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* of loose coupling and their effects on the " ghange procéss have been posi- y

§

N ABSTRACT Vi _ e

t¢d desacribe the nature'of.schbols as.organiza ions
N S .
ntion on the concept of loose‘coupling, or the extent\\v‘

N ., . » \ .
Eb which schpol subunits are interrelated. Although a wide array of kindk,

~ —-

éed few empirical studies have examined this problem more closely This

study describes three kinds of loose coupling and traces their effects
y ' .
on the scope’ of changes implemented Data weqp collected through ex- ‘L

tensive observation and interviewing in five ppblic schools over a two-
year'period. Three kinds of- loose coupling were identified, They were:

'a.zoning f control, remote coordination of instruction, and a damping
Q

effect on the flow of activities and information among ‘subunits. Generally,

€

1t was found that loose ﬁoupling facilitated change in single Subunits

¥

but worked against more systematic change involving many subunits. How-

Lo

ever, fndividual.echools were not uniformly loosely coupled,[and in areas

of tighter coupling, more comprehensive change was possible.

3

.
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interest to researchers, school practi

PREFACE

Research for Better Schools (RBS) is committed to providing a bh]anced

program 8f research, development, and technical assistance to educational

3

“agencieé.in the Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware region. A major

part of thekfeseafch element consists of Field Studies projeqts; One of

R -

[
those projects focuses on two of RBS' development efforts and the local

schools participating in them. The development projects are Ereating ap-

U

proaches through which ‘ekxternal agencies can help schools improve their

curricula and instructional strategies 1in basic-skills and career pfepara—
tion. Schools participating in the development hope to improve their own

educational programs."RBS intends to dgvelop approaches and knowledge

.

‘which will have geméralizable utility ~ » .

» N
This 1s one of several Teports [on the Field Studles' research. The

five reports beiné\developéd in the 1980-81 year are _intended to be of
At
3

oners, and those charged with the

-~

- . .
operation and staffing of de&plopment and ﬁis%%miﬁation projects through-

out the country. The reporys cover two years of actiyity 'in five schools. -
. -~ .

Their purpose 1s to identify and clarify issues related to the support of
4 . ' .

local school improyement. complete listing of a11|reports.availab1e

-

t .

from. this project is found on the inside'back covex

* 3
\ -
L
M -~ .

. ) - . ; 1liam A, Firestone -

. .‘Fie d\Studies.Cobr?%Batorﬁ
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o - 0 DEGREE OF COUPLING AND SCOPE OF CHANGEY
) . . \ R
IR , SCHOOL ORGANIZATION EFFECTS ON IMPLEMENTATION
~ : K3 ,
\

Recent research onveducational change suggests that aspects of a .
school's organizational context may p®ofoundly influence the nature of -

change efforts'and outcomes at the school (Bermant1980).1 Such a‘finding

. ‘ . o ,
places a great burden on educationgl agencies assisting school imp~ovem§rt
[ p e TN

.

* because it requires them -either tb adjust the change/process to fit idio-
. . : s,
syncratic conditions of individual sites or to assist alterations in . 4
these conditions prior to.seeking further change. One theme contained in
. the change literature is,particularly salient for these endeavors, aﬁﬁ
éLat is that school organizational characteristics which foster certain
kinds of change may vork against others. This suggests that not only
may some.schools be recept&ve to improvement and others not, butvalso
within a school some features‘of improvement may be more easily implementea '& :

Fl . . ?
than otgers. ’

-~
‘.,

. [}

r é*ample; Zaltman,'Duncan, arid Holbeck (1973) argue that the

characteristics of an organization/s ‘ructure which faéilitate) the initi-
‘ —

: R
ation of innovations a;e not necessarily: tnosewpﬂat contr1but§Lto full
implementation of the innovations. Spec/ficalI?‘—ehey contend that highly

\ complex, decentralized organizations.with little,formalization of pro-
/

cedures can easily initiate changes in aspects of their operations but

4, have difficulty incorporating ‘m' less complex more centralized organi—v

' »
ﬁ&xions with'high formalization are less receptive to 1n1tiation but once
*
-a change has been adopted, it caﬁibe readily implemented. The major

DY

v 4 . 2’
l f . ‘ ) s
e -1- ; :
. : ¢ . 1 ]
oY Sy, b
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reason for this phenomenon‘iifthnt subunits in more complex, loosely

“

structured organizations have congiderable autonomy to act. .Consequently,

-~

when pressure or 1esire for change-occurs, needed changes can be initiated.

L3 S
However, this same set of circumstances precludes change from becbming

incorporated throughout an organization o .

N

Firestone (1980) and Firestone And Herriott (1980b) extent this iden

to school districts. Schools can be conceived.of as 1oose1y7éoup1ed sys-

téms. That is, there is little interrelatedness or dependency among

-

A

individuals or subunits‘(Weick 1976) \This situation makes the imple—
'\ r . . . e f
"mentation of 1ow scope changes, or changes which require few subunits to
1 ~ \\ ,. . , ’
.alter -their behavior radically, relatively easy but "compreéhensive change

.

wlll not work because the kind of system integration required to make it
effective does not exist" (Firestone and Herriott .1980b, in Rress)# Thus,

. - ¥h loosely-coupled districts, attémpts Lt cqmprehensive change resglt in
/
a hodge—podge of assorted innovations rather than a systemwide program of

sy P

change, . ) G ¥ )
" B

. .

Weick (1976) identifiesfl? kindg\of/ioose coupling-in organizations.

RN

' These include little coerdination of work activity, slow spread of in-
fluéhce,,low.visioility of:role perfor&gnces, infreq;Eht inspection, lack
. ' L4 e

- : v : v
of feedback, decentralfization, and delegation of disbrftion. iAs’ Loyls,
). ' e ’ s ) . ‘l . f g i
Molitor, and Rosenblum (1979) illnstratf,\the extent to which “these

[} [ N : i

> thefformal organizational structure of the‘school-andrits cultural sxstem.'

e .

g . ' .,
‘In ot?erﬂ— rds, the regularity -with which certaippatterns of behavio

-

4\
can increage o£ crease the inteyr; 1atedness o)

occur and the nature of the sha&:i u derstandin s among school member

subunits.2

&

chafacteristics are present iy a school'is affected by two major factors: .

n
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To date, relatio;ships betwecen the degree of coupling ie a school \\\\\»
and the change procéﬂa have been identified mostly through informed specu-- '
lation; few empirical attempts have been undertaken to discipline these /

.‘~.ideas (Miles 1980). This_paper reports on exploratory researcir intended
to address this issue. It details three kinds of coupling found in five

public schools and traces the effects of the relative presence and absence

- © of phese couplfngs on change implemenéatioﬁ.
\ - . o)

/‘( ' . \‘ o ’
., - Procedures
In IMearch for Better Schools (RBS) initiated a long-term work ‘

effort to explore hew external agehcies can best facilitate"schbdl imS}qve—

‘ .

