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Conting theory is,perhaps bﬁesmqét;pdﬁétfulﬁcdttént'pweépiné over thg/ .>
‘public.-and private sectors of management. An understanding of the "situa-

tional” characteristics of the'organiza ional forces'that influence the
'relationships between envirommental, magagement, -and’ performance variables
"is now coming to BE, seen as a key to understanding the management precess
itself. Unfortuantely, the field- of- educational administration has yat to

i

'-becong extensively involved. Focus in this. paper is given to an 1denti£1catioﬁ;’

and' analysis-of (1) the basic assumptions underpinning contingency theory,
and (2) the 2ontingent nature of organizatiomdal structure, leadership, and
planning variables. The objective is to build a conceptual framework that

will be afusafgl conceptual tool providing greater facility for deacriptibﬁ,

nalysis, and-predictiqn in educational orginizations.  The paperftoncludes
vith -a series of research questions: intended to. tabl{zh lines of investi-~’

gation for the field of school organization and' administration. : -
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Like t_he'bv;sinea ; ﬂding bet:ter uousetrap,s, t:his century has PRI

s seen the C‘Ptinuous scholarly putsuit of the special ingredients that
. @ . * ’ g
-eke up an ever: mote effectlve manager and managemeut ptocess. A variety ¥ . _”

of nanagement orientatinn:i;merged out of this putsuit (e*ﬁ., scientific

ltnagenent “fuman relatfo gpcia} eysteg‘theorY). each,vith gonceptual

L 'ltnchpins tooted ié'diffEting basiC'aSsumbtionﬂ/,bout the natute of

;. :btk_ nocivation, ra;ionaiiby, efficiency, govegpance, ang\Fhe likeh )

RS ,,.1‘:‘,,
~ . Im :ecent years another mauégement otientatiodqith its own Eisic

. » esshnptions has edged onto the,scggenv ‘This otien: ti has’for eentuties . 1[

‘) -'A_'). N 5. v ..
e beei .at/ the core of ptactitioner\behavior, ‘but hae been éeen basically as e

' 24 »

. an anpmaly, teflective of*inefficiEncy or unpteparedness, and thus over- . 4

S } looked by maﬁagement scientists.. Currently; thechangiqg "éftuational" o  \
i “ ; 1 : ey
S —~Elta¢tet of manﬁtement is nqw coming to be undetstoog ay a key to the

B2

managenent process itself. A cleat'illusttation of contingenty theoty, 3

¢
N e ) l
che armies of Napoleon and the Russ General Ku

» (

- e his classic Wat and Besce. Folloyin a major bat:{e near Moscow, betyeen 1;_”
zov, Tolstoy discqsses f o

4 A\ *
)
u c . '
_ “instant of this untnte upted, - .
. consegytive shaping of events the commander-in-chief 1S at N -
- - thetheart of a most complex play of intrdigues, cates, W o
‘ : contingenciedy/authorities, projects, counsels, ;hteats ‘ R
. ,-\\ - and deceits, and is continually obliged to reply ta. 1 o R
Innumetable ~often mutually.contradictory questions. j e . .
. " ~ a e

Q ‘ / -, N v Lo : - . - _ . : ) o
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&
&ny management: acholars an¢ practitionera’ would row agree w:tt:h the -

';"_obse::yation t:bat: "E'\:/ t:he moment: cont:ingency t:hebry is perhaps the most: ’

)

- 'pouerfﬁlg cur@nt sweepimg over t:he organization field. The his'ﬁtory of

\

to the new atyles of planning.‘ Inst:ead of relying o a singILCQrporat:e i
: A

- twy

L

-

N

\ ‘-

-

“

. only 10 were remotel); associat:ed wit:h 1ssues of school organizhtion and

t

’

lnny fields ,ghowa a movement: from universaliatic principles to sit:uat:i%l | "
. relationshfbs and wprinciples.' The current: i{o\minence of cont,ingency t:heory ’

J‘\*
® ,

suggedt: ghat: organi.zat:ion theory g\ t:ering a period of sc’ientific . o -

> PR

ltlt:urit:y."2 As an illust:rat:ion. of one special ) 2%k T the yery nature

of borporete planning is qndergoing & dr cC nge, and t:he companies e

A\ - -

thu fare beﬁt in coming years may well be the Jones /ﬁt adapt mpst: ,qaickly

L4 3

plan with perhaps one or two variat:ions, t:op manag ent at: \o{e and more .

. B ’ -3
P X J
Lo / T A

* . Althou h contingency t:heory has received its grea st at:t:ent:ion and

3. , . . .
lcenarios. . . - D : o

conpanies now get:t:ing a whole bat;t:ery of cont:ing\cy plans and,.al.t:ernace'.

»

uaedn-}he field of business,l‘. it has been . making ir/road int:o t:he public bl

administ:rat:ion sectors and t:he academic diéciblines.a Yet:" strangely the’-

/-
field_ of scho‘bi organizat:ion and administ.rat:ion has remaine relatively

out:sldevt:he research arena t:hat: drawa uponL the basic assumpt:io s and conceptual p “:
Nt . o

fraae works' uhderpinnin& the’ cont:ingency aheory view of managem

~
'uample, ‘tﬁnput’er literat:ure search of the ERIC data base was

/'
t;it:h a -code wvord of "contingency. Of the 242’ citat:ion"!x reported out,
v, <

tdministration. The ”temaining 232 typically treﬂﬁed t:each!.ng-learning

Usuu of the c1assr{oom, mostly in,the field of spécial educat:ion.' , ~
1) ‘ i W e
- Eence, iu" est:abll[ahing the direction of ‘this paper, t:he academic

