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uoxt, empirical studies of educatimal clrange are concerned wit:h

i
ﬂ_lanned innovgticn, which may be of twb g. ‘' In the vnst majority of cases, ,

the investfgetions of planned innovation are focused on the 'adoption of new

.. cutripnla, ‘materials, or teaching techniques, i. e., change fin the te olggx
slfiip1 (Gross‘-et al., 1971; Berman and McLaughlin, 1977 Bal'&.l;‘i.dge and /

._Bu.mhan, '1915- and‘ nosenhnmand Louis, 1978). To a more limited extent,
schools are beginning Jto examine the benefits of p med system change,
more frequently known ae organizational development (see, for e:dample,
Schmuck et al., 1969 ; Bducation and Urban Society, 1976; 'and Key% and N
,Bartun%k,?\1979) . In most studies of planned change, an pbject of change .

4 I , a- program of: change activities is d;signed ‘bo achieve

speci!ic, known objectives, and there ie a high level, of ‘awareness among. the

system s members of the: change effort Suqh studies are. prun‘rily concemed

*/ with describing the intervention and explaining its J.ntended or unintended

ol

- outcomes. R R :
: . . c AN :

In contrast,vfewer stndies hive pxaminec changes in educationaf
systems at the schoOl or district level that txe not clearly a consegpénce
of directed, purposive, pla.nned change acl:ivi ies.* Most of these investi-
gations are case studies, which cover particular’ important historical
. periods or organizational crises (Stinchccmb 195 ’ Katz, 1971) 0n1y§

g few studies of change or adaptation ac;oss multiple” sties ha,,ve been>

'\ bxd\:fted, and these are often narrculy foiuse °on a .‘part‘icular aspect of

> system, such as the role of the Superintendent (Carlson, 1962 )‘or the
) * . : - : v . k
ruse of team teaching (Cohen At al., 1979%, " ‘ ] :

’h y

“There exists a small but more systemtic*literature on educational

Hodykins (1973) o Milstein (1977¥. In addition, NIE is planning a major -

longitudinal ‘st 1 of high schoo.). system characteristiss (Abramowitz and - ’

V

oW

“'_ ‘ge at the reg onal or national level. .See, for example, - Herriott and "/

3
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19773 ' -Por exalp].e, the demture of a eupporti«ve adminigtrator: F,from L - ,
' -chool or district ‘may cause a planned change program to grind tfl a half .
o (Burnl, 1978)\, ‘For the most part, however, the relationship between*natural
- 'ysten .changé' and planned change hes been viewed . primarily as a source of ,
 *error" in the plannod change effort (Marew and .Olsen, 1976 Pondy and )
Mitroff, 1979).. e
R N

e . .

, ‘Ihe obje’ctlve of f.hi.a peper is to investiqate several aspects of
unplanned system change in schools that were also engaging in a major pfanned
change effort which mre directeﬂ towerd educetional; chnology. T this”

emmination we\ rely heavily on cugrent theoretical perspectives .on the nature\

.. of educationel systems, perticularly thoeg that emphasize the "loosely

, coupldd" nature aof eduaat.icnal organizatfqgs. _ .

3 : ’ : =
\ |‘ : Lot \ . ° R ‘ !
. 2, . L o
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§Ystems a.nd d'x jq System Linkage BERS - ) W »

) . 3 . o >

P

'rhe syetems framework assumes that change in any part of the system

. will have an impaot that reverberatee thasq;hout the system.- To take an o '
example from« recent organizetion th clunen and Lawler (19'71) assu:he Lo
that if a manufactu:ing plant initiafe s;l.gn program, the new ¢\
structures. will affe qhe Culture (morale) of the workplace, the a.bilitj
‘of the plant to dete : ine input Gecruit workers and. reduce absenteeism) ’.
the .Qelity of the P duct (output; The assumption of_,a tight inter- -

7 -
has‘been’ seriously questioned in recent

years (Bidwen, 1965; al and gellotti n. d., Deal et al., 19'75; Weick, T
1976; OOrwin, 1977; Meyer and Rowen, 1977). fThes euthors have . pox&ed )
out th eyetems ere not elweys tightly coupled. 1 ther, ongam.zat:.onal e

R rolationship among system varia.ble

‘e

in the dagree t whj.ch hey are intimately ‘
N )
. , S W
Ainerican’school district. L
which are bound 't?ggther .
R ’ e

A d
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in hJ.gher- evel organlzatz.onal,, unzts gschools) ., Scho&ls thq’mselves are grouped

“4 §,
PAs

v mto séhool dlstncw, schooludzstx‘zcts,i‘nto sta.te educatxonal systems, and Lo
: L.

state educatmnal systems :I.nto reg:.onal *accreditzng agenc:.es and into a natz.‘onal ‘-«

educatlonal system ’Due to long-standing trad:.t:.ons of local and professional “";_

au'amomy linkages become mach 'lposer -as, ‘one moves fx:om the Tevel of theu lass- S
9. moom® upward. At the national level for example'i, the educat:.onal system" J.S

"v‘ largely informal and voluntaristic. oo " u‘ S

.

‘ ) -
S 'me degree of linkage has'an u_lportant effect on the extent’ to whz% T
, ' change in one part the syi(em will .cau,se c\hange in another. . Thus, for oo
s eka.mple J.f we e the state level, we know that changes that. take pl~ace

wz.th:.n some dJ.strJ.cts generally;havesno imﬁ;ediate :meact upon other dlstr:.cts A .