" ment. The primary focus of the effort was developing approaches fo’plan—

-1

P

ning and implementing changes that schools could use to improve instruc-
. ’
tional programs in two areas: basic skills and careercgggcatien. /The
. /) A A -~
RBS approaches initially iTyolved the use of external agentﬁ‘who assis?@d

schools in going. through a rational, deck§ion—making process. Later,_ :

) ? . . .
~*agents were to be supplied by the school systems. Although the external .

’
.

agents. wexe to~have an active presence in theischools, the determination
* : ’ : ' g \ ®
of actual changes to be made wée left to the schools. Typically,*plan- t, ’

T bning for these changes was conzected by a team of teachers and adminis-

. s
{

prators It was hoped that in th%s way the changes woul? be compatible

wibh the school context, and thus, become implemented and_institution-

c‘
alized (fer more information em the approaches, see C?reer Preparation
Coﬁponent 1979; Graeber 1980; Helms 1980).
S ‘ C , X\,
The research reported here was an examination of RBS' work in five
3 o

schools from the faf:l of 1978 to the fall of 1980. “The focus was on

N - \\' V{( .. | /l' ~ -‘;




: building level change; dntu concerning school district involvement ~th
' 'i

"the change proeess have been reported olqowhere (Dawson 1980; Firoqtonv

Ehnd Corbett 1981) The schools varied\hccording to fdcultv sizt, level,
- - Lo
1ocation% and student population served. Sma].ltown3 was a rural clemon—
l/' "\
tary school with 13 ficulty members Thirteen percent of *its qtudents

were from minority groups. Middleville was an elementary school located

in a lower middle-class suburb of a major city. Thirty~se%en faculty
AY . .
served a student population comprised 6? wenty percenty minorities. Loca-

ted in an urban school district, Patriot /Elementary had 18 classroom

“ -

teachers and 95 percent Tfny&ity students. Green Hills was an upper

- L .
middle-class suburban junior high with 45 faculty and eight percent’minor—

ities. Neighbortown was a rural gh school which served no minority

-

g

students. It had 49 c /}pssroom eachers. s Vg

( . Data were col1ected primarily throueh extensive ohservotion and formal

A and informal interviewing._ Field researchers observed‘most of the formal
.planning meetings which occurr%d between RBS and the schoois. At these
times, brief inform terviews were often conducted. 1In addition,
researchers had ocnasfpnal %ormal interviews with both project and non-

- b4
project participants and.spent considerable time observing school life

-

in classrooms, in school-related meetingg, in teachers' lounges, and in
pthe communities in which the schools were located. DNata collection was

m.&direg@ by a team of field researcheys who met reg‘ularly to discuss

emerging isgues, theoretical concerng, and methods for gathering appro=

o . *

i

prf%te data. ‘Indiyidual researchers,&ere free to supplement these methods

g Ay
-~
at a sité,anq_pursue'eiénts unique td a sitg./ Data from observations .and

‘ [N ; b
PR - /

s
2



Anterviews were written aﬁ>flgld notes lmmodli}lly after collection, the

-

notes were recorded on tape, and the tapes were transeribed. The typed

B ) i
notes were then cqded using a topical Index, w{th topfes derived from

: '
the fiotes. The coding system was continually adjasted as previouslv un-

encountered events occurred at the sites. The location of cach Qccurrence

of a code was stored on computer to facilitate ulck accdss to ghe more
p : q

-~
-~

than 2,000 pages of typed field notes the research vielded.

{ \ : The coding 1ndex‘?a8‘used to identify field data rélated to- school's

organization,’ such as patterns of interaction in schools,\staff sentiments

about their roles’and'the roles of others, the allocation of/respurces

. .

. N—— : N L
like time and money, descriptions of school'and classroom operating proz’ iu/’ -

cedures, sentiments about those procedures, informal groupings of students

‘ and staff, the distribution of deéision—making responsibilities, leader-

]
"

ship styles of administrators, staff attempts to exercise influence, and

PSS

intended and unintended changes resultYng from the projects. Data were

-

then recoded into broader categorigf related to school organization..  From

~N ¢
this progess three categories ‘of organizational characteristifs emerged

N .
s

f§7anding the paEterns of change

outcomes. & .
- ' In addition to the qualitative data, classroom teachers completed
D a survey concerning school organization. - 11 survey and an analysis

N

paper, only deéiripti e dafauconcerning teachers' perceptions of particular
oA

j ' characteristics off their schools are used. * . N

3
»
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0rgun};g£jggp}rgpupllngr1n Schools

, All five sachools evidenced three kinds of lodse g-nupll‘np, SO0 a
goning of control, (2) remote coordination of Instruction, and (3) damping
. ’ » ’ : : .

S~ . ‘between subunity. Zoning of control referred to the divisfon of decisfon-

.
™~

making respomsibilities and obligations among subunits within a school
(Lortie 1969); remote.poordinntion was rhe'mouns by which the délivery eof

inqgguction was organized and adiustod across subunith nnd damping de-

noted the extent te which actiyity in one suhuqit did not necessitate
activity in_another subunit (Weick 1980). The nature of these linkages

was affected by both the formal grganization and the culture of the schools.
.Fcr example, the responéibilities of principals were delingated in formal

job descriptions. However, specific\obligations and constrainfs on the

: . e
performanc those responsibilities derived from(the expectations for
¢ . \ {/

/ behav.or held.by the staff, . - .
The schools varied in the degree to which ®ey were loosely-coupled.
\ ) - '

For example, in ﬁbf;émailest school the principal was,able'to visit .

- .

élassrocms muc e’often‘than in thc larger schbois, nnd'thus, proViQed
more immeéiare*coord;n;tion of instruction. But, for the mo&; part,'cpe
schools w!ig more striking in their’Similarity ;bangéiifimilarity., Mure;. .
over, within,each sch031‘ there were'su;units anu aregs of opgr;tiqn'which .

\\uﬁi’ were more tightly-coupled thanqbthers.é,For example, at Neighbortown, a¥
AN -, » ’ - N

V.

\\‘ least one subject area de;artment'diéplayed tendencies rhe exact oppasite

" . s e

’ of the school as a whole; and at Smalltown thg district curriculum for
b o . ' .
¢ | math structured tcachers' math lessor® much more so than the curriculum -4 |

. d ) . ‘ i -
fpr?reading did reading lessos§;,'Consequentlyzfnone of the schools could '
: ' s s ‘ N

]

: S S
- o~ : \ ';-—6— 12 '. ) ")

P




AN

N be described as being'uniformly loosely-coupled; it wasimdbh‘hore appro-

priate to consider them as possessing a mixture of lodse and tight couplings.

