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. emergence of multivariate analysis and statlstlcal packages allowed '

"R : . "
“ . -
. . . K
' * . )
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- There was a shift ln methodologlcal and theoretlcal approaches 10 -the
study of organlzatlons in the mid, to late suxtles. TMethndologlcaILy, the
. .

L]

Y

social sclentists to ‘deal with larger bodjes of data, andafor the mbst’
part the prevlously predomlnant case study approach was ° left behind.’

Theoretically, the concern shlfted away from an examlnatlon of the dynamlcs
of organlzatlons, i Y strategy and change, toward a relatlvely static

analysis of the structure of‘organizarlons. Thus in the l960's and 1970’s, .

-

the socl:ﬂoga:al study of .organizations was domlnated by the comparatnve

. structural perspectlve (Blau and Schoenherr, 1971; Hage and’ Alken, 1967; -

\
Pugh et. al., 1963,11968 etc ). The comparatlve-structural perspeotlve

¢

" . emerged as a response tg the earller detalled case study approaches o .

n emempllfled by Selznlck (l9k9) and Gouldner_ (l954) whlle the case -

<

A
studies were concerned wlth how the behavlor of organlzatlons and thelr

members 'ﬁﬂosyncratically varled from a common theoretlcal reference

~ -

polnt l.e., Neber s model of bureaucracy. the comparatlve structurallsts

. .

were prlmarlly concerned with: dlscoverlng common patterns across organlzatlons.

.- An argument can. be made. that In lts baslc cgncern wlth the collectlon

based on the functlonal lnterdependence between varlous structures, e.g.,

of large quantlflable data-banks, the comparatlve-structuralISt reduced .
Py

_theory to the posltlon of a ledltlmlzer of methods rather than holding that

methods are a tool of theory.l The selectlve use of works of Max Neber

exempllfﬁes this phenomenon. Neber s Ideal construct of bureaucracy

.emerged as a serles of testable proposltlons whlle lt was clearly never \\\%\

&

:‘meant to do so (Hall .and Tltr‘e, 1966,,HaJl 1963) . Furthermore, Neber

.
e

,hlmself was cast as an aggregate structurallst who viewed organlzatlons as

e

* i}

size and dlfterentlatlon (Blau and Schoenherr, 1971) The,dynamgc aspects

. X " ’ .
. . .
v .
. .« . o "
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of the Weberian perspectlve. vlewlng structure as contlngen i orical
: ‘ " and cultural settlnd and as determined by the conscious ach i 7 .~"ticular
" lnterest groups, was for the most part ignored by the comparat . xcturalistsf
Contemporary theoretlcal perspectives (March and Slmon, l958 Cye:r ad 7

March' 1963, Thompson. 1967) weré also selectlvely.used by the comparatlve
structurallsts The references made to these theoretical works lgnored

faf the most part the~dynamlc aspects of -the perspectuves. For wemmple,
* not until redently has the theme of coalltaons and coalltlon behavior,

A

been vlewed as lntegrtl to the emplrlcaygafsearch whlle lt Is obvrously of

. |mport to the theoretical volumes: (Cyert and March, l963, Thompson, 1967)

' . The rise of the comparatlve structurallst perspectlve may be due in

part ‘to ’ts affinity with one of the prlmary tendencles of organ4zat|onal

behavior: the development of general overarching theories with: appllca-

blllty to all organlzatlons= The statlstlcal analysls employed by the

cqmparatlve structurallsts are well suited to the development of generak

theory. Even the earller case study tradltlon tended to lose slght of the

t

speqlflcs of the emplrlcal referents on which they were based wlth emefgent

theoretlcal general fzations comlng to the forefront.- The comparatlve S

-

structurallsts offered a more expllclt and direct route to the same end

" ©
-

L O
e whlle sacrificing a slgnlflcant degree of realism and’ practlcallty In ’ne N

process. - ’. : ) ' - Q' .
- ‘ Although not as extreme, thls ldterplay between theory and methods ls

? <&

also apparent jn educatlonal admlnlstratlon. Through most of |ts hlstory,

educatlonal admlnlstratlon has pl&ced a- heavy-emphasls on practlce. As

a result those in educatlonal°admlnlstratlon have tended to rely on - EERPET
-detailed empirical descrlptlcns of educatlonal systems rather than the A

° )

development of broad- theorles of organlzatlons There has been'a heavy use = -

< . '.' . ) R
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of case studies or other intensive .research techniques which tend to reveal
- . ’ - . -

the morge ldlosyncratfc'and dynamic aspects of school systems. One’ consequence
of this has been the conslstent lament among those in educational adminis--

tration concerning the lack of theory (e.q., Cunnlngham, Hack and Nystrand,

1977; Immegart and Boyd 1979, Boyan, 1981). There has been a call for .