J.n the state and fregquently h no long-range J.mpact ezther._, Within schools,

F l on the vothen hand, a change in educat:.onal rograms in the .third grade can have ,
B ‘A rap:Ld and not:.ceable :meact én thg@;urth grade. }s\the fourth grade teacher

receives 1ncoming students who hédve different backgz’ound and level- of pre~-

\.

o parat:.on - she must adapt her own cyrricAlum. o ‘ ) -
B} N~/ - R . . A
] o ‘Deal. “et alv (1975) have no ed that the "double segmentationé of ‘
schools wJ.thin d:LstrJ.cts and classrooms w:.thin schools has__led to s:.tuatzons
"; ~ where the variables. associated’ with change at' eagh 1evel .do.hot agpear fo '
' be rationald.y intergrated. In’ fatt, others familiar with school systems have .
" noted that one of their basic char er:Lstics is the high degree of functiapal
autqnomy of parts such that o.ven heavals in the admn:.strative centrai office
% may have little impact. at’ loiver levels in'the system’ (Lortie, _1975). In some

- . caus, there may be deliberate a‘c‘tempts to insulate parts of the organi- \‘) ’
zation from undue inﬂuence either from other :Lnternal un:.ts or levels, o\r ‘

, from the environment (Thémpsén, 1969).% (oL - “

~ \ a 4 R i v | \ ) ° a ‘

- )/ - - *Schqel systems, ’are’ often categof!cal scribed as being
structurally loose. (See, for axample, Meyer Row -1977.) We differ
from this. pamslfective in two ways. While agreeing that schools fail, in

general, to confo to
"do .not necessari,l ass

“organizatjom of s
he.wonders wif
to an ideal type

tightly . linked th
v + . variation exists

“ideal Weberil#n model of bureaucratic behavior, we B
that they are any more deviant (or Loose) than other

ar complexity. Rathery we agree with Corwin (1977) when "
ever relily thought that organllatz.ons behaved accordineg
cqrid, we eéssume thatt even if,schools” are, in facty less 4
other type® of organizational systems considerable .

th among schools and among districts in the deg;:ee of system

e

B -
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.2 'me anorgence of .thQ loose coupling or system lin&age approach should

not ba mn as a ccntradiction of prévj.ous systens theory Rather, it is

best viewed as an important sion of‘existing approaches to the analysis
of organizational hahavior t:::aia\open» tems perspect}kp Emphagizing
variahil:l.ty in system linkage or inte:de%dpnce of parts makes existing ..
organizatiq:al theoricl much more congruent with observed orga.nizational

behavior. " 4 . - . e - - N

R Although the construct of system linkage has theoretical antecedents :
tCoxwin,, y ) its value has to a'lirge extent been J.gnored until recently.
ve boen many references in paét literature to functional Aaspects of
ax rule evasion (Gouldner, 1959; Blau, 1972; Corwin, 1965; and

1966) , but “the predominant orientat:.on has been to view these
oharacteriatics of systems as problems that need to be overcdme, e;.ther :

: through the inatitution of close stru.ctural controls. or through the. develop-

r<

\" < T 2) 'Looso coup'ling may facilitate orgam.zational infor-
\d ‘mation gather:.ng or "sensing”™ because different parts ..
are all’ potentially able to respond to the same input.s oL 4

(or {feedback) ;
17

[}

of organizational go s and. procedure

ment of greater participation and, pres Ly, strqnger normative acceptance

(see, for example, Thompscn, 1969
or Barnard, 1938). T E‘ecent emphas s on loose linkage is, on the, other
hmd, aaaociated with a trgxg conv:.ct on that it may- not be bad for -

organizational health, and may in” f,act have ‘some benefits. weick' (1976) .
for example, dentifies a number of aspects of "loose coupli.ng that may

'

support planned or program chanqe. ’ c E

2

1) Loose coupling %acilitates organizatignal suxvival -~ . . ,

s by! fostering stability. If organieat were -

.required to respond to skall changes in the enyiron- L.
., ment on a rdjular badis, their energy for other -~ “
productive» activities would be lowered;

-

—

~ . ; '<“’

ge and ze emphaais that placed upon it.,— ‘rhus it makes perfect ‘sense
impact of linka e even within a category or organizatidns that
re loosely linked than' hers. -Indeed, it can do much to i unu.nate

7
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3) Adaptation or innovation may be ficilitated in such Fel
AT - gystéms.’ vﬁ;e. pés_sibilitg of innovation without . o
. disturbind the whole system allows ‘the system to be ‘
more adventurous (or less restrictive) and the pro- s
)ability'of ‘innovations emerging is therefore h'j.ghez:;

L, 4) lLoose coupling facilitates local adaptation tp wnique ' -
-~ problems, and does not’ require standardized procedures; :

. . v ’, . . $§ . ‘ . . \:/

- S} System breakdowns or crisis can be isolated'gq that .- \
: - ' deterioration of the entire system is prqvented;

S 6) There is more room for sel‘fedetermj.natiop, of patts, . ..
' "~ -an aspec} which is gonsistent with contfemiporary-value
systems (and sgme psychological theories .which see a 7 :
; ’ _ sense of personal efficacy.as a cause: of{betj:eﬁ mental '
. health); and ; : SR N .

7) Loose linkages maKe system inexpensive ‘to.puns, .since L.
they diminish the resburces necessary for-cobrdinating
administration, conflict resolutions, and s3 forth. . )

- Each of these functional characteristics of the more loosely linked
‘system has its gvsfunctional conv,er':se,’a.lso noted by Weick. glowés;er, on’

’ balance,? ‘the tendency of theorists of this persuasion is to look for evidence
J )}\at h;gﬁy controlling, tightly copordinated bureaucratic modeis‘aré not

, 'necessari-lytre effect:ltve in many settings, particularly séttings wberg_' :

. adaptation and change are important. If the- assumptions mdgr]..ying'Weick."s
) argmnenhs’_are examiried, "it .appearé that the basic way :in v_vhich;lbose coupling
supports ch.mge is by ér;eatigg system stability.. Thus; system stability is o

> . , b o~ oa -
seen as a necessary component for change. . .
. Hypotheses ' . ‘ . Coe .8
< L e d
—‘-’; . ed o thq abovei-discussiox; of sys;:-em characterfstics and changé,
>’  and the jective described in our introduction, 'twdﬂilypothese's sere | .,
developed:. ) ) © ' ‘ ’

1) Natural system change over a short period of time will
exhibit characteristics of loose linkage. ' Change in
one system characteristic will not be significantly
associated with cha_r_;ges in other system characteristic,s‘ ;

A ) L . o _ 'S
7/ . ( 2) There will be negative rélationships between the level
/oot . of system change-and the level of implementation of .
o -, planned program change. °* : L :
S - B - g :
» M N , - ‘~ * . ! - ° M )
N~
- ' -
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| This paper is based upon_a secondary a.nalysis of data col.lected o
exanine the impacts of a planned change progran (Rosenblmn and Louis, 1978).