. - . .
. . . v

. -

Zoning of Control

Deal and Nutt (1979) characterized the schools in the federally-

-t

funded Project Rural program as "federations of zones.”" %These zones

v ‘e

wé&g the organizational territories over which Qafioq& sub-gfouﬁs exer-

- cised control. In some cases - the division of "autharity and obligatiéns
PR | . - ‘ 3 ' _ :
' ambqg_zoné% was distinct;, in other cases there was an overlapping of .

- . I3

A

- " control whiéh pbened'the way for boundary disputes. Zoning of control

G

. : . "3 :
o was also evidenf’in the schools in this_study. There were certain areas

. ) v
of fésponsibility_whgre teachers made decisions "and others where admin-

< - ]
- ! ’“,. B R e . N
--istrators made decisions. The major zonal division was between individual
\ ) .o . )
"o classroom activities and the rest of a school's operation.

-

However, in addition, there were zones within each of these'two zones.
‘Decision-making about classroom activities within a content area department

Com rrade level occasionally resided with individual teachers; in other
“ 1instances teachers jointly made these decisions. Within the administra-

'Ative’zone,vthe-principals-had the right to make certaiﬁ\dfpiéions that
éﬁperintendents énd-schools_cbuld-not maké. Althougﬁ zoﬁél rights and
,oblig?tioﬁs hgd theilr origin in formal deiiheations of authority, they
wefe maintained by the'iﬁformal‘expecgations and beliefs bf schoolwstaffa

t

" ‘Classroom zone. Teachers:-in all five schools had the major re-.

'sponsibility for making decisions about the actiVities'that occurred
. v 4
P

in classrooms -and the pacing of those activities. Such\atiﬂifonsfincluded

" whether or not students would work in groups;gﬁhat uses would be made of
. ) L4

-7- .

- i3




N ‘ -‘..

) © textbooks and other resource materials, the methods through which content .

‘

would be presented, and the ways in which students would demonstrate thq}r.

underétan&ing. In additian, teachers determined how much time would-be
. . .

spént on an activity, when in the school day .,or class period the activity

. would occur, and how much.time at home.students‘would need to work.
» . . - f

) ‘As was the case in Firestone's (1980) study, teachers had less cont;bl

over instructidnal decisions whqn'the decision applied to broader aspects

of school eperation than the class;’poms of individual teachex:é. Theés
&éc%sioﬁs focused on detefmiﬁing the overall curriculum for'c;ntent areas,’
such és what textbooﬁs to adopt, wha; skills were apérop;ii‘e for student;
at particular levels to possess, wﬁat learning objectives students shou1d  o
mee£, aﬁd what thé‘ébpropriéte range of confeﬁt fof stu@ents atlvarious

-

levels was. In the secondary schools these decisions typically were made
by content area departments; in the elehentary schools teachers were often

asked to be on committees whose: task was to determine the curriculum.
. It - . - . N

In both instances, however, the-decisions were subject to the approval

~

. of individuals in the administrative zone. For example, at Neighbortown,

s

“departments decided -on what courses to add or drop and on what-revisions

* in existing courses to make. These decisions were then to be approved

in sequence by the principal, a central curricylum committee made up of .

@

administrators and teachers, an administrativé committee, and finally, L,

the school board. The principal said that most curriculum decisions made 7

by teachers werqgreadily approved, but that in recent years éﬁ attempt .
by oﬁe department to institute a lab period had been blocked aé&'admin—
’ .

istrators had decided to drop an advanced placement course. In'Smélltown's

N .
v ]

v 14

- -8
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LI
1
district, “teachers were respons1ble for establlshlng a set of m1n1mum, :

. < N

competencies for read1ngr but distfict adm1n1strators dec1ded the ob—

3 . S

PN
jectives were not\adequate and. instructed teachers to folldw prev1ously—

«' ¢
established competencies. S _ -\\; X
o SN . *
In the two secondary schools there was evidence of-additional Eoning-

N,

.
of control within the classroom zone. " Both schools had coqt%?t area
e

departments héaded by chairpersons. However, the. terns of control

Jvaried. Typ1cally individual teachers exercised-Control over the courses

A

,the} taught while the chairperson served as a communications 11nk between

teachers and administrators, in Several departments indiV1dual teachegs

_ determined class’bom #ctivities but the department chairperson observed
] . ‘ -
‘classes’, crit%ﬂued courses, and occaslonally told teachers additions or

-

»

revisions Q%' ke; and in' one departmént at Neighbortown the teadhers

A

as "a grou'/made all decisions about the kld‘rand:pacing of activities

»
.

in gll courses. o,

4

Administrative zone. Building principals, district office admin? b
¢ l—\o . ' ) L

istrétors, and school boards not only had fjinal right of approval over -

-
’

/ . XL o . -
o cutriculum decisidns but also had control gver most of the other aspects
. 7 ) . : » ’ : v

Yof school ‘operation. .These other ar as‘incl ded determining class

schedules, assigning students and teache' to classes, setting budgets,
L L evaluating staff, establishing new staff positions, dering supplies
// : .and materials,tappointing teachers to extrfa duty assignments, handling
B serious discipline.problems,'hiring and 1ng'staff,binitiating'new,
programs or projects,xestablishing commifffgé\of staff to‘recommend
policy;:and organizing in-service activities. .

k,. i




e

> 3 ‘' . .
.principal handled sché&duling, staff evaluations, extra duty assignments,

-
.

“'the need for having a»comérehénsiye‘Systém of instructional objectives.'

union contrgets placed some constraints on the ability of various sub-

] i .
&h ponsi g ' ‘
Howevey, these responsibilities“wéqe divided among administraqive

—

positions,f cre iﬁg additioﬁél.;oéggz Fof‘example; at Patrigt the building

/

v A
1

serious discipline\problems, and initiation of new projects invplving the
: .

e

school while the ct transferred staff ‘and éllocated‘monej,tohschqols.

]

A similar division of responsibilitieé‘éccurred at the other sites. How- .

- -

. \ /‘I N ’ LY
. ever, at Green Hills the school board played a much more active pafz in

-ow

éstéblishing district golicy and queationihg €xisting practices than it

did at tﬁe,o;her sites. As one administra'tor observed,IlThe»Board is into"

N
a ,

everything today." {' .-
A common occurrencé_withithhis.zone that further complicated the
. . . T .

.

) .

