider Metz s summary of the ‘work of °

the first principal described above:

'Mr. Brandt s style of running the. school...made it hard to def{ne. It
resembled an impressionist painting. Seen from up close, where the

- faculty and students were, his style had a soft, diffdse, blurred
appearance. But seen from the distance perspective of comparison with
(another school) it was sharp, clear, and vivid. Like an’
impressionist painting too, it was made up of a myriad-of little
touches. each _seemingly meaningless, but taker together forming a
sharp image. . (1978, p. 190) e -

3y

. v ‘ ) . N
She goes on to describe how this principal pays 1lip dervice to almost every

educational philosophy imaginable while constantly returning to -his own -
r

v ~preferred solution to the problem of order. He-gains the effect he desires

o

by constantly coming back. to his main theme without crystallizing opposi-

»
)

tion to it. . ' T {;
o . .

Finally, ve suggest that principals must have ‘high energy. levels and

considerable self-consciousness to influence the cultures of their schools., - -

t ‘i

Pnincipals do spend long hours at their work (Wolcott 1973) However,

case studies of principals who seem to shape their schools cultures L.

suggest that a great déal of time, energy, and initiative may be requi*ed
In fact. it may be that this work cannot be doné by one person alone.  The:

study of Hogans. the Atlanta principal. indicates that, he is supported by a

L .

"kitchen cabinet" consisting of a vice—principal. a department head, and

the school's registrar (Lightfoot, 1981). This same phenomenon has been

S22
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seen in&me more effective~ maddle' schools in Philadelphia (Newberg and

Glatthokn 1983). sStill, hygh energy and help are not enough . As Metz's

case‘iddicﬁfes. the principal must be able to subtly work into interactions

wibh otherS'the-major themes:that are deemed important.

CE e
. - . ’
. . .
-

Simhltaneous Effects of Principal Action - e

~ . ¢ -

o

Although bureaucratic and cu1tura1 linkages in a school are concep-

.tually distinct. the actions of a principal designed to influence one "kind
_,‘ of linkage may influence both. This can work for tbe principal if effects

L] \

- \jon‘hoth‘linkages are eomplementai} ~but ié[;ill be counterproductive if
.these.effects are contradictOry; A few examplé% wi11 illustrate this
issue. Consider first~the problem of\ability grouping in the classroom

. . Grouping 1s essentially a bureaucratic, control on instructipnal p:actice.
Grouping to minimize variation in ability allows classes with faster

students to move more quickly througp the curriculum and get to enrichment

material or address more: complex topics. Classes with less intelligent

¢ :

students proceed more slowly and cover material more intensivély until the_ A

[
material ismlearned. Thus. from a pure management perspective. there seems

jexpectations.for what _they will learn. To the extent that»teacher expecta-

-

tions (a part of the school cu1ture) rea11y do affect what students leaxn

(Brookover et a1.. 1979), ability grouping will seriously impair the L

education of less ‘intelligent students.
\ .
School discipline policy is anothér area that can have differential
. . r

-

effectS'through bureaucratic and cultural linkagus. Any.discipliqc pulicy

~




that effectively maintains order in a school will increase time for

-instruction and therefore improve opportunities for effective instruction .
through a bureaucratic linkage. HoweVer,‘if this discipline is accompanied
by what Metz (l978) calls an incorporative_vieu,of education that perceives

the child as an,empty vesSel‘Who must be taught a curriculum defined by adults
and to follow rules established by adult authority, opportunities for
higher.order cognitive thinking and more advanced.social development will

be limited. Metz.(léZB) argues that if discipline is grounded in a more
developmental view’ of education that views students as more actively involved
in the learning process, more opportunities for aduanced learning will take
place. At the'most authoritarian extreme,'excessiue'emphasis on discipline and
order can actually create a culture that impairs learning. In this case

the same efforts to work.through bureaucratic linkages can hava very .

-

different impacts depending on what meaning is imposed on them by partici- -

o>

pants. :
Manipulation of bureaucratic linkages can also reinforce cultural

conteht; “Resource allocation is the best example of this possibility.