I

?Xerat:ure from whic‘ the concept:) issues, and* st:udies 3re drawn wi.ll
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ey ’ ctrategi@tmctutes.\Sueh’ theory can be seen, as %11 be t:he casé in

thi.s paper, as linking otganizat:ional structure to out:comes, or as an aid -’

) s . N . P - .
A . . . R - ] . 0 [

teflect both public and private nanagenent aect:ora. G.iven the notion t:hat:
LI N .
the lituational chatactet of an organizat:ion is at the core of cont:ingency

»

theory, such .theory can be seen® ‘as, foming the pasis olfva variet:y of

° A .

o 7

»

_»- to phnnﬁng, or ‘as the basis of leadetship. It also could be useful in

ulch divex:ae ateas as budget: const:ruct:ion, est:a‘:lisbing rewatd structures

: 0
or evaluat:ing perfo e. ' . ' s - ; -
. . L : .
s Thﬂ ‘65320111‘19.% thi, paper-ate as follows' ; ' o0
,j i . L} = ’ .

(17' to. examine the basic assuwi;t:ions and concept:ual \foundat:ions of
R C cont:ingency t:heo,ry C ‘ S - ¥
oo : (]

/’:_ (2)4 to port:tay the cont:ingency t:heo-ry of manag At as ‘a t:eéhnique of

o

(3) to e’st:ablish a cont:ingency tha tykéft“amewor:k for the manager:lal

o
P A

h requitenents of (a?grorganizat:ional structute, (b) organizational

«

planning, and (c) ganizational leadetship. ' L |

‘u
;Kg’ I' (4) to conclude with a seties of tesearch quest:ions int:ended to @a)blish
i

~

R \\. ' import:ant: lines of invegtigation for the?teld of educahpn /

Ihde’r Condit:ions of Uncett:aint:y : ‘_ggm ~
An organizat:ion can be defined ‘as *""a social system consiat:ing of

_\subayat:ems tesour(:e vatiables int:etrelat:ed by Vatious mandgement
* N\
policies, practices and techniqutwhich interact wit:h vatiables in t:’he'

}vi;omnem:al sup:asyst:em t:J achieVe a get of, goafs or o’ject:ives..7 The )

cqnplex organizat:ion g core p.roblem is uncettaint:

, and "coping with L e

mmam:y," . : ;;fbn obs_erves, 1s "ghe essence of the '

- .hdninistr;t:iv'g proceg
. A *

nlakerscannot: as‘ g , precise ptogabilit:ies of succe‘s—go a specifz : .
g

'K infitiative. Hence t:he element: of tisk enters in t:he decision-mak .
for:llmla.9 'Ogganiz_at:iona, incl‘&ing" school systems, haye t:_ended t:o respond
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‘ B to this issue by what Cyert: an) Harcu‘ refer t:o as um:ert:aint:y
: S

avo‘idance. n10 Po; example /managers might \:livert ‘the energy and

o ~ roaources necessary for long term planning to t:he short: term need of E ’ h

put:t:!‘ng /6“ "fires " o/ :lmposing st:andard operat:ing—lprocedures, or' at:t:anpt:ing

/' o t:o i.nfluegce the pass e of favorably state legislat:ion, or writing‘ ’
! uncertaint:y-absorbing cont:ract:s. "Inhn{t:," fyert and, March conclude,, RO "

"t:hey achieve a reasouably manageable ‘decision sit:ut:agion by avoi«ighg 3

7 be

p].anning where plans depend on predict:ions of um:ert:ain future event% T

; ~ and by emphasizing planning whgre the plans caﬂe\ made self-confirm,fng T

Wil .. . . N R
t 1 .ll _— .
hrough soné cont:ro device , AN \. i _ o
In cont:rast:,. the emergence of contingency theory repr'esent:s. an - . 7.
. . . . . . ’ . ’ ) I3 ’ -
“orientation that enables us to- conceive of an organizaf\ ion as an open
, R T
. system éomposed‘of a compliof int:eract:ing subunits i,aced with uncert:aint:y,

v .

tmj through the adapt:at:ion of organizat:ional st:ruct:ure, planninu;r{it:egies,
[]

and leader behavior, accept:able levels of cert:aint:y can be achieved \

The Cont:ext: of Contingency Theory

—

v A
\ N
Cont:ingency t:heory is‘an extension of the open sxst:em concept. '"The
Koo
] AL
tlost: gener‘ai and fundament:al prOpert:y of a syst:em," Parsons and Shils writ:e,

] ‘ Q

[ ] "ig the int:erdependence ‘of parts or variables and how t:he part:s relite to

' X and give Order to t:he whole.]'2 The ext:ernal édvironment of ag organization

. /
- 4

‘serves ds it:s Mlife support: syst:em," and an< shifts in pressures or ‘

expectat:ions in t:he ext:ernal environmént have t:heir repercussions on t:he ’

ra

- operations of t:ht‘r organizat:ion. " For’ exa:ﬂple, when t:he community expanZ T4

o

. sunder pressures of fgrogth the school district: will have to respond by
. ¢ . o . N

. : P 1 ,,
. .
s - A

Qgen sEt:em theory concentrates 'on the dependency relationships and
/‘ M o » ' . St ‘- ; R ) /

¢

S\ o buildiﬂg more schools. '

~ -

-




..
’

, _ ,
' . P . . T : . . L
. ; L R N . ' L ’
E 0 ", ‘ ' Ce - . i
« . : ""'v”: R : . '
: . .
:

e:changes between the organization and its external environment. Con-

. -'

. iggencz theory, on the other hand, analyzes the. internal adjustments of

the organizgtion Ce. Bu decision-making process, struc Ive, technology, .
. ihstructional techniques) as it seeks t¢ meet. the shifting demands of
1ts external or internal ~environmmts. ot :

Tbe recognition of shiftin conditions, both in the external and the,
Id ) v

internal en ironment of'an organization, establishes the condition that
contingency theory of management be situational in character. Such a

:“\tbeory*can be“defined as ". . . identifying and - deyeloping functional .

relatiouships betveen environmental, management and performance variables '13

In this case, performance variables deal with organizational outcomes.