' The organizational "subjects” of the o‘.ginal study vere 45 schools located
in ten mral ‘school districts. The ten districts were participants in the -
prorinental Schools (ES) Program funded by the National Institute of
Education (NIE). Under the auspices of NIE these small school districts
(eight ‘of .whic ad six schools or fewer) undertook the planning‘ and
implementation of “"comprehensive" district-wide change. Edch district's
project was developed at the local level, but was required ‘!:o reflect the
federally defined objective of cbmprehensiveness. Many of the activ:LtJ.es
aimed at indivzdualizing instruction, curriculum revision, -and increased
. exposure to career opportunities, the environment andthe arts. While NIE s>

. objectives emphasized system change, the actual plan.ned activities can be

‘classified as cha.nges in technology * '

;. _ The school districts themse],ves represent a wide geographical and

organizatibnal spectrum of rural schools. \ Situated in diverse parts of

the country from New England to Alaska, some schools were located on

centralized‘campuses while"b;hers were in redently cdnsolidated districts

which naintaine,d small schools at considerahle 'stanpes‘_from one anothgr'.
’ L R e T ! \.4 ) g

Research Strategics o s g

=

’ > ! : . o
N - ‘ Data Sources.‘ M the fall of lQﬁu,a.t the end of the pmject s . r ’
pPlanning year, aqg/in successive years through 1978 all teachers in each | ) '
rict were administered-a majled questmnnaire witich covered a wide -
iety of’ issm régarding the operations and characteristics of their )
. school and district, and persona]. demographic info)rmation. In addition, *
Linforxnation abou: the’ school system and .the operations of the planned‘

-~ ¢

N

. . *Several of the school districts planned activitieg or prbgrams that .
had sope potential for system impact. Based or the federal mandate for
. comprehensive change, program efforts were developed tolincrease community
participation in the educaticnal system. However, our data indicate that
these efforts were axtremely limited both in intent and actual implementation.
For more detail on the natyre of the planned program cbanges, see Rosenblum
and Louis, 1978. : .

';' . ; N ’- . P

v.
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cAange program was provided by anthropologists and SOCiOloglstS who lived>
in the targét districts during the program.

1"". Tbe following analysis is baged upon survey data obtained in 1973
and 1977, and structured data about program implementation obtained frcm

, . the on-site ethnographers in 1976.® 1In the case of the: survey data,

. -

teacher’ fesponses vithin a school were averaged to obtain a scliool score
- -

* T for each variable. Thus, the variables (discussed below) represent the

' organizational charactefistics of the school as perceived by or represented
.. .

by teachers. . oo o

. S

Variables and Measures: Three general types of schoolpsystem

characteristics were measured: ’structural'characteristics,'culture or
climate characteristics, and staff characteristics.7 These variables, their
dperaticnal definitions, and their intemal reliabilities ,are presented in
Figure 1.9 ) - ) __"‘f’. - q. o
The structure variables were sglected on the basis of a grqying )
. consensus concerning the dimensions of the fotmal organization (Bfiq%and
Schoenherr, 1971; Hage and Aiken, 1970; Pugh et al., 1968). strucéure b
E variables include formalization, use of individu:}iied tethnologies, several
. variables dealing with the power structure, and . classroom autonomy . (size,
complexity, and level, while central to the notion of structure, were
reldtively constant over the course of, the study and wére not included in

A

the analyses of system change.) ' . .

3 ° \>

‘:a In general,tthe literature is in-agreement that two sets of cultunD
or clinﬁte vari‘ah;es are extremely important in determining organizafional
P ess. These are the EQE‘I? of the staff and the cohesiveness of staff
as aywork group. Since there are no "work groups"” ‘as such in schools, we
\\ have redefined the latter variable as the level of collegiality amono the

. . A

’ L4

R . . 2 - -
o

‘ S'Individuals who are interested in the ‘actual indigators used for
each variable may contact the authors for a. copy of the instrument.

:

-

-
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. ’ Figure 1 - .
. !
N - l,ehool._squctnn Variablee
. / N . .
o . . ‘Chronbach’s Alpha
mrm u-zmuau/ [ Coetfficient of fntarmal
+ 7 Measures :Uied s ~ haliabiltty
\ . ' )
. ’, A >
’ A ,I-hu-ot.!onnpoucm that A
* P are My enforced *
. 1 . i .
-3 Individualized Use of Mumuud 82
- S Iastruction instruction .
’ . Classroom wamber of c}m:c_j decisions . I .72
b . Mitomowy . that the teacher can make on . .
o - . his or her owm -
Lo > School Board |mmount of influence over 13 : .83.
Influence | educational decisions . ¢
N A - ) LN
¢ > Superintendeat % of igfluence over 13 “* -8%
R .~ “Influsnce] - educational” dacisions :
"rl.nety-l nﬂm Amount of influsnce over 13 84
i ) < educational decisions - . !
. T .
.. 1 Teacher Influence Aﬂqmt of influance over 13 .15 .
‘ ‘sducational dacisiocas . -
. ’ . Sulture Variables : R . \
) Tension Index mmber of roleq pairs that have /| . .82
A at least “some’ tension . .t .
' Disputes mdex- Wmber of lesues that cause | . g7 . |
t frequedt disputes between : /
- | . ‘varidus-growps :
> . -
* . : Mozale t ot b ctual and .86
[ : . douud Iml of personal
.. » ey o\ q inflaence .
. & Change Orientation tive qcoh on 6 change -
S : i ) attitude items )
. = Orientaticn to/Pupil IAdditive score om 7 puptl U W77 .
. Mtonomy Indax- autonowy attituds Lu-
oL Oolleglality Mdex [Additive'score on 6 collegialityl .69
’ / iteme -
N ) ., Yerception of Musber of areas poroﬂ.v.d as | .n
+ , Problems Index ~ moderats or sarious pmbh-
, in the school .
} r "Goal Diffetentiation r of goals considersd to be .74
, N “very important® . . : . (
. Goal Discrepangy s sm of the dl.!umc. s
nde. N ' between the importance of °
. J-" " goals and how well they are
N . Jeing maplubod. (12 goals) . i -
. ) : . [ ‘ ‘
. - geatf variables . T s :
. . Teaching oxp.ruuc-‘} an aumber of ' yom of teacher .
. | experiance, ..
. - Wamber of profes-: an aumber. of booh raported ' ..
’ siondl books rsad read by rupoud.nt- :
. L . ( 1 1in pest year