.iAllocation of d1scretionary funds in a school in a manner that is fair and
provides exteusive support to instruction can promote commitment among
teachers and signal that instructional priorities are more important than
other concerns in the school such as. the extracurriculum. As‘these
examples indicate, an important.task’for both the researcher and the school-

administrator is to“ensure that bureaucratic and cultural_linkages are .

mutUally reinforcing. o : _ o

24




The Problems of Worklng Through Linkages

..

The principal can shape both :the bureaucratic and the cultural
1inkages in a school' sometimes the same action does both. However, none
of these 1inkages alone is a powerful means for influencing instruction.

. The principal's contribution comes through the orchestrat on of a variety
of actions working through aﬁgpnge of linkages to have a consistent ihpact.
ofh what is taught and how. Why this is so becomes apparent when one
considers the separate effects of a. principal's effoéts to use each 1inkage
.mechanism as a means of improving instruction.

The difficulty with employing bureaucratic 1inkages is that the
principal's opportunities to exert influence are constrained. We have
already suggested that limits to the principal's authority reduce the
utility of supervisionvas a strategy. There are also two major constraints
to the use of ecological controls to shape teachers' opportunities to

b‘teacn. First, principals options are severely constrained by external " e
policies. The major design decisions.about the high school program have ,
been in place since early in this century and are codified in.state law .or
board policy (Cohen and‘Neufeld 1981} Cuban 1982). The principal may have
some say ‘at the margins of the program over whether the.school day has six

- periods or . seven (Boyer 1983) However, more basic decisions about.
whether there will be a counseling department. a. sports program. or a
social studies department are already decided~ Similaxly. recruitment and
selection decisions are often constrained by district policies. discipli-~

nary actions..by court decisions. and the distribution of_discretionary

e T
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resources by the fact that thcse resources are quite small when combared to
the overall budget of‘the school, most of vhich is committed to personnel

Second even when a decis1on is to be made. the principal rarely makes
it alone. There is substantial agreement that the principal s role is “
-highly interactive. requiring discussions with teachers. district officev
staff, and, in high schools department heads (Greenfield 1982). The
nature .of this interaction is not so clear, however' some'people stress the
reactive nature of the principal's role (WOlcott 1973) and others the-
proactive-(Edmonds.-1979). In any case, major decisions are.often
delegated made by committees. or guided by formulae in ways that limit the
principal's discretion to shape teaching conditions.

What increases opportunities for the principal to shape the bureau- .
cratic linkages governing teachers is the ambiguity surrounding both that
role and the organization of the school (Greenfield 1982) High schools -
in- particular are the target for a growing body of policy delineating what

| work should be done (Boyer 1983). . The resulting policies need. to be
interpreted and are sometihes‘contradictory. By“serving as the interpreter
of policy, the principal gains authority to shape instruction fCrowson and
Porter-Gehrie i980). . For instance, one principal used a 1ittle known ‘
. state law to buttress a decision on pledge of allegiance deremonies when
'district policies were going against him. He even sought support from the v
.local district attorney when his interpretation was challenged (Metz
1978).

The use of cultural linkages to shape'instruction depends on another

kind of ambiguity--the ambiguity gove.ning thé principal-teacher relatton—

) ,ship.  McPherson points to the real'amvivalcnce that teachers have for
Y



t

principals. It is as if they say "Leave me alone. Don t interferc/in my

classroom. Don t tell me how to teach. Protect me "from all who challénge

e
. .1

me. Support my decisions; And show you care about and appreciate me"

(HcPherson 1979, p. 241). Teachers look to their principal for certain

kinds of support. They want to know that the principal will wmaintain an

1)
orderly climate in the school and back them when they have discipline

f

problems. Too, they want protection from parents and community groups who

_challenge their decisions. Finally, they look to the principal for moral

'support. for a word of praise after spending almost all their working day

with no adult contact. At the same time. they want autonomy to teach the-
way they want‘and .often what they want (Cusick 1981) Usually. they do
not see that their wants-may‘require someisort of traderoft.-'They want it
all, - | \

This ambiguity stems from three characteristics of teaching

(McPherson 1979). First, neither criteria for success nor means of

.
P A

achieytng\it are clear. Even when the results come out right, teachers

—

find it hard to know if they can take credit. This ambiguity leads to the

second'problem-évulnerability:—_Teacherswareﬁseggitive to inffingements
placed on their authority and autonomy by both the public aﬁdxstudents.,
Finally,'teaching is.a lonely occupation withllittlevchance to talkfabout“
one's work with others wﬁh can appreciate what has'been done.