Coatingency variableg‘are situational variables thau\influence the

Y
. relationship Between’ managerial strategy or organizational tructure and

s : : ’ S o e .
brganizational outcomes. These contingency'variables can be produet'of
Yy

something happening in the external environment, such as incr sing parént
2

N~

d ~
pressures for more basic education- or in the internal environment, uch~
l-

- as the drgree f teacher autonomy or racial tension in a schopl Stated -
- ’ :

’ ,  another way: ' - 9. ) . .
- s
A = some sele ted managerial strategy or organizational design

B = situational contingency variables ’2 ;

. C = a measiire of organizatiqnal (group or individual) performanc\‘

—~—

The relationship between A and C is moderated in a' predictable way by B.‘

j;i\;;née*‘ identification and analysis of the key contingency variableg is

LT ~.
essential\for a school system because these variables will limit or en-

hance the effectiveness of particular '*nagement strategies or organiza-

T t tional designs. S , o é ' LA '5 .

“
. . - et - .
. - - N . . !
. “ . a - A .
\ ) 3 . . . - . .
. . . \
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néw management perapect::[vl. ' .

Bas¥c Assumptions * * - T L

Contingency ;heory, as it seeks to .‘meét:. the demands of complex-

\ N A ]

problem-solwing, is robqaﬂ-i_.;; a number of basic assumptions about

-

organizations and individuals. A few key assm‘np.t::lona a're'as follows:

- v . . . T ’ .

1. Middle Ground. Contingency theory stresses the view that (1) there
is sgmé. middle ground between the existepce of universal principa1$7 of
management that fit all organizational types, and that (2) each . .
organtzation is unique therefore each situation must be studiéd as unique.

, o . ‘
2. Goals. While an organization:-may have a basic overarching goal (e.g.,

" educate . ~ch:l.laren,- make sick people well, win the war), a maze of formal

..and informal-goals, often overlapg}ng; uncoordinated and coﬂﬂradic;dfy,.
.govern the dévelopment of events. - ' N o

L ' m \-4

3: Open Systems. All organizations are open syét:ems.

-4. Performarce. The level of performance is basically determined by the .
match bétween external requirements ar_ld internal states and proce¥ses. .

[} .
I -

5. qu':lc Function. "The basic function of administ:xja't:ion appears to be X
co-alignmens, yot mexely of people (in coalitions) but of institutionalized

. - ’ -

action--of techndlogy and task ‘enyironment into a viabliqdoma.in, and of

T organ:l.kat:iﬁnal design ard stru%e ‘appropriate to ft.™

6. vBest Way. There’ is % one best way oa organization and aﬁﬁini’strat:i&n.

7. Approaches. "Different (management) approaches may be appropriate in-
.subparts of Ehg same organization. Mgnagigg ‘the-campus police is not the
. same as managing the higtory department.”

8. Leaderghip Style.. Different leadership styles are appropriate for
different Problematic sﬂbatioqs. ' - ' Sy

9. Initiation. Managers rarely have-the Opportunii:y' to take.om'a

sources (e.g., courts, parental expectations, étc.). ) .

~ problem at its beginnings, whith are usually numeroﬁ’slgnd stem from many -

10. Ingc’u'mat:io;x. A 'manager mever knows all that is going on around him -
ft her. S o, R ‘ : - .

~

L]
t

"< .The Greater Environment of aw’Open System . . ~ ' ‘

4 . . ] M ‘ . . L | . R
Traditionally, as Stephen Heans_erved at a nat:ional'c;n_fer_ence on
et ‘. .,\ - . ‘

[N 12

. .
\h' \.‘ g -

1

o R PR

-m.ne-xf section will examine some as’aumptidns ausssz'iat:ed.wit:h this -, .

(A



perspect:ive, and 'we lack the ".’ '.f. concept:ual systems wit:h which to te.lat:e
" the behavior of leaders as ohey deal with this new (latget envinonment)
'phmomena . « «+0n a broad scale, our concept:s break down very fast, because .

. . -
)g‘ t:h.ey fail to apply to t:hese new condit:ions in meaningful fashion» n20 .

. . ~_ f & 4

'l'he anergence of open system t:heory :I.n tecent: years temoved many .

concept:ual "blinders" and has impressed upon us t:he notion t:hat "the _
ot behavior: of an organizat:ion is cotﬂngent: upon’ t:he soc:l.al field; of fotces
. -h.:...’

N *° . in which 2t occurs and (tﬁxs undetst:ood in terms-of the organizat:ion 8 .