’

' . the use of more reflned methodologlcal and statistlcal . approaches to aid

-

in the development of a:more speciflc and quantufled theory r‘educat1onal
admintstratlon.i . ‘f*: o ' . ' C ' , .‘ ' - )

The uncrltlcal adoptlon of - such -an approach would have the same costs :‘

-]

.

for the study educational admlnlstratlon that the r|se of the . comparatlve

structuralnst perspective did for the study oF organizataons. The work

b\r’ .

of Bidwel I’ and Kasarda (1975) most closely approxlmates the structural modél
r3 :5

LS

and provides a good -example of these costs. lee ‘many othen structura!ists,

- d .

Bidwell and Kasarda view schools and school dlstrlcts* ln “terms- of the

s
A ¢

economic context and morphologlcal structure of these organlzatlon-..iFor

. o L \ » .
» . . s .

. ) .t ‘
example, organizationa) attributes are measured in terms of such dlmenslons .

as'pupil/teacher ratlo;'admlnlstrative intensity, ratio of professional.

. : . ° N -~

* " support staff to classroom‘teachers, and staff qualifications. Their

analysis essentlally consists of examining how these four "organizat?onal

A} o

- attributes' moderate the Impact of envlronmental condltlons.gych as

. -

school district size, fiscal resources, percent of dlsadvantaged families,

\

district populatldn educational. levels, and percent non-white in district.

-

on measures of ,student achievemeny, Like most organizational theorists .
' . " . R . — - .

¥

they view organlzattons as an lnput/output,system. HoWever,'lihe mos t

aggregate structuralistsg (e.g., Blau and Schoenherr, 1970), they leave -

* While Bidwell and Kasarda use‘school districts as the’ unit pf analysls,
+° the impllcatlon of their Gerspective holds for schools and school districts.

S o .' .
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thé'process by which actars translate the impact -of the environment unspe-
: Y - 7

; cifled. The envlronment s impact on structure is never viewed as mediated

-

by the cognltfons and caqulative behavior of organizatlonal actors.
( -
Envnronment is somehow transformed-lnto-structure, yet the process of

’

transformation remains unspecified. Conscuous actors, stratetic decision= o
o ' .43 . e
i ‘ maklng, and open: cbnflict are never censldered The discovery of static ’
.patterns occurs at the expense of.the dynamlcs of practical-reality,
0 » . . M

e While this approach may prodice a‘theory of'educational admlnlstration,

1ﬁere is a distinct posslbi]lty that such a theory would be too far

removed from the practice of edﬁcatlonal admunistration to be of much use.

. © -

Obvrously there Is a need In both organlzatlonal behavior .and . v

‘.educatlonal dminlstratlon for the generatlon of practlcal theory (Bacharach

and Mitchell,‘lSS)a)} The development of practical theory requires that‘

-

attentlon be pald to the common patterns that exist scross orgarfzations = = -

+ and the idlosvhcraticurea\ftles of ‘specific organizations. In recent years

‘the structural perspectlve has coﬁﬁ under‘attack'from a variety of . R

~ -

theoretical perspectrves, (Karplck 19723, Georgiou, 1973, Goldman and

TN Van Houten, 1977, HcNell, 1978 Salaman,.1978, ,Bacharach and Lawler, 1980; .

L]

Crozier “and Friedbers. 1981; Weick 19y6) Curlously, ‘there appears to be /*'”'

. luttle interest in defendlng thls approach to ‘the study of organlzations,

v

with the consequence that there has been conslderable experlmentatlon with»

altefhatlve perspectives such as the negotlated order perspective (Strauss, , -,

1

; 1978)‘ the MarXian perspectlve (Eenson, 1977. Braverman~ |97., Heydebrand

1977; Goldman and Van. Hoéiten, 1977), the ethnomethodolog{cal perspectlve
1 .