1] RN . . - . N .
control issue was that decisions made by an administrator were not always - A

bindirig upon successors to that administrator's position. For example,

.
<) a

in Patriot's distrfk; a previous superintendent had'stréngiy emphasized

~

Teachers reported this system was closely followed, However,'the nng

superintendent was abxe'to suspend this arrangement'in_févor of new
‘«'.> _ . v ° . -R'
directives. N . : .
. L' . -

$

Expectations, beliefs, -and the waintenance of zones. The consis-

tency with wpicﬁ,zones of control‘ﬁére adhered to within the schools

o ) . o

was more @ r jof~informa1 norms than official policy. Although

]

. X 7 . ’
groups to make decisions, the division of decision-making responsibilities

=10~



; L
£ed that students in these teachers courses weré\got performing as well

would be taken to get tﬁ??keachers to alter their 1nstruction. As another N

) ) - ' N R 4 . ° ' :
: L -«
was generally upheld by"indivfduals expectations for role performance ’ \

For example, official policy did-not specify that classroom activitiEs"

were the province of teachers Indeed, princ1pals acknowledgod that they

'

had the right to interfere in cPassroom activities. However, interference
' ' . - / Co ' , - N
was‘considered only in 3evere case '

Generally a problem with a feacher's delivery of instruction was ./ ay
f f ] _-

d ¥
. . -’

~ - .
labeled "severe" when evidence from an outside sourgf, e.g.Y test scores .

A . : ~ . .
or community complaints, was avallable which cagt ubts -on the individ- -
«1 . .

e b . . '_’ 2 . N . .

ual's ability to teach effectively., For’example,'a Patriot .the principal

expresoE% displeasure \}th the-performance of-teachers in
%

3

grade. However, the principal also said that no interve?tion was . planned

'particular |

. . ‘- ‘
until standardized test scores were available. When these scores indica— ‘ 7
. . . N .

J

Q .

as the S;incipal thought they should, the- principal indicated that action ' ;h

’

illustratiﬁn, several students and parents complained that a teacher s

.

1

classroom practices at Smalltown were making it difficult for the stu- -
dents. to learn. "These verbal and written complaints led the principal

to call a conference with the teacher in which the feacher was qg:ﬂustify ,

3
the practices. The teacher did so, and th‘/principal accepted the, reasons -~

. . 4 i {
offered. Later, however, the prinpipal said that if the teacher had not -- - !

been able to explain why qpe practices were being used, bhen changes WQUld

v

have been made. NevertheleSs, the general behavior pattern was that

1

classroom decisions wére left to teachers even_though principals felt
. . e i)

PV
. - ’ "
1 N o -t N
;!
. . oF .
. . i .
s .
.



that the fficial authority allowed them_to.intervene."Even.after .

T : ) LY .
ral Green Hills teachers commented to the principal about noise ema-

-

nating from'one teacher's class, the principal stated, "I'm not going to

\\ . . . ,
' "try to change [the teacher]....It's something we're going to have to _
., . - . : v o ’ )

learn to live”with." The Neighbortown. principal sigply remarked, "I d%n't

. . 2 ’ 7// B ) )
bother them about their work." 4 . ks

» . 3
Gy L‘ -

Teachers reported 'that their influence over decisions dfd not extend

) P g
much beyond the‘boundaries of individual classrooms. Data from a survey

. / .
of teachers indicated that the*%eachers felt they had greatest control -
over daily lessdhs, course objectives, and material selection whereas \

administrators controlled ‘extra duty assignments,‘scheduling, renewing' 4%5' (

contracts, and spending discretionary funds. Thus,.teachers indicated

. e ~ - :
»,gis; ,that broader aspects of'school operation msre the responsibiljty of admin-
istrators.> H8wever, they,also seemed to accept this divisfon f decision—:' }
makin%qfesponsibility.. A*ﬁeacher at Neighbortown stated " believe I . ‘<

have a, boss and he can tell ‘me what to dé....I- feel this gives me more’

" o control ovei' my class bécauseq can focus on what L'm supposed to*be ‘o -
- ’ . VI ! . . .
- doing." Teachers at Smalltown were not sb satisfied with\that arrange—i'~ w
h 3 . . s . . .
v
ment but nevertheless accepted itt -In response.to an administrator s .

request a teacHer considered to ‘be legitimate but unreasonable, the
. 4 A ‘
teacher said, "We don' t like ﬂit, but whi can we do?" . \ %;;

4
. + However, attempts by parties outside a zone to interfere in decir ,

s ' = Y .
s sions wfth*ﬂdthe zone were not well received. Three incidents illustrated

. @ . ’ .
the tension that could result when boundaries were not observed. In one,

. N . . . la 5.
;T ‘ M !

R Co12- o, ..




. \ .- ; ) R \

) the Neéghbortown princigal had discovered a teacher's description of a ’

class jactivity that was to be mimeographed in the of fice and asked the

I 4
teacher to explain how the activity fIt into des1gna ed course content. T

Afterwards, the teacher expressed anger at the principal's apparénf attempt
T - ' y

to de'”fin’ appropriate course content. In the second example, a teacher

at Neighbortown felt the need for additional planning time because extra
duty assignments conflicted with existing planning time. The teacher
N [
* . suggested to the prineipal a way for the schedule to be adJusted to provide

o _\-_7/-'—’_‘
_for this time. According to the teacher the principal strongly resented

-the teacher s attempt to interfere with scheduling decisions. ln the

*third, two teachers at" Green Hills dec1ded informally to switch class

o . assignments. Although the teachers reguested and received the pr1nc1p§l's_

‘ . approval;‘thé superintendent bécame aware of the _change and wondered why

.

the central office had not been notified. A,meet'ng‘Was called to discuss"
) ’ - . = . L ’ .

. the isstw fnd.to reaffirm district'policy on how course assignment changes
. .> . / ' . . . - - .
-were to be reviewed. o ' : .

! B Tension also reSulted when individuals within a zone did ™ot perform/

'5“‘1 their rqge in conformity with the expectatibns of. others. or eximple, a’
\’t,goint of.contenbion between the teachers and prihcipal at Pagriot was’what
i i
" i ~ the teachers perceived to be the princﬂbal s laxness in handling serious
’ .d1scip1ine probv" and rigidity in d ling w1th teachers.. Qne teacher

S

complained‘that whe tudents returned fr m. disciplinary sessions with
the prinhcipal,=tifey "were not afraid": accgrding to the teacher; this 3

M N . ’ ! . ‘ 3 )
then hampered teachers' attempts to maintain disciplind. On the other /_:>(\

£

~-13-




- ' ' q
hand, teachers complained that the principal "goes by thé& book™ with

teachers, thereby not allowing them enough "free play" in decisions.