A intetact:ion with t:hat: envitonm‘ental field 021 Open. syst:en t:heory has o

f e
.ptovided an ext:ranely useful framework for t:ryin; to deal wit:h t:he

~

queat:ions of whz and how t:he great:et environment:s of schools, such as
j -
rpatent:al expect:at:ions, shift:ing values, inflat:ion tat:es, and c‘lt:y govern-,
-
A nalt:s, :[mpac't: on t:he spec:l.alized structure and funct:ioning of educat:ional

!l
ayst:ans lCatz and I;ahn cat:egotize the maj‘or fields of - forces in ‘the ext:ernal

Al

T enviromnent: which shape t:he chatact:et of the cont:ingencies which impact: on :

Y B N
an or:gan:lzat:ion.22 ot

a )

4

-y Cl) Cultyral ke.g., social standards of excellence, et:hnic balance, .
Sy ~ affirmative action] :

§

(2’) Polit:ical [e. g‘., educat:ion codes, public teptesent:atcion in

, decision making, community sat:isfact:ioxﬂ : Vo ‘% ‘
(3) Economic [e.B., eduoat:ional finance, federal funding, job “‘ R
= matket:] 7 L -
(lo) Infomat:ional and Technical [e g pt:at:e oyknowledge, communi- '
Ty ) cation. networks; dnstructional - [ °_

.

t:echnology} M

(5) Physisal [e.g., school facilit:ies boundaties,;ttansportaj_
d P .
> o equipment:] :
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% a continuum between polar«points on four separate axes. These axes

i.( LI

. accotding ‘to Katz and Kahn are as follows. L . .

Q) St:abilit:y—'l‘urbulence. The degree of t:urbulence signals the
intensity of the problems to be treated.

) Diversity-—ﬂomogeneity.. The degree to which’ the environment
‘ itself is organized.

. i LS ' e ) "
R &) Clustering-Randomness. The degree to which the environment %s
- Tstructured or clustered, as contrasted to anarchy or
randomness. ' . .. - \

€4) Scarcit:y-Munificence. The degnee to which resources-(e.g.,
» f«w natural, human, informition, technology) are available to-
a organ.izat:ion as it attempts to resolve its problems.

Rat:z an?«*‘l(ahn argue t:hat: t:' re ig%a generally sequent:ial relat:ionship
between the five sect:ors as su esaive at&npt:s are made to cont:rol the

‘t:urbulence in the environment” "As t:he physical environment: rio longer
—— ¢
guarant:ees an agsured supply of raw mat:er:lal and energy and is poisoned

by our industrial complex, we turn t:o new t:eg}mology and scient:ific
develépment t:o provide a new- p/hysical balance. Technology and science in

e ~ =
‘their overconcent:rat:ion on lhysical versus human problems in turn are .

L )
checked at: the (higher) level of polit:ical norms* and societ:al values n23, .

'l'he important: point:s for this discussion of contingency t:heory are_

-

t:he recognicion of the fields of forces in the ext:ernal envifonment: that

- emit probl‘éms which can impact: on a school s’yst:em, and t:he wide Variance in
N
the fqur major dimensions which shape the nature of t:hat impact: The next

section of this paper examines t:he\nat:ion ‘of a YEie" bet:ween environment:al

4 f
T ¢ damsnds and organiza‘nal st:ruct:ures. " o (

~

( 3 ‘

ZOologisua have long been int:created in fhe way animals have evolved -
.
in order t:o survive and prosper in their enw-lw , Giraff)es. for’

| | higa . ey

N - o L]
) t . . o ~ N
l'

| ganizat:ional Structure and the Environment: _ ‘ ' S
] .

N . . -
N




mmple, developed long legs and talI neeks to enable them to feed on |

gteena high.in the air and monkeys developed prehensile tales Jto fae%li-
tate movement betueen and among trees. ‘In a like manner the so-called

contingency theorists, following in the tradition of the structural-

'

functionalists, ?4 but uith a greater emphasis on changing sltuations, have
a special interest in t\“adaption of organizations to their environments.- e

The reward of a successful adaptation is survival and perhaps even b

L]

«

‘-prosperity. s ‘ 7 )
, : . | TR

The'pioneer contingency théorists who laid the basic coﬁceptua%

»

foundation in the area of organization structure are tne‘Woodward studies

25
in the mid-1950' s, Burns and Stalker, Thompson, dnd Lawrence and Lofsch ")
Joan.ﬂbodward in her stuﬂy of 100 English manufacturing companies, set o
out to find 1f generally acknowledged traditional principles of(formal

organization. were in operatione26 After finding the principles of ° \ v I
g

organization were widely ignored, she traced the patterns of. general uniformity. -

of structure she found in different types of organizations to the type of .

7 technology employed in those- organizations. For example, technology calling
for continuous process production and technology calling for custom
manuficturing resulted in different organizational structures. Successful
firms vith similar production technoIogies tended to display similaf

. organizational structures.‘- Hence ‘hse technolpgy of an organization

became a key "situational" variable 4in determining the character of its -

' structure. - : e

Burns and Stalker studied twenty British firms ip the electronics ’

industry.27, They identified two polar types of management styles, refetred

'to . mechanistic and orgLanic, found at the ends qf a continuum.
* : : Lol ) —
(3 ‘. - .“ S ' d v LI N R ' ) - N

,e
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The organizatibns studied were found at various points .on tﬁe continuum,

/ ~ - -
tand tiey Were capable of moving back ana forth depending on theipressures

’ - ] .
for ;Eibility or cbange.'."Both forms repreSent a, rational' form of ‘

-, -~

if organization," Burns and stalkar concluded "in that they both,\in our

-~

w

*“iww
facednwith changing conditions. A continuous reassessment of tasks and

L3S

experience, be explicitly and deliberately created and maintained to exploit

) ; ’]/

‘the hﬁman resources of a concern in the most efficient manner féasible in

» . . 'S

> u28 .. . - ) i : -
the circqmatances of the concern.