(Mannlng, 1977), a renewed lnterest ln the soclal .action perspeqtlves

p ) (Rose, 1974; Goldthorpe, 1968 Silverman, 1970; Touralnef.l97l) and the L

.

polntical perspectlve‘(Pettlgrew, 1973; Bacharach and Lawier,v1980
.‘ . ' . -~ L] *
A Y : .
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Pfeffer 1980 wezss, 1981). _ %

Among the more potent critiques of the comparatave structuyalust

4

perspectuve is March and Slmon s (1958) not|on of the loose céupllng of

o I

. organizatlons, recently elaborated by Welick (1976).- What makes-thls

3

by an.organizational theorist to deal with the particular properties of

‘educattonalkorganlzatlons. ln-essenE:: the notion of loosely coupled

~glives way to a view of organizations:ias heterogeneous. »Harmony,ls usurped

coupled systems approach is’the fact that it is based on an- indlvldual

perspectlve of particular interest Is the facy that it représents an attempt °

» v

systems characterlzes organlzat-ons in a manner dlrectly opposlte that of

a’ I

comparative structuralist theory. Thus the objectlve focus on struc re.is -

an ©

replaced'by,a concern with the subjective aspects of cognition. As a , .

i ¥ . .
conséguence, the assumption of organizations as holistic or homogeneous

0

by chaos. However; it is precisely at_thls‘polnt'that the weaknesses of
the loosely.coupled.metaphor,becomes most apparent. ‘Posslble}sources of'
order are left vague_and unspeclfled ‘While Nelck (1976) lists some .

posslble mechanlsms thgough which coupllng may occur (e g., authority,i

. »

technology), |t is not apparent at what poInt coupling occurs. Further,' h-

3

it.is not apparent whether couleng occurs Qetween individuals, groups, . . .

or organlzatlons. dndeed ‘one of the prlmary problems wlth ‘the loosely -

L ~
phenomenologlcal analysis, yet lt ls applled haphazardly toe organlzations

as a unlt T B ,

lmpllclt in one or more of the aforementloned perspectIVes are a number

of crlthues of the comparatlve-structural approach to the study of organiza-

tions: - . , I e
. . (
a. Comparatlve structurallsts have relfled organlzations

- ‘\

b. Comparatlve structurallsts have anthropomorphlzed organlzations
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c. comparative structurallsts have objectIerd organizations I
d. cOmparatlve structurallsts have vlewed individual organnzatIonal . o

’ membersﬂas passiVe ) ' o ‘o

-

e. - Comparathe structuralists have viewed organlzatlonal'structuras

.~ * .
e .

as constralnlng behavlor rather than as emergent jrom behav!or ' -

L

ﬁ. Comparative structurallsts have assumed. the existence of " an, ' Y

KY

R

_ aggregate organizational reallty { .. . .
g. 'ComparatiVe'strUcturallsts have ignored divergence in subgroup

¢

. and Indlvldual cognitlons and interests o VRee L e

R 4

h. Comparative structuralists have failed to explaln the dynamlcs
of change and conflict In organizatlons._ - N K

What most of the critiques of the comparatlva\structqralIsts have

in common 1s a primary concern wlth the ana]ysls of orgaanatlonal o,

'dynamics and organIzat!onal change " They view organizatlons as systems _ s

4

- of actions, Not coincldently, thelr development ha! been accompanIed by a-
renewed Interest'in the use of “qualltative" methods (AsQ, 1981)
- The problem with the various cFTtiques offered of the comparatlve
structurallégs Is that no/pne perspectlve has addressed all the polnts
of critlclsm, mor have they shown . an’ appreclation for thg posltfve aspects

of the structural approach To that end, we have yet to see a tHeorctIcal

'perspective which deals wlth what must be vlewed as the three crltlcal o
. .- R \\. . » . ,

lssues of organizational theory: SO B ' \' : ’

\

- a. How do organlzatlonal structures and processes emerge from‘the

' '\ i \‘, -
behavlor and cognitlons of Indlvldual actors? ) .
2 ) - . ’ N ‘ : o
b " How da organlzational structures and processes stabilize wlthout . ;’W

»

inhibiting the,behavlors and cqgnitronsfof Indivldual actors?l

] BRI

. E '\"77‘ :
@ » .
P AN ) a. Se \ '
. ? . N n
5 . 2 . .
)