- These.conditions give‘teachers a great stake‘in viewing_the principaf

as a powerful, wise individual whose praise is meaningful and protection is

sure. The principal is in the right place to become: a reference pojit and

. to establish norms because he or shc is close," has relevant expertise. and e

is in a position of authority. As a result. teachers invest a good deal of

{



' emotion. in their view of the principal; the office is a symbolic one that

can be used ‘to manipulate the storics and rituals that interpret teacher 8

- -

work. On the other hand, when the principal cannot meet teachers' stan- ,
dards, when things go wrong that no one can control, there is a strong

tendency to make the principal a scapegoat (McPherson 1979), However,
"~

this, too, is a cultural process, one that can victimize the principal rather

i

than being used to advantage. -
Alt ugh Principals are well placed to affedt the school's culture, it

K \
18 not clear how well that culture can influence instruction ngne observer

of principals suggests that when a principal "turns a school around " the

change is usually perceived in the student climate ?nd thevdiscipline situation
|

(HcAndrew 1981) In the study of the effective high school in Atlanta F:; '

.mentioned above, the- obserVers noted that while the climate of the school

"and motivation of" students and staff hadrimproved, instruction’ had not
(Lightfoot 1981) However, it is also clear that the principal did not

place a high priority on trying to shape instructionai practice. This lack -

. of attention to instruction-seems-to be typical In many schools

"principals seem overly ready to leave instruction to teachers and not to
try to shape thinking about what should be taught’ and ‘how. Thus, even
thOugh results have been less dhan impressive in the, past, it .seems likely '

that the potential for influence is there but. unrealized

In sum, the conclusion of this analysis is not that emphasis on-any

one kind of linkage will rrovide a magic wand to give the principal great

. influence over the high school's instructional program.A Rather, the

a

implication‘is thaty the principal has a‘number of weak means of control or

’

¢
coordination available. These are employed through countless interactions

Y
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with teachers over the course of _the school day and year (Martin and .
Willower. 1&31). A few interactions result in strategic decisions
affecting maJor time and. resource allocations (bureaucratic linkages) or

‘ »
the school's’ culture. but most are quite minor. These interactions can

become so numerous that the principal is more reactive than proactive. The
principal's task is to develop a clear vi81on of the purposes ‘of the high
| school that gives primacy to instruction and to carry it through consis-
tently during those countlegs interactions. By doing so. the principal
uses bureaucratic linkages to create opportunities for teachers to follow
that vision and minimizes chances to operate -in different ways. At the
same time, the principal uses cultural linkages to communicate th&t vision
80 that. to a greater or lesser extent, it becomes the teachers ‘own
culture. The initiative for planning and carrying out instructional work
then rests with teachers. but they are much more likely to incorporate: the
principal's perspective. This approach to the job is similar ‘to the task

of leaders of - many kinds of organizations (Selznick 1957 Peters and -

Waterman 1982)

-

Research Implications

his discussior has'provided‘details'ahoutfthe”comples“nature of

. seconry_' schools‘. 'horw loose the linkages are between te_achers and

-

linkag-: X improve instructionia'szever. our argument has\been.largely .
h

vspeculative ‘raised issues

it is important to further clar y the. nature of linkages in schools’, 'The

at require additional research. Pirst,,

research in this area has beén neven,.:§>udies haye beenﬂconducted'on the
1&)"\_ - ‘ T . . i R A BE - ‘ . o % -
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. . /
distribution of authority and influence (Corwin, 1970), on.supervision b:" /
i

principals (Dornbusch and Scott 1975) and on communication patterns (Lortie

B -

1975 Little 1982) Research Zas also been conducted'on other :

r
: bureaucratic linkages like grou ing practices (see Calfee and Brown 1979)%
. i

L4

~and’ still others like scheduling practices and resource flows should\tev///

--relatively easy ‘to document. The most problematicgtasks facing researchers
are to identify the nature of organizational cultures and to develop means{ ’
:for comparing them in terms 6f content, mean; of denotation, and effectivel
ness as sources'ofvsocial constraint or obligation on individual behavior.