'

In..nme respects, a mechanistic, organization has many of the

2

- é/—ﬂ \ 2 : 7 ."

cbaracteristics comparable to we r's bureaucratic organization. 9“For ‘
ca s 4 : -

definit on and.role expectations as wellvas centralized decision-making and

a hig y defined network of rules and procedures. The mechanistic form of

b . *‘.‘.«'

organization aé& administration was most efficient in those organizatig§§
which existed in basically stable situations with predictable conditions
)

prevailing. e o o - L 4

The organic organizational form is the most effective in organizations

assignments is conducted with a specialized knowledge and experience that
~3 L
can contribute to "real" problem-solving‘ Centers: of communication and ¢

;7,
decia on-making often Bhift tO those individuals an oints in the 8 stem
P y

I

that are. best able to handle them in\a ‘given situation ratherlkhan be constrained

-

-~

by standing operating procedures and hierarchical rigidities. Hence, the _.

stability of conditions as contrasted with their instability become key

B

: "situational" variables in determining the most efficient and effective style

-l'
(Y ~ b

Ge,\yanistic or organic) of organization and administration.

Lawrence and Lorscb.are probably the major prime movers behind
contingency theory as a field of study.30 Based on their empirical study
of ten organizations with varying levels of economic performance ‘in three

“ 13 '



different indust:rial environment:s (plast:ics, consutier foods standardized
cont:ainers) t:hey argue that different: t:ypes of ofgan’izatz?.ons face : I
) » v
different: types-of environment:s, such as uncert:ain to certain, homogeneous
E el

to diverse. The differening charact:erist:ics of the -en_yironment: result: in

',\'t:he emergence /of different t:ypes of structures and processes wit:hin .

:corresponding organizat:ions.

¢

' Organizat:ions wit:h an uhcertain and d:l:verse environment: for- purposes

’ of obt:aining high levels of efficiency, t:ended to be composed of diff&-

Q -

ent:ist:ed and int:e}rat:ed subsyst:ems 'I'he organizat:ion needs different:iaﬁed

AT ~

orﬁnizat:ion 8 diverse environment.

.
——
e

“erit ical.

_ ad-inist:rat: ion.

"sit:uat:»ional". varisbles in det:ermining __t:he’ most effective and efficient

.ﬂbunit:s because each subunit: confront:s a.different task posed by the -

IR

Wit:hin these ¥arious subunit:s, e

.a,\.

¥
different:iat:ion occurs in terms of dist:inct: object:ives, t:ime requirement:s,

{ A
- interpersonal orient:at:ion, delegat:ion_ of decision making, and formal‘it:y.of

structure. 'Q\In a school,’ for example,’ subsjrst:ems of teachers, vice principals,
Lt ' - . . AR Y o . .
and maint:enance personnel have different obj ectives, degrees .of authority,

- .

time franes, and academic sk:l,lls.

Within a different:iat:ed organizat:ion, the £nt:egrat:ion of subunit:s is
*®

Int:egrat:ion refers t:o t:he qualit:y of" t:he state of collaborat:'ion
essent:ia]: fo‘t’ achieving a unity of effort. ~This collaborat:ion comes in

the form of f1exibi1it:y of procedures, open communicat:ion, shared in-
format:ion, and the presence o‘f specisl int:egrat:in personnel. In- cont:rast:
i 3
those organizat:ions operat:ing in cert:ain and homogeneous environments
* .

t:ended .to operate £n a mechanist:ic fashion. Hence,\t:he cert:aint:z or.

uncert:aint:y of _.Lt;e environment: and its diversit:y or homogeneity became key
N

torm'(degr_ee_ .of different:iat:ion and int:egrat:ion) of‘orgvariizat:ion and

. . T Ve ) . “ -
i - . L. - R -

. o R . . AR



T A b
N\ Ay > t
v 3 ,
- !
In short, issges of organizaﬁ?on and administfation§cannot ke .
'understood dn. \\Ia on of the situational character of the environment...
d L o ‘

' !ast and’' Rosenweig stress the following. RS
, o N

-

-1, The closed/stable/mechanistic organizational form
3 . is more. appropriate for routine actzgiéi&s where
d/

. " productivity is a major objective, or technology g
1s relatively uniform and stable; whefe decision- -
: .~ making is ‘programmable; and -where environmentel
-«  forces are relatively.stable'and certain.
7 2.. The *pen/adaptive/organic [differentiated and
. _ integra ed] organizational form is- more appropriate N
-for’ noniSutine activities where creativity and o
. .innovation are important; whege heuristic decision-
a‘making processes ‘are necessary and where thslenviron-
. ment is relatively uncertain and\turbulent.

" In thgveducational setting, Gabarro supported the arguments of‘

: Lawrence and Lorsch in‘eis study of two small urban school systems 3? He
+ found that the school system that proved to be more adaptive according to

'several performance indicators (achievement scores, quality of placement, .

dropout rates, attendance, and incidence of violence) had attained higher
states of differentiation and integration than/the 1ess adaptive system.
Alao, Baldridge supported the arguments in his analysis of two research

N
p!ojects of organizational change in schools.33 ‘He found that schools'with
¢ e - | )
differentiated subsystems operating .in heterogenebus énvironments are more
- A
likely to. be innqvative than less differentiated schools . operating in -
\

k)

'relatively stable homogeneous vironments.

-Hanson and Brown found that problems emerging from a school's-
! - o
turbulent'environment must proceed through a series of stages and can be

. N
~ deflected in any number of directions depending on the set of contingencies

o 5 34, -
- surrounding each stage.sa Similar types of problems e. é:, discipline or

academic ueaknesses or ‘resource shortages) tend to generate similar types

~ B
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o cqntingencieéi«therefore gome degree of predictability tends‘to emerge

e the type of problem and the nature of the contingéncies facing it

¢ ~

have been identified e in- . ‘ ‘ .

§ c ) \-1

At this point it might be useful to construct a* qoheeptual framework «‘

4

‘that incorporates the major contingency theory ingredients discussed’thus o

-far. This framework will Bé cast in Wn educational setting to illustrate a

.the core elements of the emerging perspective.