P
;;4////47 C. How do organlzatlons change ulthout belng reduced -to chaos?
. LY

\
\Speclflcally, how do organlzatlons change whlle stull mauntalnlng thenr
organlzatlonal ldentlty? ] v ST

T " Yo .a large degree what-welcg (l976) and others have falled to
emphaslze'ls'ihaf/ge;/—d the fache of loose coupllng, there may exist.

g thefday-to-day calculatlve workings of a polltlcal reallty. That'ls,vat
< ’/ = N

.
- .

times one has the sense that the proponents of the looselv coupled are

-

trapped‘by thelr own metaphor, falllng to reallze that what appears as*

. loose couplung may |ndeed be the lnformal but hughly predlctable polltncs .

13 ]

of organlzatlonal llfe. Indeed the modes of couplnng may be based on ‘

calculatlve decisions constralned by the structure and envlronmentaS“

-

ﬂcontent of organlzatlons. While the structurallstsfall to conslder %he
lnternal dynamucs of ﬂ*ganlzatlons, the adherents of the loosely coupled”
systems approach fall to consider the structural constralnts that impinge * .

“on the individual actor s cognltlons and actlons, o ' .

lt is my premise that a dle ground between the cqmparatlve
]
T structurallst and the loosely coupled systems approaches may be found in

the polltlcak analysls of organlzatlons. Unlike. the polltlcal ' ‘

perspectlve offered by Marxlsts, | belleve It ls crltlcal -to emphaslze

s, " not simply macro lnstltutlonal analysls. but the analysls of micro politics

. (Pfeffer, 1979,‘Bacharach and Lawler, 1980). To the degree that a polltlcal‘
analysls examlnes the cognitions and actlons of ac,n;s wlthln the context

[ 4

of speclflc organlzatlonal structure and environmes

', 1t may be seen as -

lncorporating'the strengths of both the structuralist and loosely coupled‘f.
o 4
‘system approaches while not succumblng to the wnaknesses of. these approaches."

That ls, a polltlcal perspectlve lncoroorates structure,fcognltlon, and -
» - . ‘
factlon and as such takes, Into account the structural constralnts ‘of an

T ,approach llkelBldwell and Kasardfvﬁgd the voluntarlsm lmpllclt ln a




R (93 - 3
perspectiVe such as Neuck' s - o . >
. - N . <

The Image of school organlzatlons as political entltles is not new.

Indeed,-an argument’ can be made that in the educatlonal admlnlstrat!on

. . v . o
,Iiterature this_has been a prevallinb perspectlve (Charters, 1952; Eliot,
1959; Corwin, 1965; Ziegler and Jennlngs,'197h' Wirt and Kirst, 1972;

4

- . Thompson, 1976) Thls perception of an existing politlcal orientation
stems, to. a slgnuflcant deyree, from the use of detalled case studies '\ '
and other Intenslye, descriptive methods In educatlonal admlnlstratlon St

-  noted earlier. Most of these theorists, while dfferlng ‘an Idslght fnto
. ) . .
the pollticaJ analysls of organizatlons, fail to develop the conceptions

4 P .

of schools as complex P°||t|08| organIzatlons °That is, for the most -

———————gpart~—they_concentzated_on selectlve relatlonships “such as. the relatlonShlp

. between the superlntendent and the school board (e g., Zleg1er and

, Jennings), or they concentrated en speclflc polltical roles such as the.
I . . .

role of superintendent, gjannacconi and Lutz, 1970) Perhaps the’most . '

thoroughly developed analysls of schools as complex polltlcal organlzations

"Is that offered by Corwln. By Identlfylng key actors and thelr interactions,

-

’ | -
in developlng a dlfferentiated view of the organga nal envIronment *

-

S — - — - W___Q B B e

. and by emphaslzlng the notion of bargalning and adaptive‘strategIes,'Corwln B

has taken an Important preliminary step towards developfng a polltlcal model

" of the school sysfem ‘and its enVironment that is more comprehenslve in -

its scope than most earlier efforts. . a : e L T

Consldering,;hat the work= of Corwln Charters, Eliot, etc preceded
theorIsts such as B!dwoll and Kasarda, ‘Wejck, and’ Meyer and Rowan (1977)

. it s astonlshIng that the polltlcal perspectl»e offered by students of

educationa! systems has not been thoroughly Incorporated in the’ analysls o ='_
> ~ - N
of educatlonal organlzatlons.r In a sense, it is irOnic that | propose L
. .~ . T': "‘.
o , r .
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a politicahLapproach to the study. of educational institutions as a middle .
; . ‘L

‘ground between structuralist and loosely coupled systems approaches.