These tasks may require borrowing conceptualizations and techniques from

e

disciplines or areas of inquiry not usually relied on in the study of

sIEPOIS. ' T ‘ﬁ _ 1 2 B
o The second issue is to clarify the impact of school linkages on the '
Inature of instruction. To address this issue it will be necessary to
identify the areas of ;gstruction that vary among teachers and schools. '
"‘There seem to be many teaching activities, like lecturing and recitation,
‘that occur quite uniformly across sckools and time (Sirotnik 1981 Cuban
_;* 1982) Other important attitudes and" activities, like teacher expectations
for student performance‘;; their’ allocation of ‘time in class, do’ vary among
individual teachers and schools in ways that ‘nfluence instruction
i(Brookover et al. 1979). These should be the focus'of attention for‘ o
pfuture research. What has yet to be done is to identify whether tight
linkages affect the distribution of these attitudes ahd activities.
Finally, it is important to explore how principals use linkages to .
' change instructbonal ptactice.' Too much research on principals has focused

on how personal attit es and traits affcct behavior (Bridges 19§2).

Y
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Little attention has been paid to the Opportunities and constraints on

principal behavior created by the organizational settings in which they

work, Research in this area should identify the organizational linkages
.thst are most susceptible to adjustment to the principal. For instance, it -
. may be that-certain:noxms of the professibnal_éulture\are established by

teachers and cannot be‘influenced_by the.principal. Yet principals may'be
'able to modify other linkages easily. It will also be important to learn K

more about how principals change these linkages.. Hodifying,organizational ﬁ'

cultures may not always be a straightforward task. Changing schedules or

grOuping patterns may require negotiations with a variety of people.

Finally, research should examine how the multiple weak linkages accumulate,

either cancelling vut or reinforcing each other. and how principals can o
_manipulatecthese linkages.

These issues carry methodological agadell as conceptual implications.

-A full understanding of schcol linkages, the impact of linkages on instruc-

tion, and the role of the principal in using linkages to change |
uinstructional practices requires a more intensive study of the- American

high school. The ;esearch effort needs to" move beyond the cross-sectional

-

survey approach that has dominated research on school administration‘

. (Bridges 1982) While there will be a place for such studies in'the
futute. researchers now need to spend considerably more time in schools. A
number of approaches. including observational. ethnographic. qualitative or
interpretative methods.'can be adopted as the means to focus attention on
learning first-hand what is happening in schools. These approaches allow -l -

for ample exposure to school a%tivities.' Furthermore. rescarch time should

. be devoted to learning more about linkagcs. instructional practitcs. and

o




the impact of the principal on them. Three speeufic methodological
‘implications have evolved from our. thinking about these.problems.

) First, there is the need for thicker description of what life is
| - 11ke in secondary schools (1. e.. the linkage patterns) and how principals
create or maintain some order and\fﬁtection in that life. As Geertz (1973)p
points out. it.may be fairly simple to- describe the concrete actions that -
are present. However, what is not as simple are the meanings that are
given to actions by the various participants. It is those meanings that
" help determine both “the cultural and bureaucratic linkages in a school.. By .
intensively studying events ‘and behaviors and trying to understand h;w
principals, teachers. and students interpret them, we will.have a better
understanding of the potential impact, the principal may have.