-
..
' . L4

™ . , .
Insert Pigufe 1 about hHere .

e -

. \
A

“

Traditionll views of organizational structure concentrate on elements

.
4

such as, tht hierarch:lel relationship of roles, centralized authority, J
i
rules and regu1ations, and: span of control. 35 Systhm theorists, however,

7
N

‘tend to view structure more in terms of. d‘e interdepéndence of subunits v

~ and’ the relationship of each to the whole.36 The school, for example, is
made up of academic departments which ian turn are made~up of specific
claeses.» Central to understanding the actions of the system as a.éhole
il an understanding of what each subsystem is doing and the functional
(or dysfunctional) contribution each is making to the whole. -

Barold Leavitt has~categorized,the key ingredients of a?subsystem as
the»interactionorof (a) tasks, (b) stgucture, (és tec;;ology, and (d)
people.. 37 Additionally, the various subsystems maintain degrees of
_differentiation and integration The differentiation’and~integration
,establish the condition for what Weick calls ;."loosEIy coupled system E
- with the subunits~maintaining various degrees of autonomy and decisional

discretion.?? A school system maintains many such subsystems, such as:

. - -

‘e

e
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Lo

' nent bhcones t‘.ur lent (e g., parental complaints over - course content ok

’guidanc‘e, naintenance, personnel, evalustilog, lea ing and instrucf.ion-

int'omatidn msnag-ent food service and athletics. Qs Figure 1 p&nt

out, these various subsyst' interaat bith one another and are 1 k,ed
throygh a leadership, or management control subsystan to make'up the 5
vhole.- > . iy R\ S LT
‘ - . . et .\ . . . 4“
Bence, as contingency theory suggests, as some aspect; of the environ- ’

) S

T~
\. \" *

/
an increase in school accidmts), the appropriate subsystem is in plate
- o

and can emerge to# treat the issue. - Thus, time and energy from the %e . :
£ v -9
organizationv do not have to be diverted from various priority project»s. : N

2

r
Unfortunately, -all too often educational organizations séem to

prefer constraining the differentiation and integration of the subsystens

-
™

by practicing what "Cyert and March earlier called "uncertainty avoidance n39

’l'hi? practice énds to "place tight constraints on, the various subsystems by j\

" ihsisting on the application of standard operating S}rocedures and making

’

-

\traditional bureaucratic responses that are int nded to suffocate or oo /

Te turbulent issues.l'0 This. practice limi's long range planning | ’

’

N T
A
efforts and diverts/ energy and resources to shor term "fire fighting."‘ -

All too often the outcome is that the organizatio can survive, but at .

£he expense of resolving, or at least treating, its najor long run,

persistent: problems.
o

" In sbort, the conceptual framework of contingency theory introduced
in Figure 1 has anphasized the major: ingredients of' internal and’ -
cxtgrnal environmeits which range between turbulent and placid on specific
ilcues, an open system which is made up of suBsystems, a particular _ -

tecbnology associated with each" subsystan, and degrees. of differentfation
and integration betwem subsystans. ' R

.. : :
~¥ , . )
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. Given the diversit:y of prob]:ans -and processes present: in a CQntingenc
o< ~§~ A N

t:heory view of management, a significa t qyest:ion arises. Kow ‘can an g;

d

\ organizat:ipn such as a school, make ligentéﬁriees in what appear;s
) "to be a i uncert:aiﬂ eﬁvironment:? Such choices are essent:ial in qu:nb-
Y

" ’ N

.'v 1 Qg . t:he desired close match bet:ween the organizat:ion and it:s environ-._

Q
h -

N

nent:. As ﬁﬁe next rsect:ion of ‘this paper will point out, t:he answer is

a very special set:“bf. planning Jprocesses uniquely suit:ed to the sit:nat:ional
. 2

chsract.er of organizational life. - o ’ )
. 'y
Cont: gency Planniﬂ_ ' -

L d

° ' v -

' A principal means of responding int:elligent:ly to conditions of uncer-

<

t:aint:y in the enviroml@\\by cont:ingency planning. Tradit:ional managerial

‘e

- planning is defimed as the "X. . det:érminat:ion of a desired set of future
condit:ions, t:he st:rat:egies required to achieve t:hesegnds', and t:he focmula-
tion of t:he eat:imat:ed means (act:ivit:ies and resources) 'necessary for goal
i accomp-lis}ment:. This definition iden.ffies the t:hree parts of mana rial ’
, 'wnning, the %st:ablishing of object:ives, strategies to achieve é—:e

- —

" object:ives, and a st:ep-by-st:ep determination of t:he act:ivit:ies and

| resou\rf:e? necessary to attain t:hem nél Contingency planning can work wit:hin
+ the traditional definition when emphasis is given to. the sit:uat:ional

‘ chara*r o&environment:al cont:ingencies that can impact upon and influence
) v‘ organizat:ional\ events. Therefore ‘through cont:ingency planning the :
:-organizat:ion\ strives tb ident:ify the principal cont:ingencies and prepare |
vaﬁ.ous alt:ernat:ive st:ra:;gies:,one of which will hopefully be an effective
re.sponse to the development: of events. T'hese crit:ical cont:ingengies are

. \uuslly identified t:hrough a process known as forcast:ing. - Y

Porcast:ing is the process-by which pertinent informat:io( about: the i

>

. . . . X .
) L. \ . . R o .
M /' . . . ¢ ’ - :
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guture is gat:hetqd in sn at:tempt: to ident:ify wtﬁt: the{tit:ical com:ingencies

wvill pt%ﬁl}' be at: ‘d’\given time. These cont:ingencie,s tsually involve -

h

thz ident:ificat:ion of constraints and* opport:unit:ies, siuch’ as a declining
¥ vd

- edefal fundtng. Forcast:ing should take place

in those environmet\(al i‘ns ident:ffi:d earliet by Katz and Kahn 'a}p

-

. : .
(1) cult:ural (2) polit:iéal (3) economic, (4) informat:ional ang tec

. - “ . - .