. i@
Staff modernity an modernity ot. states in ‘ &-

. . ‘.- (cosmopolitanness) | which pondents have worked | -
* . . it Aas sducators**® . .
. ducational Level Percantage of -nul:th more ¢ |° . ’
than a l.cquor 8 degree
- Father's ’ Perce of ‘sraff wvho have ) . ¢
. R ) BSucational Level m\ua some college
4 : ¢ oducaulu . .
' Perocent Male mnuqo of’ stdff who are ] « .
* male - ’
e . — ! ¥ ¥
> *Staff characteristit variables are indiv RelYability
¢ oocefficiants wers not, therefyre, cajculated:

'Mn.u.ty of school district experience scores
. : a state modernity score (see Mefyiott and irfs, 197), Table 4-2) to

v » Sach school district that a staff member * N, averaging those
scores for each fedpondont efter waighting ¢ the number of years
- . - of experience inl each district, and then comput ng the mean for the school
’ . - 49 a whole by averaqing staff scorss. x P “
r .

EMC .. : .. :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘'measuring the percentage of maleateachers in/the school- , T y

~ - -
. .
Y [ 4

staff. However, other variables also seemed important in defining the .«

. hd ’

: normative character of the schools. " The list that was finally developed

represents a potpourii of factors that we believed to ke important in schoolsi

rThese were selected on the baszs of availabke theoretical dlscuSSLOnS, case
studies and quantitative-studies, not all of which were directly concerned

with change. Among these are the level of tension between various groups,

' the actual. disputes that occurred over school-related is3ues, the. , =

orientatlon toward change of the staff as a whole, the orientation o pupil
autonggx in’the educational process, the-staff's rception of problems

within their school, and the degree. to which the staff 5;rce1ved a discrepangx
between their goals and the achievement of goals.

L while studies of egucatLOnal outcomes have had little success in

finding correlations between staff characteristics and stddent achievenent,

" the chhracteristics of individuals have often been found to be associated

with innovative behaviur (see, for example, Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971)

‘iassociated W th organizational innovation two different categories of variables

should be>Thcluded. First, there are variables that reflect the professional

' experience and behavxor of the staff members, such as teaching experience, _

professional reading, and experience in more-"modern" social contexts \
\}Herriott and Hodgkins, 1973). A - o

.

S : L
- In adéition personal characteristics may also be important Diffusion
research indicates that innovations -are likelyﬂto be - adopted by individuals .
who are of high status, and who are’ highly educated (Rogers and Shoemaker,
1971). I addition to the variables of status-(measured by father's

educational level), and educational level, we also included a variable-‘

?

LS
A final set of variables that are part of our analysxs are indicators .
of planned change. The variablse, the "scope of implementation," was des;gned

. * -

. to measure the degree to which the school.had implemented eomprehensive .

changes by the ‘end of the fourth year of the program. An important charac-
tef‘.tic of the scope of implementation score is that it takes into accoumt

the fact that innovations in organizations do not all have the same

;characteristics. Some affect laége numbers Df people in’ relatively small

B -V »

N :

o . ‘_,mo
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ways, while others may have an enormous impact upon a relatively few number )
oﬁ,people. Because change is not a unidimenSional variable, aniattempt was
nfade- to ‘develop a differéht;ated approach to two baSic questions about T
change-.'"how much" (the quantity of change and ”how-different" (the‘quality
of change) - . o . o .

Data regarding the scope of implementation of change were collected
through a structured questionnaire that was completed by a‘professional s
anthropologist or sociologist who reSided at each site. District and school
administtators Were consulted 'in the process of filling out the forms in P
order to .ensure that the data reflected school personnel s Judgments about i

the levels of implementation as well.* . : LN t L,

r« Three measuges were computed representing tnF quantitj, quality and
the total scope Yof implementation.** The variables,'ther' operational
" definitions and Chronbach's Alpha coeffiCient of internal reliability are

prasented in Figure 2. o . ' . .-

i / n
Defining indicators of linkage : . .

-

4

. The emerging literature on system linkage or’ coupling is notable for
its lack of attention to Operational definitionifof linkage.*** In this
paper, we will -attempt to- define only a limited 'sét of such indicators. (?or
a broader treatmeﬁt of this topic, see Rosenbium and Louish 1978. L/—il .

. Linkage within schools refers primarily to the interelatedness of
behavior patterns between individuals. - Coupling may be‘produced thxough

' - . : v L) -

.e

"Wery few discrepancies°betWeen the field workers and administrators
were reported, and those’ discrepancies were relatively minor. Wwhere.a
diScrepancy i’ judgments arose, the judgments -of the field worker were used
~after discussions about the nature of the discrepancyc In. all cases dis-

' crepancy consisted of administrators rating the,level of ch¥nge on a givem
question slightly hjgher than did the field worker. The’ discrepancy in
almost all casessllmsisted of a one-point separatior on a six-point scd#le. A
more detailed dai $ion of these measures may be found in. Rosenblum and
Louis (1971). . ' .