A detail!d analysls of schools and school districts'suggests a
- 4

political image of organizations accounting for the following.

a. fdJcatnonal organizatiops are best concenved as political systems;

‘bo/h |nternally and in their external relataonships In educational v
ofganizations, at all levels, constant tacticai power struggles occur “In
an effort to_oétain controf'over real or symbokic resources, Whether thisih
stru§9les occurs hetween the superintendent and the school'boardv'between:
* the school ;oard ‘and the state, or between principals and teach@rs is _
‘) not the Important consideration it is essential to accept the dynamics : " -

-

- of power sttuggles over resources as integral to any organizational aralysis

. b. " In educational organizations, participants can be conceuVed of as
- ‘

pohtical actors with their own needs, objectives, qnd strategies to achieve |

those objectlyes While thcre.may be some apparent consensus regarding -

£

the normative goals of educational organizatlons, e.g., education, the weight
.4
given to different subgoals and the strategies used to pursue them will differ t.

,depending upon which actors are. questioned For example, a decisnon.to cut

" an administrator of an affirmative act bon program may be viewed by the

ommunity as a serious threat to minority protections&calling for pu li%}protest

at school bqard meetings or-letters to the editor of the local pape

£

The

same {ssue may be cpded as a budgetary necessity by the school
' Slmilarly7—in discussions of - class size, one finds administrators mentioning

financial and child population statistics while teachers speak of pedagogical

.

. technique Thus each group may argue not only the “rightness" of ifs specific

o

Dl - - — e

. position' Bit will also define thevissue 1" terms of lts own: function SR

0

The decision-making procéss is .the primary arena of political conflict

Each subgroup cdn be expected.to approach a decision with the cbjective of

] co @ . . ' ..

‘e . . . . -

Q B 2 ' . . . h . Sl
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"maximizing its specIfic/fnterests or-goals rather thar the maximizagion of some

] -} “ . - ] .
general organizationdl abjective. 'For example, ‘in a.choice betweén -purchasing
. . . /.' . . . . -
new school buses and multiplying the trips of current buses by/staggering -

- students arriyel and leavIng times, cItIgens may be concernéé/wlth such thIngS
as the generalutrefflc‘patterns in the; community, costc,

. ’ > L . . . . )
out of school until-mid-morning 2nd arriving home after/dark. For its part,

nd students being

[

. r n ’ . ‘- ._ . B
believes that the costs of increased driver time and mechanical depreciation

" is significantly less,eipenslve than would he.the purchase of new buses/

and the subsequent need td hire more drivers. /School administrators
. i ' !

N concerned wIth'questIons of congestIon around the.bdllqlngg and t

ay . be
disruption

_of_classes as_students arrive and depart. Teachers, as a group, may be

entIrely dIsInterested and attempt .not to partIprate.‘ Unles some “aspect “of

trhnsportatIon.budget.wIll decrease the EonlecgavaIlable for salaries),

2 .
. teachers,~or any other ‘group, may dehlde not to becom

G,

decision. For those who perceive an Issue as relat/d tortheIr self- Interest

o \ ,’."‘
deer_j;uthorIty) who has ‘the Informal power (Influence) or who should have 1
Ia

/ N
_—"the power to make organlzatIonal decIsIon A groqp*s efforts to have "their’
‘point of view relfected in the decIsIon outcome centers in large part around - .

questions of authorIty‘and Influence. In order to have one's vIewpolnt_repre-' -
e sented requIres that others agree that your view should be consIdered I'e.,
that xou should have Influence over the decIsIon. The leve}fﬁf'agreement or

. congruence between partIes over who has or should have authorIty«and Influence




- ‘over yarlous dec|s|ons is constrained by the structure of educatlonal

ornanlzatlons, the|r work processes, and the dufferen' goals of groups? In
- rega(rds to congr%ence, four types of . conditlons can be consndered (Bacharach 4
and Lawleq. 1980) : L }; |
- ) jlj °Clpngruence (Legitimate Authority) .