. and (5) physical /Z B _. o o

_ Sound £orcasting mkes possible t:h.ree seguent:ial levels of, planning
8 / \

 which t:oget:het make up the coqtingenc,y planning rocess. This ptocess is

. -

T~

int:ended t:o dim,inish the levels of uncértaint:y by making st:udied assessments. -

of fut:ure condit:ions and event:s, and then by preparing adece tesponses

te alt:ernat:ive "sit:uat:ions" t:hat: night: ﬁ.metge.. These‘%t:hte sequent:ial levels
. 4
of planning are as follows' N o / ‘ . - .
] ‘ . - - ‘\_\//

(1) sStrategic Plann ing.. Thiq level draws. direct:ly‘ftom the forcast:s, :

is- long term, and efther "ptouﬁvé""&\\teaccive in nature. If the

”»

planning t:hrust: is ptqact:ive, the st:;ategic plan is int:ended to assess

. avsihbi_lg a]_.t:erﬂytive futute’ ftom vhich to choose. If teact:ive, t:he

1;hmst€- is to provide eatkly .war_ni-ng qn- the charatter of the forces sweEping

) ) . - L4 .o o N v
dawm on t_:he organization. Thus, alternative ‘rotectivg_ measures can be

f
[

ptepated. . / N ‘ ' : ’

(2) Policy Plannina This second level 1s based on t:he strategic
N

ghns and leads t:o t:he formation of subst:ant:ife goals, the procedures for

- ru&;hing those goals, and t:he means for evaluating t:hem. :

\
(3) Tactical \Planning. This Ievel is shott or mid-,range and identifies

the various alt:ernat:ives of action which might; proceed along various routes '

) taachieve the policy object:ives. N T o

. . ~ - -

.l . . / -

‘f‘ - . ‘ . . | . | 1‘9 - . . v\
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‘V Jf. rinally, lenarios can be developed which specul;E:?on.the evolution of e,

) alternq;fbe strands of events (eacﬁ\strand'built around different key " T

hY ~——

~N
Epnt{zgencies) that emerge frog ‘the forcasts and move through the strategic"
policy, and tactical siq!Ee’.icivenklhese differing hypothetical strands of].

' v
- each Choice among alternatives c:z/then/pe/ﬁide by applying wvhat March
/,\andC;;Epn identify as minimax crit ion. Thst is, if the managers_tend‘to

be.pessimigtic risk takeré‘chey will ", ;‘._select the{alternative.whose,

4. events, the managers speculate on the available alternate responses to

Horst set of conseguences is preferred to the worst sets attacheﬂrto -
“ other alternatives .4?> For 0ptimistic résk takersvthe Eg criterion

“ﬂ? be applied Hhich is the opposite of the other.

~

Again the point should be emphasized that-the contingency planning
- process plays a central rolg‘in reducing the degrees of unceﬁEainty and

therefore leads toward a;more effective match between an organizdtion and

\

its environmena. As Figure 1 indicatea, ‘a key element in ‘th{s network of

ideas and e$£nts is the leader of the organization. This leadership role

1s the sy ject.of the next section of this paper.

Contingency Theory of LeadershiﬁT\O‘ v N

Traditionally; the concept of leadership was studied apart fr;§fthe

————

speéial situations of specific organizations. Effective leadership'was

’ associated with unique psychological traits possessed by a few or a specific

set of behaviors that were appropriate>and app1icab1e for any form of

" i.n,.. . . .
. organization.aé ‘ ;éf : ° , T
" Fred Fiedler has beeh the principal scholar in shifting the field toward

N
contingency theories of leadership.45 He has uorked toward identifying the .

) b

\ . most effective matchesihetween one of two pOssible leadership sty1es (task-

[ : Ld
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‘and”(b) environmenta} factors. | . .

T J <“ ) < . N ’ Y
- AN »
‘“./7 Aty pe
PY . / ¢ $o ‘ . . ‘ ’
mn;dvnted V8. elationship-motivated) qithin combinations of‘three specific
situationa racteristics of an oéganizatiqn, such as: (1) 800d vs, .

\ 4 ‘ \ N *
egx-m be relations, (b) high vs.trqw task siﬁpcture, or°(c) strong'

S

)

TTQF Gﬁsic findings of the Contingency Mbdel ‘are that
task-mptivated leaders perform generally best\in very
LN~ "févorable" situations, i.e., 'either’upder conditions

. in which their power, control and influence are very

 high (or, conversely, where uncertainty is .very low)
o or vhere the situation is unfavorable, where they have

.- low power , control and influénce. Relationship-
motivated leaders tend to perform best in situations . . N\
' in which they have moderste power, control and influence.

Other contingency theories of leadership have emerged which concentrate

on different contingency variables, such as motivation in'Path-Goal theory.47

|

Path-Goal theory emphasizes four possible leader}behaviors°‘ (l) directive,

*

() supportive, (3) achievement oriented, and (4) participative,which interact

with tuo categories of contingency variables (a) subordinate characteristics,

. -

~ Tannenbaum and Scpmidt s revision of an earlier seminal manuscript

.e-phasitEs two leadership styles, "boss—centered" and “subordinate-centered,"
.which interact with four categories of contingency variables: (l) gorces in

the manager, (2) ,forces in subordinates, (3) forces in the situation, and:

(4) forces in the_’_envirom:gent."8
. \.