.**Total scope. is the sum of quantity and guality .
*%%An exception to this.generalization is Weick's (1976) listing of
a range of phenomena that could be defined as evidence of loose coupling:

- DN

e



Ch.‘:—c-ﬁzbac"x s Alpha -
Coefficient of, ;nterna‘
‘ Rg;zabll;cy

Qua;icy;

Total Scope - -

AL
D

© Sumt of % of scudencs ‘nvnlved
N of ceachers involved.
‘average involvement of

- students (% of 'school

day) - v
average involvement of
teachers (% of school
day)

‘

. " Vo
L

Sum.of five indicators reflect-
ing degree of change (scaled
0-5 each) in

-use of time, space and
facilities o
P ~level of community in-
, Volvement B
-administration and
: governance
- . =curriculum

.. . -schéol structure

‘ *
Sum of quality and quanticy
nor'ned to 100

~
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T aw ty of mechaniSms which: are‘of twg general types: structural lixfages,

' \or mechanisms which emphasize the formal means by which? cwrdinatioa of

.+ behavior is produced- and cultural or normative linkages, or mechanisms
which emphasize the creation or codrdination of similar bégavior patterns o
through the development of shared definitions. .Among the struceure and - L, YN\
culture measures discussed above are six which we identify as indicators of
the degreelto which the schools show traits suggestive of linkage. N /e

1 Measures of Structural Link_ge. Among the structure measures that

may be considered indicators of system linkage are those dealing with the 5
. authority structure (among which we have selected superintendent authority, o
principal authority, and teacher autonomy) and the level of formalization.
-The authority s;ructure variables are assumed tfo be r&iated to system linkage
o through the qegree to which they increase or decrease the coordination’

« between units~of a school or district. where potential administrator

influence over. deciSions 1s high, we assume that coordination will be higher.’
Where teacher autonomy within the,;lassroom is high on the other hand,
assume that coordination between units, both directly at Ehe school ' level

-

and secondarily between schools, will be more’ uncertain. oo

’
Formalization is an important measure of system linkage because the

making and enforcing of rules is ope of the major~ways in which bureaucratic
organizaticns ensure that there+will be scme standard operating procedurés to

govern behavior across unitg. In our measure of formalization we have. taken
account of the fact ‘that many schools are "mock buieaucracies"'(Gouldner,

1959) that have many rules, few(of which are enforced and thus we measured

not qnly rules, but enforced. rules. z.

" Measures of Cultural. Linkage. Cultural linkage measures the degree

to which the climate of the organization reflects interaction'between -
individuals: We ' assume that the greater the amount of work-related contact
among indivj is, the greater the cultural'linkage. While we had-availa?l,
' to us no di ect measures of contaFt two culture of our variables seem to be
good proxies for culture linkage. The first is collegiality, which. is b
. cqmposkd of measures indicating the peer supportiveness of the staff. The
: second is the level of disputes, which we interpret asa pOSitive indicator
—\-of linkage since the level and frequency o‘f disputes between units that do

not interabt with one another is likely to be low. The fact that collegiality

. ’ B . N r . PN
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and‘\leVEl Bf/disputes are negatively correlated {r = -.Sl) does not underm.me

. . this argument, for we assume, like Weick (1976) thai it, is ‘not necessary ‘for
alk indicators of S.mkage to be condistent, nor is it lzkely pat all —

;p:gj}ble arenas of "tight coupling¥ will ocgur. simultaneously. In. fact*(ii
i possible that Ancreased communication between role partners “within a
school may lead to eithér increased collegiality or increased conflict

depending an such other. variables- as the nature of the systems and/or the

€

L issues involved. T . , n o : i

< .

:betermining the Existence of Change—

- 'In a discussion of system change two different aspects of the
concept of change must be identinied - The firstjof these is concerned w1th
‘JLHEntifying and measuring the location and direction of change (increase,

. ‘decrease, or no change) on‘verious dimensions of system characteristics,
such as those,that we have inciuded under the general headings of ihput}‘*
- structure and culture.» For example, ’the amount of influence wielded\by »
N ) teachers over various decisiona that are typically made in school systems '
» may ino‘easa, decrease, 6r remain stable ) . . |
. In addition -a second aspect of change felatis to the notion of ;

system turbulence,‘or the level of disruption in the system over a large

group of system characteristics regardless of the direction of change of any
particular variable. Organizational systems are often believed to exhibit a
homeostatic teﬁdency—-theyxép st change, or tend to bound back when djsturbed

ln an effort to preserve t character of the system (Katz and Kahn, 1966)

The more\isolated the changes_ in the system, the more_ likely it is_that the
uomeagtatic tendency will absorb or nullify these alterations, pulling the
sysfem back to its original state. Thys, in' examining system change, it is
important to locate the degree of alteration over the system in order to >
predict thal system change will actually persist N the- future.

. In each case, change was measured by comparing school s@ores on
v?riables as measured in 1973 with those obtained from the same schools
in 1977 It is import!nt to point out that these comparisons were°made in
‘ a panel study of organizations ot of 1ndiv1dual respondants. Because '
' 'of the high level of turnover ¥n the schools -and fchool dlstricts under

study, and the fact that the 1923 qpestionnaire was anonymbous, it is not

. ‘ : ( . ~
-, . X
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po! to dﬂ%ine the degree to which chﬂxges in reswndents in the >V
.3 a |

AN

re associated wit, measured c;;.anges in system charact.erist cs. -

/our analysis,.has procerdéd under the assumption, that changes in the ~ -~ B

indivi&al wespondents in a given sghool or, dist}ict is =& source.of measuremeht

error that wiJ.l ‘casue any results of our\analysis to underestimte the dégree

of systematic patterning withd.n the data. Baséd upon our knowledge of the

ten districts and their sbhools, we beli‘,e\ve that théPe is. nq,Freason to assume
that the aggr%qation of responses trozh i:ndividuals in 1977 who are different
. from those questidned in 1973 1,ntroduces any systematic bias into-the data. °

. 2 . .
Results o ' ' o .

Pattprns of Change Among System Charaéteristics ' '
-\t\J

OQur first analysis investigated whether or not the Aschools showed

change in system characteristics over the perlod of ES prog implementation.
. The 1973 school-level means wewcompued with the corresponding means in

~, ' 1977 to generate a series of change scores: , If the change score was greater

g th'A £ the pooled standard deviation of the school means on 1973-1977 change

X\
scores, the change was defined as substanti,vely significant. Us:l.ng this

} criterion many schools exhibited changes from 1973—1977 on any given indicaar
There was also considerable variation among schools in the level of disrdbtion
' ‘or turbulence——i .., the number of- structure, culture, and staff variables
on which they changed. Tables showin school change data and a discussion
N . . N )

of change scores may.be fowid in Appendix 1. ' ' .