. o
' ) ai Centralized superiors and subordinates‘ copcur that the rbght

5,
to make a finai decislon belongs to only the superlor. - 2

.
. . ‘o
~ - ’

'b) Decentralized: superiors and subordinates concur that .

subordinates have the right to make final decisions.:
: - r
.2,". Incongruence

<

o . a)' Shirking:. superiors malntain that subordinates have the
s - ;
. right to make final_decisions but. subordinates refuse to db SO.. "

* b) Usurpation: superiors maintain that subordinates do not

have the right to make final decusions, but subordlnates maintain that )

they do.have the rightmts\ﬁak final decisions.  ° . ' T

e. 'Given the .importance of the dec S -makiqg process and,groups“

.l efforts to have their views reflected in decnsnon ou es, the nature of

Iy

congruence with regard to where power lies in the decision-making process

is consequential for the level of conflic. and ultlmateiy for educatlonai
- o
quality. Obviously, the two congruent ‘conditions will pfoduce the least
conflict and will enable decision-making to proceed as necessary. In contrast,

e

the two. incongruent conditions both pose a major threat to the integrity -

:bf the decisicnfmaking process. In one (shirking), efforts wiii be made tq -

pass responsibility forathe decision on to others. The passing of a sensitive

_Issue such as sch6617ciosings back and‘forth between the administration and the

.
s *:

»

school board/ﬁould be an illustration of this.- In.the other incongruent’
. / . . ) i i . ..4 . . - . .
- condition {usurpation)-, a groups efforts to obtain authority-or influence over a

>

<

Q‘f L : . ’i; :’ }1:;4
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decusion which others feel they are not entntled to may also stall the decnsion

process. . For example,fif teachers” administration, the school board and

various community groups all attempted to become involved ln a particular decision

thelike‘lihood 'of conflict Is high and the chances for a speedy declslon low
'Dlsruptlon of the decisnon process, particularly when important educatlonal o

. ~]ssues are involvéd will'have a direct affect on the school district's program.

- . ]
o f. The abllnty of a single individual or group to have its ‘interests .
LT represented in the. declsion-making process is often” llmited As a consequence,

- s

in educatnonal organizations coalntions of adtors emerge, |dqnt|fy collectlve

obJectnves, and devise strategles to achieve those obJectlves For example,

the power of individual teachers or groups ‘of teachers is limited but the
power of a coalition of teachers, i ‘é., the union, iIs often substantlal
Should the teachers' union eliclt the support of the PTA an even more |nfluential
coalition could result.. The formation of égalitionsﬂls.constralned by
organizational structures, ideologies, and envnronment.‘ For exampl:, the type
of coalitions that emerge and the strategies which they follow will depend

-

greatly on whether we are dealing with a large, highly bureaucratlc school
district or a small, non-bunpaucratic school district;’ whether the community '
is liberal or conservative. or whether the distrlct population is well educated I
or pqorly educated. In other words, - the coalltions which emerge, the collectlve~
objeétives which they.idéntlfy, and the strategies whifh they use to achieve
thesé obJectnves WIll be determined to a large degree by the various
combidatlons of structures, ideologies, and environment.

9 “In any school district, there are llkely to be a number of different
coalntlons either in existence,_or capable of being formed The dominant ) "i
coalition is that coalition of actors which controls the authority structure .

and resources of the organlzation at a glven.point in time; thelr actions and'

A < ‘ - - . '\‘:

we - e
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orlentatnons can be descrlbed ln terms of thelr

I

ogigues_diaction (perspective -

from the polnt of view of the observer that gl es thelr actlons meanlng and

coherence) For example, in one school distflct we observed (Bacharach,and

. Mltchell l98lb), the superlntendent and///majorlty factlon/of the school board

. constltuted the dominant coalutlon‘  the di rict. 'Although-challenged.by

other groups such.as the teachers and the min lty factlon of the school board,
there was no sungle group or coa]ltlon of groups with suffuclent influence to .g
e replace - the domlnant coal4t|on kp the dlstrnct. Th|s coalition had enough :

. power through the superlntendent s control over his admnnustratlon and the.
maJoruty factnons control over school board votes to insure the‘dustrnct was

run ds they saw fit. Further, the strategies and tactics employed (such as® >

.