\

. R ’ Y
Remote Formal Coordination of Instructional Activities s

[y

In most organizations formal coordination of work activity can be
‘ "achieved either‘through advanced planning or feedback (Thonpson 1967). "
. Receg;.research has ;ointed to the lack of coordination in schools through
either of these means and has suggested that integration of instruction
- is‘instead maintained by a logic of confidence in the ability°of personnel

to’ determine and deliver appropriaté\cervicES (Meyer & Rowan 1978). Evi-

dence of this assumption of expertise was found in this study as we¢ll. As

have a certain expertise."

Nevertheless, planning and feedback were also &n evidence_

——

. . b L]
‘o schools studigd but these coordilgting activities‘ere e from the

classroom arenas in which. instruction was provided That 1is, formaL

coordination.of;instruction took place, ‘but advanced planning typicallyy

- . ’

;QCcurred at the district level and resuf%Ed in broad written curriculum

T .- guldelines for teachers to follow, in addition, feedback data used in
P O
- adjusting a school.s instructional services were derived from second$ry
indicators of performance, such ;s standardized’tests ofaparent complaints. <
Some informal coordin;tion_of instruction~occurred among teachers, but’

°

thig'wasﬁlimited_and sporadic. When coupled with the considerable -

-




Y
'

3

'Y

y{
%
&, 1€

e dual teachers had over classrooms, this.remote coordinatiop_

ontrol indiv
' 1ed to ;érlat on in the delivery ‘of instruction to students Coordination
) * > /’
.rgf other aspects of school building operation, part1cu1ar1y scheduling,
as typlcallyiilne through advanced planniﬂg by the 1ndividuals ;ithln
whose zone/7&$control these}aspects fell.
Classroom coordination~by'planning éormal coordination th:ouéh -

[N

planning was hindeted by the absence of scheduled- opportunlties for!
D

teachers to meet with one another to plan’or to discuss instruction

v\ : : 4 - ——

and)the hit or;miss nature of informal contactg among teachers. For’

Z o . - .

erample, at Neighbortown teachers in subject area depdrtments met once

a, month, Although.these meFtings provided an opportnnity‘forbcoordinating

inétructi n within a departmentS discuSsions»denerally'cdncerned other &
issues, such as ®he ordering of- métérials, notifiration of school~wide

) events, and informal conversgtion. In only one d ent did the teachers .

LY

" jointly plan the day toaday 1essons that would be a part of the courses

of(ered by the department Non -departmental teacherzkas well as the

‘.entrre school faculty met much’ more infrequently. At Small(:;n xeachqrs

-y

who taught at the same gradéﬁle&hl had the same planning perlods,*and thus,
Bl [ ] -
could Jointby make instructiontg§'isions. Nevertheless, opportunlties

to-meet with other- teachers were more 1nfrequent, mak1ng across grade ~

R .
» o

art1cul§tidh\?ﬁ the building -level difficult. v
' ' - " To the extent that. férmalf"plann‘ipg occurred, it occurred a step
remond from the building-level. For example, districts often consti-

LT [ 3
tuted committees of teachers to establish the content of instruction

¢ A L
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- g e _ _/ - ’
.//k\ A . ! . ’ | J . .

M

a%prioriatexto 4 grade lievel or subject'areaf The resulting guides varied

. . it N :
. /7 : o

in specificity, but gendrally ’they conte‘lin'ed the rarige of content to be.

coveredy ‘the skills students wefe to develop, and the learhing objectives ¢

o R "
theNere to meet. The issue of what instructional materials and methods -

to useSwas less freciuently addressed. ‘One administrator labeled Small-

. . - : - R
town's éuide&s "the backbone" of the_‘district\s curriculum. However, a §-

. ’ A\

teache'r complained 7bout the lac)z of specificitygy saying 'we need a

\
° curriculum guide....In other words, these are the\main [ob;jectives] but

Ay —

' tgere are others: which we) should téégh "oyt :} : ' l

/) - Cbhofdination of instfuct:i.on occasianally occurred _infor'mal\;\./ For

x—1 * h S -
examp le/ teachers would meet in their lounges and discuss classroom ac-
v S ,
tivi ie?s with one another. However, these informal cysations were

A

»
.

‘ not weli;}uited to wi}e spread coordination because they depended on i} /

'schedule

teacher/;reaks to occur and, thus, systemati 11y ‘excluded some
N ’ .

‘teach'ers participating. A teacher at Smalltown commented, ' 'There [are]
AR . \ L v \ ‘- " £

Some peﬂ)ple I)'ll never see because some times don't .coit}cide with mine‘.'.'

-

In additjon, "free time" was jealou&y protected by teachers and thus not

always readily given to coordinating activities. As a Patriot teacher'
- 1

- explained 'not every teacher is willing to give up their. lunch time to ,
. ) A S . \ Ve i : .
Y . “talk about the kid." o ) < i ' J -
¢ ‘ . . (
k" ‘ Classroom coordination by feedback. ac the effectiveness

of classroom instruction was scant and idfej tial, thus providing few

clues for ezfactly what aspects of @séuction needed vamping. For

%, -16-
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o
.

’
»

. ‘ “example, the sole’ source§ of "objective"

data were standardized and
district—made tests. Alt ugh'district— ade tests wer, Jore clq%ely t1ed

to the ins%ruction that was acfually delivered than the standardized tests,

v -

a digtrict could only infer fromfthe data what teachlng metheds seemegd to
ghrict cou _ e : ¢4

R . AR | . . , / .
-be the most effective in achieving instructional objeckivés. Consequéntly, .
-~ ‘ - . -

. r )
' tests were. generally viewed’with_skepticiSm as useful feedback instru-
‘ ments. adminisgrator at, Middleville raparked "tests can p703ect
b anything~zp wanty ‘to project A teacher at Patriot indicated that

Y

" the tests were important to teachers only "because the administration ii
¥ . concerged about [the standardized tests used in . the district] Parent

complaints were ant;‘the* source of feedbaclxan‘ t.eaching performan e’,’ but

j)) " these were so infrequent in the schools that they were of little utility
- ’ . . b , ‘1 "
as a coordinating de . ' ' Y
- h ) ~ K
e =
N /_/.ﬂ r\)

\ ) .
Opportunitiés to obtain feedback data on classrooms through direct
. ) :

-

& M .
’ observation were hindered by prevailing norms in the schools against gtrch

observations. At fmalltewn; teachers, espeéially the more experienced

>

ones, did not mind the prindipal's classroom visits but resented and -

N , .
tried to avoid such-bbghrvations by subject area ordinators. At Patriot,

teachers were not bothered by visitations from istrict .coordinators but
tnied to prevent the principal from entering the classroom. Principals

"at both schools were d#vare of teacher concerns about observations and

’

both expressed a hesitanﬁy to go into classrooms, particularly if a

~

teacher was especially "upPight." Thus, the norm of the closed classroom \

was generally adhered to by all parties.