.

.
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) coefficients reach a significance level of .10, while only 27 are significant

’espoused by 'rukey (1977) a visual exam:.nation of the matrix indica

- _“ | Y

- ) - N N N 1
[ s i b

-

Y ~ ; =
. A L.
(_ " we”thén proceeded to e'xa.mine the hypo :ihat there wom# ' ;*i\:
no patterned assoc:.ation betweeA change in on sys part and clange in .

another. . Using the three-cate}'o}ry u}dicators of’ % in school structure,
culture, and input variables, a matrix of Kendall's. ’;‘au b was computed (see

2

»'rable.I'.'me tau matrix indicates that 52 of 31J’possz.b1e correlation "

b~

o

at the .05 level or better. éﬁg/the conservative Bmfez.or.'i‘ test (Neter
and Wasserman 1974) this. finding indj\oates that We fail to reject the hypo- :
thesis that there is no pattern. ‘However, following the e‘xp];orato2y appr?ach

3d some
underlying’ patterns among some of- the la.rger correlations which appeared to

T

warrant further statistical treatment v s s . o Ve * :

To identify patterns of change, the matrix wa‘% subjected 3 a cluster
analyses designed to identify sets of variables vwh»:.th changed together.
Three recognizable clusters ~appear in Figurq 3; ot \

1) Intra-school linka age, consisting of variables representi\n'a\
change in collegiality, classroom autonomy, princz.pals"
influence, and teachers' influence.

. 2) An extermal control staff cluster, made up of vAriables
({ ) representing change in staff educational attainment, )
percent males on staff, numbér of booksread, school !
" board influence, -and buperintendent influende. .

3) A school culture staff cluster, representing changes in

. frequency of digputes, tension, goal discrepancy, staff

,modernity, staf teaciung experience and indiva.dualized
instruction. - :
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. teacher influence togeth~\\1s noteworthy. Rather, the variables represent-

'ing of school 'level structural a cultural, linkage change var1ables.

_ Some important, thougH:sgeculative,‘conclusions may be drawn out’
4 ) v .
about the nature of - llnkages 1p schools from theSe results._ First, some .
selec 1v1ty must be applied when applying ‘the concept of - "loose llnkage"

Whlle/there is no evi@ence to,suggesg‘EE:: changes 1n one system part
att

< .
reverberage throughout the dX9s \p s o* asSocsation among some’ parts
R \'e ¢ ? A . ~ R . u®
are -apparent. : - ‘73- e, oot . o
. - ,oN . S | ' ; B Tog

. TN . L h
The first cluster_tq'eg, gerfroh the cluster analysis was a group-.;.f

,However, the absence of a cluster of authority structure/centrallzatlon

.

indicators, tying changes in. school board, superintendent, principal, and’ \ -
ing changes in superintenderit aﬁd school board 1nfluence cluster with

. 4o
changes in staff characterlstlcs.

We see that variables which reflect the nature of linkages within
the school’ 1tSelf--pért1cularly linkages that are related to the pattern- .
ing of declslon-maklng and authority, and the interaction between staff
members--tend to cgange together. As schools change, they often become '
more 1n.ernally 1nterdeoendent, with both teachers-and pr1nc1pals taking

greater responsxbillty'for decision-making. This increase in influence is

" accompanied, apparently,.by an increased specialigation in the decision-

making function: (increased classroom autonomy coupled with increased
principal authority in general) but also increased mutual supportiveness
(collegiality). éonversely, if the system tends to decline in internal.
linkage, all of the variables that we have associated with linkage within

schools tend to, decredse together.

Some caveats to the notion that schools may be showing system
linkage properties must also be emphasized. howeyer, First, there is
little ev1dence in the Tau matrix (Table 1) or the results of the cluster
analysis (Fxgure 3) to suggest that culture and structure tend to chanae
together. wuu1e one "culture"’ variable appears in the otherw1se pre-
dominantly structure cluster that we have called "1ntra school linkade"

L}
the predominant pattern is for culture and structural changes to occur

independently of each other. _However, this is not to argue that they are



v oa - . . . -
. [ .

'independent of othe: school characteristics, as shown in the Wag they .

?

joined.clusters with input variables ) (. o

» Second, the data also show some Support for the speculative -
P discussion presented by Deal, Meyer and Scott (1925) to gxolain their
- lack of-findings indicative of a.ygelationship between distrigt variables .
and school outcomes. ° Our data suggest that,, while an iden¥ifiable cluster
'..dE intra-school linkage variables emegged no district level linkaQe -
. variables Qre’ at.tached to“this cluster.. Tl‘?ds, while intra-school linkatje
,»:variables tend to change together, such as when the school increases its
.'intexnal coordination, tbis apparently occurs independently of changes at
the district level. Thus, our results support Bidwell s (1965) assertion .
that in the structure ‘of American education, the identification of link~- )

¢

age across levels is particularly problematic. _ ) » .

Third, it is particularly interesting to examine some of the
additiOnal‘variables that did not ‘appear™e change concomitantly wigh
other‘Variables,,for they lead to some additional concluSions about ways
1n which school systems (and other organizations) may be loosely linked.