o -

the superlntendent's control over lnformatlon and the majority factions ties

-
v

to the community ellte) were consistent with thelr perceptlon of the|r roles

-m-and resoonslbulutl%s as school dlstrlct offlclals in a particular” school

° a

dustrlct.- In a s|mllar manner,: those who challenged the dominant: coalntlon

- also followed a conslstent set’ of rules or expectatlons., As a_ consequence,

therq was an underlylng loglc to what ‘ofter. appeared to be a chaotlc and

. confllctual'state'o affalrs. -The same reasoning can be’ applled to all ‘school . ©

&) ) o - ’ ) . o . i ‘

districts, - | : S . ' h

; 'Q
hs Although a dominant coalltlon may remaln ln place for an extended

‘period of tlme euther through astute pollt:cal manuverlng or_the relatnve :

) quiescence of the district, .no coalltlon is sacrosanct. A dlalectlcal . =
relatlonshlp exists between.the organlzatlonal.structures, ldeologles, andh ‘
envlronment and the :mergence and asplratlons of coalltlons. Coalltlons emerge

S . in reaction .to structures, ldeologles, and environment and ln turn reformulate

and lnstltutlonalize structures, work proqesses, and ideologles whlch engender.

o ¢

over tlme, a reactlag from'emergent coabltlons. The rotatlon of coal?tuons

on school boards |llustrates thls process.,‘ln ‘one district we observed

ke

& -8 - . . - PR :




»

L . : . . . ’ 15' - ”' ) v

(Bacharach and Mltchell l98lb). a taxpayer s. group congerned over rxslng
. -
school costs was able to moblllze sufficient communnty support(to gain

-

a majorlty of . seats on the school board. This coalltlon was able! to oust »
\ﬁ' - . " X
. the superlntendent from offlce, alter the content and deflnltlon of

other admlnlstrathe rales, and to undertake a revlew of the dlstrlct

T currlculum wlth ah eye toward adapting a more fundamental or back-to-baslcs'
4\lqpproach to educatlo;T Shocked by some of these actlons, a rnval coalltlon

, consnstnng of teachers, parent groups, and members of thf communlty elnte |

v was formed . and’ after |ntenslve compalgnlng, was able to replace the i ,ﬁ

taxpayer s group as the majority faction the school board hls new

coalltlon *hen proceeded to lmplement a serles of its own changes in school.

dl;trlct pollcy The polnt ls that educatlonal organlzatlons must be seen ‘

<
u;as polltical entltles that shape and are shaped by their envlronmental

and organlzatlonal context. '

Al

i, The dlalectlc presented above as a crltlcal component of a political
| 3 —_—

analysis of schools occurs over time and wlthln a speclflc context. This

'

‘means that educat onal orgénlzatlons are best understood in-terms of a .

S -

hlstorlcal perspective and ln terms of the speclflclty and structure of the

lnstltutional system of whlch they are a part. .

N\

At least two methodologlcal issues emerge from thls elaboration of the {' .
3 .

_major points lnvolved in an analysls of educatlonal organizations -as polltlcal

.

& entitles. “The flrst issue deals wlth the unlt of analysls. A polltlcal

analysis, due to lts concentration on coalltlons as the basis of action and -

change, envisions groupssas the prlmary focus of a study of educatlonal
organlzatlons. ‘This perspectlve affords an emplrlcal middle ground between

a concentratlon on aggregate and individual data by examnnlng collectlvltles .Hl

" of lndlylduals.wlthln an organlzatlon._ To date, the potentlal of the group

. . »

& S : i
. . »
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-
-

| o i ’
.}model has not been fully realized. ' The ‘group has been seen as a [elat/vely

: formal entlty whose activntles\yithln the organnzatlon are passive and of

Ll . -

little |nterest to the researcher. Nhat attention has been pz)d ‘to. the group

focuses on grth autonomy, that ls, wlth the group ltself rat er than the
‘.

group s relatlonshlp with other‘work groups ln the organization. Realisatlon

- of the full potentlal of the group perspectlve requlres/that the dynamucs m_i

4

of the group lnterrelatlonshlps become a focal:polnt of future‘research,

4
.For- example, properly conceptuallzed a group model is well suited to an

A w -

'examlnatlon of the admlnlstratlve, ducatlonal and polltlcal lmperatlves

M . ~ LB

that™ confront school admlnlstrators as they are expressed in var|ous group’ ¢

‘lnteractlons We belleve that the proper appllcatlon of the, group model can

" be achleved lf it is embedded in a theoretical approach that considers the
o . o .

organlzatlon as a political systan.. o -;' - 9 o
The second methpdologlcal Issue has to deal with the ‘use. of casc studief
versus large quantltatlveucomparatlvemstudles_wlthAwhlch we began our.