-
8

vﬁ‘ ‘ . . . -




» T
Teachers expressed a desire to observe other teachers to learn new i;

-]
~ ° -
©

instructional techniqgesland provide legs threatening\critiques. However,

such observations raré*r took place. When ﬁeacPers were asgza“in a survey
- ' . ¥ ) q
*if teacher visitations occurred, 43 %ut of 46'Ne1gh ort teacher re-
N : j}ﬁ;dents answerpd "generélly no'' or '"no'", as did 36 of 38 Green Hills,

h , e
‘) ¢ R .
. ’ h}
Variation in the delivery of instruction. The conséquence,of this
' P D) .
1 - \
.mix of remote rmal coord#hation and sporadic informal coordination was

teachﬁrs; 10 of}{16 Smallfown geachers,Aﬂﬂé of 17 Patriof teachers, and v

v

17 of 23 Middleville teac
3 ‘\

. . T
A - .
considerable“varfation in the instructional activities presented, to ;%h—
i ' N - .9 AN
) T -

. dents. Within subu (.e., grade levels or departments) {eachers Ny

logsely.adhered to curriculum guides. 1In some instances the lack of ad- -~
. ! J N
_herence was the result of a discrepancy between guides which were intended ¢

for use with'§?udents who were achieving at grade level ahd teachers who

LA

| had st:Hénts Qho weég'bélow g:?de egglé? In such cases, teaéhers eigher
"used the guides for pre&ig s ggades or no guide at.all. In other inst;nces,
‘1A teachers simply décided against using the guide (p decision teachers wére
;o Q ‘ . . ~
._able to make because oggzoning of control and 1ack'of feedback) becduse

- »
wontent provided in a .textbook,

' they preferred to follow the sequen
L

\Y\\ or because, as'a teacher at MiddXeville observed, the curriculum was '"too
o\ ‘ : D g v ]
®

old."

. — y - /r

Across subi&ct areas, the presentation\of overlapping content waé\




L 4

. T -
. .‘,
. . \

jrreauired'studenxs to know particular, mathepatical procedures. However
¢ B n - .

. ? wSle.
. ( .
instruction in those procedures occurred im the math classes after they

.. “ .
were needed in.science. Thus, science teachers comp1a1ned of having to =
- ".ﬂ';o
\\\ take time away from their cUrriculum to teach&math L
/ i

Non—classroom coordination. "In other -areas of school operation,
o »

AN

formal coordination was much more.immediate to the arena of activimy, and
)

3

these aress generak{z/gﬁre wit

-\ ol
For examgle,

S tea%hers.' At all e schools scheduling was in the administrativa zone

_n.the administrative zone of ‘control. . .

P

<. P b4 .
né such areg’was the scheduling of students, courses and
’ ‘,A‘ . A & ¥ 2

of contrplland was accomplished .in the summer after all the data about
o 4D -

/ .
courses desfred by students (in the secondary schools) and teachers' course
A 3 - - | :
and class assignments were gollected. Similagly, curriculum ébjectives

.

. y . ] . v
// sfor different grades were rdinated through advance la:?ing. Although x

administrators generally h:L\finhl approval)over curriculum dec¢isions, g
) . . , . L P . . .
‘other staff were frequently included¢in planning. Consequently, coupling -
\ » ’ \ . T . !

/ «1in the aﬁfas of scheduling and overall curriculum ténded to be much
3 A . )

*+ tighter than in the deiivery of individual classroom instrqctifn.
‘ ) Damping Betwden Subunits t A ( -
- ~ . )

Weick (1980) indicates that in 1oose1y—cougled swstems thege 1s rarely

. . ~ -

a one-to-one correspondence between an action in one aspect of , an organiza—

N

-
[

tion and action in another and refers to‘this phenodéion as "damping. Damp -

Ve

ing tends to insulate subunits frdm.oneﬁaizther and pron?iy serves a useful
function by preventing a'suhunit from having to réspodd immediately,ldr at

all, to disturbances in other subunits. In the schools in‘this study, there

o
.



B / ' .o, . ? / L . ©
4) : ' . - ‘
was not only a damping of activity among subunits by -also a damping of ¢
¥ . N S
information about school’ procedures and resources available ) Thus, al-

rg ™~
- T L}
though teach.is and departménts were not,obliged to respond to changes

being made by or to colleagues, niithe did they rEcelve information

- - -

potentially usefqufor fulfilling resp sibilities. Damping occurred .

both:.harizontally and ve?tically among subupits although vertical damp— a ’///

e— -~ g ' - 4
- . ing was more pronounced betweén subunits that Yere atfleast one leyei - )

‘ o 8 ' S R
removed from one angther. . . . \ :

«

g 3
{ /’ Horizontal dampi ‘A?teac
.7 / c_‘,\
\J classroom behaviors b \ui
- .
f B rooms. ' The most pressure

r rarely found it necessary to alter - .+ ,.
. . .. . ! . ‘ .

Cs . ) e -
vents occurripg in othet teachers' class- ‘

>

respond'typically cdme from students who' ,
on v

would‘suggest that a teacher engage in or allow certain adtiv1/jes-because

-

. 0' ! ! !/ 3
. )ﬁi other teachera did Sim;larly grade leveIs or-departments infrequently
N~ , yx ., ’ o
(: had to adJust their activities as a consequence of actighs -taken elsewhere.
. g .

3 .
For example, at Neighbortown one department instituted a program radically,

[ ., . .

.-
different from other departments. Students were assigned to a time per—
1 ? ~
iod" for'courses but, unlike ‘in other departments,'fndividuals could
N ‘ o
s ect.any departmental c%e du‘ring that time. In addition, c0urses' :
. A4
, * could be completed more quickly or slowly than designated by standard
grading interVals. Nevertheless these chﬁnges did not affect the S
programs in other depa;tments. In fact, departments routinely altered . /
I'd
3

A,

their programs without disrupting programs elsewhere in the school.
— l £y . ‘~ * ~ .
HoriiBntal'damping of information among tgachers and departments e
- * . -

\ ; seemed to be ‘a function of individual teachers' having altiost total - -

e . | 7 !
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L)

decisien-making responsibilities for their classrooms-and limited oppor-

. ‘tunities to interact with each other. 1In other words, there was little

orﬁation,that one teacher possessed that other teachers had to have

.

to perform their duties, and there were few routinely-arranged occasions

~

" to share any information that may have been useful. Summarizing the

. ' 4 .
sentiments of numerous teachers was one at Green Hills who remarked, "I

»

have no idea what other departments are doing."

In several &chools there seemed to be a reluctance to share informa-"

c
v

‘tion, even when it may have been valuable to others. At Green Hills a

.

teacher complained, "Everyone keeps things [materials] in their areas."