. }’irst, it is notable that forma],ization is not assoc1ated either with .
district level structure variables, or with intra~school structure var-
iables. Since administrative and bureaucratic theories emphasize formali-

f" zation as a primary means of ensuring coordination, one is led to question
the degree to which there are alternative mechanisms other than rules

‘which may achieve.the same ends in schools. If we examine the Tau Matrix

- (Table 11 it seems that one of the associations that may be occurring is

o

the use of rules (formalization) as mechanisms to resolve disputes
(tt - 23)--in other words, rules in the sqhool System may operate more.

as a mechanism for dealing with conflict than for ensuring. coordination.
LA

Program Igglementatio’n and System Change N

. Qur second hypothesis was that there would be negative relatioh-

ship between change in orqanizational characteristics and measures of pro-

gram implementation. This was based on the assumption that program change

disrupts'the system, a disruption the system tends to resist. To investi-
(gate this hypothesis, schools were grouped into three cat/ge:ies according

to the direction of change--i.e., increase, no change, or decrease--on svstem

characteristics from 1973 to 1977. For each resulting group, analysis of

variance was used to compare group means on the three implementation

- -

]
<
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measures qualitx, quantity, and to;al--discusséd abbge. The results of

these arplyses are presented in Table _ .

“"“{ Using a< 10 as the criterion for statistical s1gnificance, it >\?\\

o was foynd thatrj’ve out_of'a possibLe ‘21 system change indicators were i -\Y
4 .

‘quality, quantity and total implementation scores than did the schools

"and frequency of disputes. This suggests that the more cosmopolitan,/' lw

. implementation.

significantly elated to pt@ject impiementation. n these cases, the

) relationships indicate tHat in general, impbementation scores were great-

est among thools which did not change on these system c‘haracteris'tics.'
; s ‘

More specifically, schools which did‘not'sho a change in collegial~-
ity had mean Quality of implementation scores higher than those that inr,

. creased or decreased. ‘A 51m11ar pattern was observed in .the mean total .

impiementation scores for schools which dig/not changehon the'collegialité
dimension. ' ’ : ' - i . o f

‘

Similarly, schools in which staff characteéristies changes, in

. regard to modernity and percent ma1e, shq.'d significantly lower mean

whose staff characteristics did not change. This suggests that altexing
the demographic composition of the staff may also impede imolementation of

S N

‘ Referring back to Table 1 , we see that'changes in modernity were

innovative programs.

significantly negatively related to changes in teacher influence and

collegiality,\aqs showed non-s1gnif1can¢'pos1tive relations with tension

newer staff may disrupt intra-level linkage with deleterious effect,én

.

. v

The analysis also suggests that changes in superinﬂbndent influ-

ence are significantly relajed to quality of implementation. Quality of

ent influence, followed(by schools not showing a change in superintendent bR
influence. ‘The 1owest mean quality of implementation score was shown by

schools where the,superintendents influence increased, suggesting a need

for decéntralized authority (reduced linkdge) between distric¢t and school

_ levels) if successful school level implementation is to occur. - g ‘

>
o

N

*For simplicity, cell sizes are not presented in Table 2 but may be

- obtained from Table Rl ,{d... M

v
H

e
&9
Yo N



: o : ., §
b ' i ) | I v C . W
. x ' o ‘ \
{ a , : . ‘ v ! ', Y
! ' ".. ) v Table 2; . T . '
ua \ . ﬁ SO \f - \l _k' Gy .
‘ b \nunun Inplomontation Moagures for Sc.ﬁqola ibovhiq Vatlous Chinqe Patterns .\ L, \ .
. ) ‘ 1] . ". 'l -‘ v . . VL ‘ ‘ ., . ! .
[] R ¥ Ty e , )
, ' VI LRSI ST _ e L
‘" vt Qually L ’ .‘antltx I o Total &
‘r - - ‘ N ' ‘ :.b ’ : l tio ,' . .
&I‘umln " Decroase Change Incraase ¢ .| Decrease’ Chamge Iucreass g Decroase Change Incringe ¢
, \ A L | ‘ : J | D - ‘
‘ . ' ' : L ‘ v
Collegllmy' u,[ o ns NS, r ' .7 9.1 94 M0
. : "." ‘ g ’ | 9 ) ,
. ‘, 1 ' R N ) ‘ | | '
Super(Mtendont Inf)uence 1 1,,6 30 1 1L B | B Y NS, - N.S. \
ducatlon W 00 s | g 6 NG V%9 o0 no g
whenity N, e )
ko WG B gy N X PR TS L5 B VR PR
. ¢ ' \ ‘
T . | y
“r | L
' 1 ‘ ! oot
“40nly results signlfleant at or beyond the -,10 level are presented, °
4 '
. ;- ' . '
J" « .1 .
v v s /:
’ o




AY

R ». Turning to addltlonal 1nd1cators of chanée *n st ff characterlstlcs,
we g;nd that'hlghest rean qygllty, quantlty and total i) )
\3 went e schools where théfeducatxonal level of the staff
‘ malhed §fable. Where staff educatlonal backgrbundV1ncrease 7 1mplementatldh-
'Suffered. this may be partlally due to.aqdecllne 1n morale if more h1ghly
educated staff”ﬁere hlred as. ;uggested by the s1gn1f1cant'negat;ve correw

lation (t = .22, p S - lO) between change in mora{e and change in educational

Il

;:backgfound of staff)&altho’ugh change in morale dJ.d >t appéar to be related
. to implementation by 1tself : o . 1. '
. . v . : /
v * In summary, the outcome of these various. analyses indicates that the

. degree of melementatlon at the school level is highest when colleglal

relations’are strong and stable, when\declslon making isfdecentralized

from the district sUperintendent, and when staff demoqr, phic composition -
L] - - .

is stable., - . . ’ B
. } &

Furthér corsideration of the need for,structura’ stabiL;ty;leads
almost inevitably to an examlnatlon of the relationship between total-
d1sruptlon or turbulence of the school system and lmolementatlon. Total
dusruption of school systems was assessed by countlng the number of »

\.,, /variables Whlch changed durlng the 1mplementat10n period, Separate in-

» d1cators were also computed for the changes in structure, culture and
_input variables and these aléng with the school climate improvement score
was correlated with the three measures of implementation.‘ The -results
presented in Table 3° showed -statistically significant negative correlations
becween the -number of changes 1n 1nput (whether increases or decreases)
and all three measures of 1mplementatlontgﬁpdtpetween the total number
of changes and the quallgy and total dlmen51ons. Number of changes in
structure and culture were~not‘s1gn1f1cantly related to any measure of

implementation. : ',k

These findings suggest that in small'gzrag schools, avoidahce of
staff disruption is an lmportant ‘condition for h1gh levels of program
r'plementatlon. Indeed, the extent of turbulence in school structure and

culture appears unrelated to measures‘of.lmplementetlon, with the exceptiorn

.