It is important'to note that tno branches of thdqu§ETXiSt regarding

the flexibility of leadership style., One'branchvargues that leadership.

i A/styles (e 8 task oriented vs. people oriented) are basically fixed in

~
,,--

=

individuals and camnot be modified at will. Thus, situations in-organi-

:ations'mnst be thoro%’ﬁiy studied,-as welllas the leadership styles of

~

g.l : - K AN - | .
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-anaﬁerial candidaoegf Then a, manager ‘can be selected whose-style fits ‘the
i r LR v v e ‘.
lpeoitic_requirementa of a specific éituation.ag ;2<;$ff o f .
? ‘ N -,
v.'. r The ‘second branch contends t:hat: t:he i%\- h&p st:yle of managerq is

flexible and can vary according t:o t:he demands of specific sit?uations‘ s

¥

Thc best: managers, t:herefore, are able tg reco/gwn\ﬁe ‘the demsnds of a

lpecific sitﬁation "and ,can shif€ t:he,ir leaders.hi’p st:yle accordingly (e -39
. &

delocrat:ic to unilat:eral act:ions) 50 \
- Unfort:unat:ely, with a few except:ions, ihe fﬁeld of educat:ion has .
largely ignored t:he cont:ingencytheoryn of leadership and has not advanced

' mch beyond t_:_he easlier t:radit:ional ;oms..‘n Given the wide*rangin"g

env'ironmen't:s of our school set:t:‘ings ('e.g., inner cit:y-suburban, high

vealt:h--economically gepressed, pnd.vat:e-public), research which stresses
mk:lng effective mat:ches between leadership st:yles andvorganizat’ional

situations seems t:o be.a nat:ural and necessary endeavor.
. Research Quest:ions on Con‘tingeru Theéry
L N .- f

Fred Luthans, reflect:ing on t:he pioneer st:udies of contingency theory, _

comments that, simply speaking, the important point is that ". <. if ‘the
organization's internal environmént is compat;il;le wit:h t:ne ext:ernal environ-
ment, the o;—ganizat:ion will t:end to be effect:ive. This empirically derived
: contingency conclusion has siénificant: implicat:ions fdr the fut:ure development: '
- of organizat:ion theory ‘and’ design. 2 Cert:ain}y the special characteristics
R of . schools, such as the t:each}.n_g-leaming t:echnology, professionalism, school
board 'governance procedures, dexnograpnic chsraci:erist:ics, etc., a‘nd the
impli.‘cat:ions they have for unique management sifuations would.makevfruit:ful A
/

and interesting avenues of research.

At this point sgecific contingency theories of educat:ional?a_dminist:rat:ian




. do/not exist. 'This paper has introduced a gumber of, issues rhat might’

give an initial sense of direction. Cast as general research‘questions; )

v N -

' .thcse issues are as follows K : Y v
- - 1. ~As the envirbnment of a school becomes turbulent (a) is therer -
Ay
e / . - < .

a tendency for the internal subsystems to become more- differentiated and

-

integrated in order to respond to the turbulence? or- (b) do they become
s v
- more mcchanistic and standardized to defend-against the_turbulence?

2, 'Do educational organizations develop different mechanistic or

X organic responsed according to different types of environmental turbulence e

eo !

(e.g., cultural, political economic, informational and technical and
physical)? N

Y - i l R
/3. In vhat ways do the ill-defined teaching-learning technology. of .

educational organizations inhibit or facilitate a closer match with the

. 14
o demands and constraints of the external environment?

baj Do leadership styles of'schoolaadninistrators genuinely shift

between task-motivated and relitionship-motivated styles as situations

“shift and call for different forms of leader'behavior?‘ )

5. How do leadership styles. in educational organizati}ms become
lodified, if at all, ‘in response to. increasing or decreasing- (a) job
security, (b) crisis conditions in the school, (c) ptofessionalism.of the
tecchers, (4) information clarity or aﬁbiguity surrounding core problems,
(e) lead time to critical decisions, (£) availability of financlal resources
for school programs, (g) community anxiety over student test scores,

(b) racial tensfon in schools. (These are illustrations;of eontingency
‘ylricblec wbich.can_be drawm from.the five environmental sectors described_

earlier.)




L™

4

g

‘,[ 6. In educational zigani!ations, which situational contingency\ >

L &/Jvnriableimare the most aignificant in influencing the r ationship between

L

(o

l"?peci.fie leadership styles and satisfactory levels of goal achievement}

.‘" ]

- As .the external environment becomes more technologically complex,-

<

do tbe manag]ement systans‘ schools fall under pressures to improve their

. A

8. At the-school district level as contrasted with the local school

sophistieation of planning methods?

~

level, what proportion of time and' energy is dedicated to’;trategic planning

1

'as opposed to policy and tactical planning? 3 “'.f A.i-'f. ‘ *f“fi

in what sectors of the externalpenvironment are\fqrcasting.efforts focused?

-

Conclusion

In recent years, gaining an understanding‘of the.special "situational”

' - . . ’ \ '
relationships between environmental organizational and—performance' "

~

9. Do educational organizations conduct forcssting exercises? If so;?

variables has become viewed more and«more as a key to improving the management

process. The intent of a contingency theory of nanageﬁ"t is to establish

.

an optimal "matech" between the environmental demands (and support) and an

organization ‘S response capabilities. In discussing a contingency theory

eview of this\“match " concepts were intrbduced dealing with areas of

Q) organizational structyre; (2) the plangigg_process, and (3)*leedership
- gtyles, vhich respond directly to critical issues of uncertainty.

In concluding this paper, the author identified several general

: AN
research questions intended to\give focus to 'some of the basic issues that

need to be investigated 1in pursuing the deve10pment of a contingency theory

viev of education.
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