“.+ discussion. There, we argued that the-cholce of method has .in many cases

>

d|ctated the theoretlcal content of the research undertaken. One of the’
Iy

advantages of the political approach belng advocated here is. lts abll;ty
&
;? to. constructhely utlllze both methods, drawlng upon thelr streng;hs without

, succumbing~to their llmltatlons. To elaborate, the major strengths of a large

scale comparatlve survey approach ls the ablllty to generallze that it

. ¢

affords. it enables one to plnpolnt the key varlables and varlablé*relatlon-

“ae e

ships, which constraln the polltlcal processvacross school districts.. Its

prlmary weakness ls lts nability to provlde a sense of process and the

~

speclflc lnformatlon nec essary for an ln-depth analysls. In contrast the

© - 2

strengths of a case- study approach lle in its abllity to explore how~ .‘-

polltlcal processes unfold over ttme“ln a‘speclflc settlng.h It's prlmary

e ) .
> ' . . . . . . T C‘
. i Lo RN B .




weakness’ is jts failure to‘pronde a sufficient base for generalizihg

to other'organlzations. Together, the two methods complement pne another

v and provide the basis for a thorough understandlng of school dlstrlcts as .

L] s - T

polltlcaj systems, allowlng one to determlne whlch aspects of school dnstrncts

e qualftatlvely unlque, and whlch a:iects are quantltatlvely recurrent. "’f

Obvlously, the key step here Involves the creatlve deslgn‘of research

whlch can effectlvely utlllze both approaches. Fbr example, ln our own:
N - '\‘, . l
research we began a serles of ‘cae studles: to famlllarlze ourselves wtth

-
- v .

how the issues we were concerned with were handled Ih school districts.”[ f'h
The lnformatlon collected from these case-sltes was then used to help U/
deslgnlng a survey for dlstrlbutlon to 2 larger sample of sC ools of whlch L Q

. _ theJcase study sites wgre a part. Havlng col]ected data uslng both i’
approaches,,lt is now posslble to use the results of the gase studles to

suggest potentlal analyses Qf the survey data or to: use the results of a S

survey analysls to characterlze a case study slte and examlne how a glven A
T »

el profnle of Varlable values ls translated lnto actlon ln an actual school f'"

on®

dlstrlct (Bacharach and Mltchell l981b)., Other ways of lnterfaclng

the two types of data are also posslble. The polnt ls that drawlng on. the

strengths of each approach insures- that the results wlll both be abstract

enough to. allow for slgnlflcant theoretlcal contrlbutlons, yet concrete

\
J ~ enough to generate practlcal pollcy recommendatlons.

. . Inclosing, as f noted elsewhere,.the Intérplay between theory,

Al

and/practlce may arlse ln any area, and the difference ln emphasls ._,

of actlvlty has dlrect consequences for® the establlshment of dlalogue between

these two flelds (Bacharach and Mltchell 1981a).

The purp se of such an




e
a
.

interaction is to lnsure that the theory that is generated is relevant and

. useful both to those in educationar administration.and in organizational
ry .
behavior. For educational administration, this suggests a. critical assess-
& + N v
' . ment of the concepts being proposed by organizational behaviorists, for -

organlzational behaviorists, this prompts a 5tep down from the helghts of
’ general theory and a. fo;us On the specific properties of schools as well

as a concern with how broader theoretical concepts unfold in educational

- - -

se&tings. For both“’the dialogue should be an ererclse in the creatlon of

.’

y practical tﬁeory . One example of the potenuial fruitfulness of ‘this kind \\
of a dialogue is in the political aﬁalysis of schools as orgénizations o )
a ‘elaborated here (e.g., Bacharach and Mitchell, l982) Recent theoretical

developments in organizational behavior, when combined with the rich body of -
descriptive empirical literature in the areas of 'scheo) politics and school

'*-organizations, results . In a perspective which presents a realistic image

. of schools as organizations with direct implications for the development
N o :

and refinement of theory, research, and;practice._ ' ) .
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