of disruption of collegial relations.
_ \ Nl 1. -

’
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o Correlations Between Number of. Changes ‘in System Characteristics and

. Scope of Implementation ° ) ‘ '
‘ " ‘ ) 3 ‘ '.'.-.
‘ # ’ '.Qualit'i'r - .Quantigy" Total
. ‘ ° L l L ‘ )
# of staff changes - -.32% o 21% - -.28e
# of culture changes ° -~ -.04 , -.03 -.04
. . X o . R
» v . s - ) )
# of structure changes =15 . ¢ -.03 o -.09
N S N '
‘ b >
‘Total- # of changes , o ’ .
(system turbulence) T -, 2548 -.13° - -.20%
| C o -,
*p £ .10 R s
. oo
**p.s_ .05.‘L s N
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. Summaryfand'Conclusions
. To summarize our analyses of -the patterns.of system change and .

, linkage at the school level, the structure and culture of schools appears Y
.to be subject to considerable change even over’ a relatively short period .
of time., Several distinctive patterns of change emergedrwhich imply that
change is not entirely a random process, but is in part ‘conditioned by

4stem characteristics. - In particular, ‘it appears that variables reflect—
ing ‘intraschool linkage (principal d&thority, teacher authority, classroom
autonomy, and collegiality) tend to either increase or decreese together,'
-and. that several of the school culture variables (tension, disputes and
goal discrepancy) also tend to increase or decline as a group. In addition,
the data suggest that changes in structure do not tend to have a great
impact on changes in culture, or vice versa, but that both structure and

culture changes are linked to' changes in various input characteristics.'

The level of implementation is associated with change in a limited
number of system 1inkage variables, primarily superintendent authority and
collegiality. and with hange in input variables. The qlta suggest that
change or turbulence in the staff of the system is negatively related to
implementation of comprehensive change. This indicates that it is pOSSlble ‘
" to supect either alterations in ‘the characteristics of thé organizational '
system (for example, organizational development) or ih the implementation
of new programming or-technologic change, but“that to attempt both types

of change at the "same time is perhaps unrealist in the light of the

.

system s need for some stability.

<y e

0verall‘ however,vthe data also show support for the view of the
) schools as loosely linked, and indicate that loose linkage has signifi‘ s
cant implications for the change process. In particular, the data suggest
that there is 11 le support for the notionvthat technological interyen- -
‘ tions will lead to benefiaial changes in basic system characteristféy.
| “fn fact, there is some reason to tentatively conclude .that successful
technol gical ingovations cannot be accompanied by major thanges in the

' structur ’ culture or staff characteristics of the system
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APPENDIX 1 g } . ’ .-

It ia of interest to note.that the stru1ture variables showing .
the greatest stehility-—i.e., veriehles with the greatest numbers.of
/"/schools in t.he "o change” category--were those perta.ining to centralization
' of power: 'superintendent influence and principals’ influence, both of which

eze'indicators of linkage between ;Qsten Ievels. Indeed, none of the
districts' ES projects had major components epecificelly oriented toward
| altering the ethinietrative structure of’ the ‘schools, and this was the.
component least affected by thﬁrogram (see Rogsenblum and Louis, 1978 for
. more detail). Formalization and classroom autcnomy, iﬁdicetoro=of lifkade
_ within the school, were also relatively stable. .Since most of tﬁe local _
goals were stated in terms of improved student services ‘and updating outmoded 1
_curricule the stability of the power structure was never really the issue. -
"_ $rogrammatically, the lack of emphasis onvstructuxe was quite reasonable.

.

-

- ‘The changes in staff variables are also noteworthy. Vuiables in
this group which showed the most changes were years of teeching experience,
educational -level of steff, and staff moderdity. A On all of these character- _
istic¢s, the changes tended to be decreeses, implying that 'newer'sta'ff &ere
lele experienced, less well educated, and from schoolsvin less cosmOpolita.n
states--precisely the.opposite of what we might expect schools committed to

' ~ innovation to look for 'in newer staff. , However, we know from our on-site
. reeeu'chere «that many staff, including’ some innovative teachers, were put off
by the disruption of ES projects implemented in “their schools and the
~dietuption these programs caused. As staff’ turnover took place, replecements
. were often’ recruited from among reletively conservative, local applicants,
perheps as a reection egainst the disruption essocieted with the goals of the

ES program. : '. ' : ) -
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l R Increase\ No Change  ° Decredse . Total Changes -~ Valid N*
SR | o
- Pormalization R 18 10 25 " 4]
Individualization 7{ 8 Moo 9 13
School Board Influence . . ' 12 6. ¢ W 26 42
Superintendent Influence 12 M 10 2 v
Principal Influence '. 16 A v § . 2 41
Teacher Influence B le ~13 2% 42
elassroom Autonomy B 18. 11 2% 3
Collegiality. "y 19 15 n 4
Morale o 5 3 6 VO 45-
Orientation to Pupil Autonomy 9 11 23 ) S 43
Change Orientation 6 14 23 29 . .k
Tension K10 RIS Y 9 B 2
. Disputes 4 ARRUES )} 1 , A 42
" Problems Index -, 5 11 R SR N 4
Goal Differentiation . B 6 Lu 1
.~ Goal Discrepancy 0.« 18 LI U 42
" Bducation L 4 2 1 ) ST
* Father's Education - : 6 3l "8 4 45
. Modernity- ¢ 1 27 1 8 15
\ Hale c 6 % 3 9 . 45
Books Read T 30 9 5 6
BB 2 2 230 N8

1

,

o
\

. Mumber of Schools showlg Changes in School

_ Table A-1 X

Sti'uct‘ure, Cullure and Input

~

{

Variables by Type of Change“ '

Years Tauqht.'

!

+ |\ "Numbers do ot always sun to 45' due to missing;data
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