To which another ‘tegcher replied, "Yeah...people don't want to feel that :._

their kids have had somethiﬁt elsewhere." At Néighbqrtown the.librarian
AiscoveredAthat fhé-guidaqpé'department posséssed numerous curricylum
materials for éeachers'that_the librarian felt should ﬁave been tﬁrned
over to the library. A guidance counselor had not done sobfor fear ;hat
the g?terials couid’not bé located qpless they'wefe kept together. Thg
efféct of this "turf” issue was that few teachefs were awAre that the
: ’ : # :
materials existed. Thus, at both schools, aspects of scho’culturer

hampered the horizontal flow of information.

Vertical damping. Two categories of events illustrated the presence

of vertical damping of activities. One .was the ease with which administra-

‘tors could suspend speciaicprojects. Altﬁough such action fell within
the administrative zone of authority, ending special projects aﬁ%uptly

wbuldvlikely have caused at least some negative reactions from staff if

S

Sp—
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K%

.

the projects had already required staff,to alter their patterns of be-

."“"gww havior extensively. However, typically few staff members were aware

‘of these projects, which rarely advanced to the point that system

adjustments were made necessary. Instead, such projects séamed to be

encapsuled, eliciting little Qttent}on. Teachers at both Middleville
Y )
and Neighbortown reported that new projects were often initiated, partici-—

pants selectéd, a chairperson appointed, and then never heard from again.

As one teacher remarked, '"We seem to be great at starting things and
. *

very weak at follqving through."

The second category was the minimal effects of administrator turnover
in district offices on the daily'gctivities of teachers. The circumstances

surrounding such turnover attracted considerable  attention from the com-

"munities, other administrators, and external agencies working with the

schools. However, for teachers the ramifications were small. When asked

what effects a new superintendent had had on teachers after eight months!
Q - y .

1n office, a teacher replied that the teacher was aware that there were
changes that the superintendent wanted to make, but the teacher did not

- know of any that had been imp}emen;éd.' Thus, for teachers, the routines

of cldssroom life continued despite disturbances in thesdistrict offices.

L ]

¥y However, there were also instances when there was less vertical damp-

b= , - o ’
ing between subunits. This greater coupling occurred betweeq subuni t¢ *

o _ .
that were closer to one another in the school system hierarchy. For

example, turnover in the superintendency at Patriot did not affect’

L

the teachers to any extent but it did lead to turnover in other district

.
A

- 28
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AT office posItiSﬁsf At Green Hills,la chaﬁge in the principalship had
- R . ‘ , o
E significant effects on teachers, particularly on the ways in which. the
-
non-classroom time of teachers was used. .

7\

Vertical damping of information affected teachers in at least two
ways. Firsf; at times teachers expressed confusibn_about what procedures

’ , [ . )
to fgilow_in performing' certain assigniients. For example, at Smalltown

.

‘teachers had received notice from the district office that the minimum ,)

student competencies recentiy established in reading were to be used

-

by all‘feachérs, However, the competencies-had been altered, and thus,
thé}principal felt that thevéompetencies used in previous years were to

- N
EAEEPEN

be followed untilnghe né& competencies were corrected. Moreover, the

assistaﬁc 8uperi;;endent had recommended that teachers follow a textbook

series for reading. Teachers reported confusion over which guide to u#é

as ‘late as February of the schoél year. SiTilarly, at Neighbqrtown

teachers were\required to write descriptions of their_curricuium programs

»fz; the central office to use in obtaininé dist;ict aécred%ta;ion. Some
teachers believed there ;és a required‘reporting format to follbw aﬁd

\ ~ were using it, othefs‘bélieved thefe was a required. format but did not

kﬁow whéf if was, and still qthers‘did ﬁot kﬁow tﬁgre was a requifedéformat.

Secdnd, teachers‘werevoécasioﬁally unclear about their assignments

for the following year and reported that they were consequently r%’éricted ) :

in conductingghdvanced planning. This problem was especially prevalent

? at Greéen Hiilétwhere the folldﬁing interchange between a teacher and

" an administrator occurred:




g ) [N

e - : | Cy

Teacher: Do you know who is going tp.be where?
*

Administrator: Yes. ' ‘

Teacher: Why doesn't everyone else know?

Administrator: It's not my place to tell.

Deggee of Couplinggand Scope of Change
"Scope of change' generally refers to two facets of implementatlon

" the number of subun ts involved in mak#ng changes and the extent to wh{ch
the changes departﬁf m existing practice (Firestone 1980; Rosenblum and
Louls 1978). Tnis paper focuses only on the first facet: the number of
subunits involved in making changes. With respect to the second facet,
there was little variation. One reason for this was that RBS and the

. school planning teams emphasized""easy“ changes as a stratégy to veaken
potential resistance in early implementation efforts. lhe hope was that
initidl success would stimulate further changes. Anotner reason was that
administrators occasionally vetoed some of the more radical chani;s before'

\I they could be seriously discussed For example, RBS staff strongly felt

© that having student activities in the local community on school time could

be a valuable,component of an improved'progrem. Nevertheless;lNeighoortovn

never considered this alternative. An administrator said that previous

efforts'in this direction had caused problems, that a new school-policy

¥ -

<

against community activities was approved by the ;}hool board, and that

the policy would not be amended 5
3

Low-scope changes, attempted and/or,made, 4:cluded_altegations in-
_ / : ) * o
dividual teachers made in their selection of content to be taught, the
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kinds‘of'teaching activities used, classroom management techniques, or
their choice of disciplinary methods, and administrators"adjuscmencs in

,their.leadership styles. High—scope changes sought involved widespread

*diffusion of low-scope changes and scheduling, polidy, and coowdinating

practices. 'Either kind of change was defined as implemented when be-

Ihavior was altered as an acknowledged consequence of participation in

?, : the RBS project; Mo aq&empt-was made to judge the success, appropriate-
. hnﬁ \ness, or f ithfulness to what was intended o;.the chdnges made. v
; ,)g”’ ,:‘ The scoge of chpnge was assoclated with the degree of coupling within '
da; Fﬁila schood. Low—scope change was nost easily made'when implementation’
_2%= f" :decisions were gn,the zone of controliof.the individua} making the change,
O ;f» : o _ - g .o .