_ Second’ linkage patterns and instructional practices in schools do not .

just happen° they evolve over tfhe. Consequently, methodologies must be

employed that emphasize an historical perspective. Such a perspective .

allows one to follow the development of both linkages and instructional
F

y -

‘practices and to, unravel the relationship between them. For example, there
" are a number of ways that cultural linkages can deve10p (c. f.. Clark 1970).
in- schools. The school may have been established "de novo" with a clear .
purpose in mind. The creation of magnet schools that focus on specific '

i subject areas are an example of this. Cultural linkages may also evolve '
out of a‘crisis over a key event: A school may be floundering because ofa
lack of direction. A consequent collapse or common rallying point may be

sufficient ,to focus and redirect the efforts of’ the school. Yet another.

-

alternative 1is that a stro‘g leader takes charge nnd gradually tightens the_

cultural linkages in the school In all three cases. a look at current



. ’ . /
'conditions would show evidence of tight cultural linkages.
o Yet, u&{:out understanding the historical context, the detailed
' relationship etweeh the cultural linkages and instructional practices would
be missing. The important point is. that research strategies need to emphasize
- the exploration of past events and patterns of leadership to determine their
impact on present school conditions. The use of historical techniques to
uncover the development of cultural linkages has been almost" entirely

1

-overlooked by the research community. An emphasis on describing and

‘interpreting past events will help us better understand current situations
.and enable us to interpret the role that linkage mechanisms have played

FinaIly,szsearch design must also be considered since design features

influence what is studied and how long it is studied Here ye can learn a
* -
‘great deal from the shortcomings of effective schools research. Those

research designs have been faulted on a number of grounds (Rowan, et al.
1983 Ralph ‘and Fénnessey 1983)° Two criticisms are salient. ‘The first 1s
the vexing problem of causal ordering among variables. Do linkage - - '
mechanisms impact instruction or/does fhstruction affect linkage patterns’

~ Designs must bg developed that disentangle that question. Intensive
observation over long periods of time, something missing from much of the
qualitative effective schools research, is one solution.. Another way to
'address the causal ordering is through an historical ~understanding of the -

- .people and events leading to present conditions.-‘As Rowan et al. (1983) -
suggest, it would also be " instructive to develop a design thst focuses.on

schools ir transition, i.e., those currently in the process of moving from

loose to'tight_linkages.‘ By following the changes in linkage patterns‘over
' . . N : - ' .

a. "v," . /




time, one can clearly assess their effects on instruction and the impact of

the principal;

An equally troubling design problem concerns generalization. Huch of.
/

.“; the effective schools research has focused on the characteristics of a

narrow sample of unusually effective schooléf’ The assumption has been made

that those findings can be applied to other kinds of schools, Similarly, .

if tight~iinkagesf§re associated with uniformity of instruction.'can it

e

also be argued that schools with loose linkages can change instruction .-

T

solely by working on linkage mechanisms? Indeed. there may be some other
‘factors that are affecting instruction in these schools. The problem has ai
two part solution. First, it is necessary_ to u\derstand what is important
"about tight 1inkages in schools. -Are they associated w1th uniformity of

' instruction? This can best be done by learning from intensive observation ~
‘in a small number of schools where tight linkages e&ist. fOncs the |
; relationship has-been established it may prove useful to use a survey"
approach to test wider applicability of the findings to ‘different types ofv
schools. The effective schools .research moved to prescript¥on without ‘

: considering the second step, while the research proposed in this paper has i

“ ®

yet to fully address the first step. “

’ .
“
[N

Conclusion

Research on effective schools hds promoted rhe view that schools can

be organized to improve instruction and that principals have a key role to

play. Yet, that optimism for secohdary schools must -be tempered by . the
(,q - .

‘J

conclusion that they are loosely linked organizations where the Jmpact of

principals<on instruction is limited; The‘arﬁumcnt of this pupeﬁ‘is‘that _

vy .. L3
& ’ . . e - e e
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. , . . -
cultural and bureaycratic linkages independently and. interactively

influence the quality, of instruction. Ways in which the principal can
effect these linkage patterns have also been explored An adequate
understanding of the contribution [ the secondary principal to the quality

of instruction'rests,in a careful andllysis of cultu{al linkages and how

‘they dnteract with bureaucratic 1iunkages.
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