‘coordination with others was not required, and damping between subunits

»

' was high. On the other hand, high—scope_change was hindered by 1oose

v/, coupling. Fov‘example, high damping and remote coordination reduced the -

o - g |

“7fﬁ, extent to which knowledge about the RBS projects was diffused through a
o e

[

schof},~and zoning of control 1essened the effectiveness of administratize/

attempts to mandate changes- which fell within the geachersd aone. Despite
the potential nandating change had for creating staff tension, a'nuﬁbergof?:l

N4

project participants believed that such a tactic was the only means tot('»)f
o

get full facultyf participation. Another method for implementing high'l;”i

a e

scope change was for gdministrators to make changes within their zone,
such as in scheduling or staff evaluation practices, which then directly
affected large portions of the faculty. ,Although no school altered its

organizational stricture deliberately to facilitate dmplementing changes

P ) Wl
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: "y .
of m\:articular scope, the RBS planning meetings were used igpsevcral

schools as a way of tightening the couplings among ‘subunits.

N i

Impleménting Low—Scop; Change #
- {

.

Parficipants in the RBS projects intended for,certaiﬁ 1o§—scope
_-changes to occur. These primarily in%olved téachers and required them.
to.alter their teachiqg.behavior or thé content of class activitigs;' For
e#ample,.severél teacﬁers at Smalltown altereduthe patterns in which they
grouped students for instruction; teachers at Patriot focused on the:
¢ ’ techniques by which they rewérded desired student behavior; and Neighj"

bortown teachers altered the content of examples they used to illus-
trate certain principles related to their'subject areas.

These changes seemed to be facilitated by 1603e coupling. In all
. , .

sdhools, teachers had the responsibil%ty for determining daily class

v

. lessons and thé curriculum objectives to ‘be agdressed on anngiven day.‘
This déx—to—day delivery éi instruction was not closely coordinated with
that of other teachers‘and infrequently affected the kinds of instruc-

. tion otﬁer teachng'%fiiZE;ed. Thus, when a teacher considered making a
change‘in.iﬁstructioﬁé;w/ haviof or in lesson plans, no consultation with

or approval from other teache;s or administrators Qas necesséry.' In fact,
_.of the close to 30 teachers who participated in the p;ojects during
the second year, all but one reported that they Tade at least one change
e as a result of participating in the project. . - ; - . ..
| However, no school was.unifbrmly loogély counled. snﬁfconSQquently,
organizational constraiﬁté‘on implemeﬁting low-scope change arose, particu-
larly as‘the changes required decisions to-be made in othér zones of control,

T 632
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! ‘ they demanded coordination with other individuals or suﬁunits, or as
th da ping betweqpfsubuﬁits lowered. Illustrative of zone of control

- problems was tension at GreeJ*Hills between the existing curriculum and

A}

‘the introduction of new course content decided on in ‘the RBS project.

«

Teachers felt that the existing curriculum defined as much content as R

%

could be presented in a course. One teacher emphasi€g§%>"There are Some

things that I must teach but I cannot, I cannot, infuse [project content]

3

into." The consequence was that teachers tended to make changes only in
, .l .

courses for which there were no rigid curriculum guides (generally elective
. g A . 3

courses rather than required subjects):
Administrator: 'Is it because the curriculum is in the
L ] . b % ! A

//,—~’ way of getting this [implementation] done?

Teacher: . Yes....I cannot- take two or two and a half .

weeks out of the curriculum....With this
group [the ceurse in which imp euentation
‘was occurring] that fits in with course
objectives.
Administrator: In looking into the future, something is
going to have to come out of the curriculum,
isn't it? ‘
This conclusion was echoed by other Gréen Hills teaehers: "Therd 1s not
eneugh time to do everything that 1s expected and to do it well," and
:If yeu put'some;hing in, you take something out" were typical comments. . ®

[} . . . .
At least two teachers argued that the changes could be made without

affecting the coverage of required curriculum; but‘on the whole, teachers

)




i

believed that curriculum decisions would have to be made before individual
classroom decisions could be. Because curriculum decisions were made

first by an entire department, then approved by ‘the principal, superin-

. 7
” hd i .
tendent, and school board, teachers felt limited in the”extent to Which

-y € IS
o .

they could make the desired changes themselves..

The time required to implement changes placed additio constraints
- . -~

-t

on Ttleache}s. Some eXpressed frustration.over not having enough 't_ime.to

. v s i .-
plan and execute new activities well; others became upset dver having to
- ' o ‘ 4
put what they felt to be-t6o much time into making changes. In either
- . .“ . -
case teachers said that creating additional time or reducing existing
«

demands was a decision they could not make. .That cgecision belenged to

administrators', and until those decisions were made, teachers in‘}icated"

-

s " : . N )
their participation in implementation would be limited. Q‘
o ' ‘ b X
A project teacher at Neighbortcwn also felt organizational aor-

7

straints on making low-scope changes, but because of cloge’ coord?hation and

- low damping among teachers within the teacher's departmen rather" than

- the school. In the department, teachers of ten taught the

frequently interacted abou‘t classes, jointly set ‘prioritie_éy for

to address, and jointly established procedures for individual co

. Thus, any individual changes a teacher made directly affected t%& ot}
*

¢

: members, and, in fact, no indiv1dual changes were made withOut prlor '

discussionLith the whole department. As a part of implementatio ‘éf

the RBS project, teachers who were involved in planning were to {

trial test of teaching activities for a nine-week period All &rticipants

' ! ’ *’3 Z.:?’}
- "& f%
e oox
% -
28~
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" ticipated in the trial would have violated standard practice in the

'Implemehtiné High-Scope Change

agreed to do this and did so except for the one teacher; to have par-

department. Thus the teacher resisted until the entire department was

included in planning the changes.

AN -
~ ) P :

) H;;h—scope change was attempted in two ways. One was horizontal

diffusion of project goals amongvall teachers in a school. Project plan-

. . L] .
ners hoped that non-project teachers would become committed to addressing
the central problems the %rojects attacked,fand then, would devise inno-

vations appropriate to the circumstances of individual classrooms. Thus,.

particular classroom~level changes were to vary from teacher to teacher. °

- Because it was a school-wide commitment to certain goals -that was sought

<

rather than widespread adoption of specific instructional innovations,

horizbntal diffusion seemed more, appropriately treated as an instance
of highrscope, as opposed to low-scope, change.-
. : T >
The second means of achieving high-scope change was through a "top-

down" stfategy. This strategy was'manifested in two ways. First, ad-

.

. ministrators were in a positien to mandate that teachers make classroom—-

N “ 7 §

level adjustments to addresS'project goals. However, shated commitments

» among original project pﬁtticipants to voluntary participation.precluded

this strategy from being used explicitly in all but one of the schools.

%eeond, administrators could make changes in aspects of school operation

within their zone of controf, such as scheduling, which in turn affected
. ,

lafge portions of the facu}ty.‘ Fof'instance, one principal induced TR

.

Ll - /
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change by incorporating project goals into. staff evaluation procedurés,

thereby making non-project teachers' accountable for student ‘outcomes

addressed in the RBS project.

Horizontal diffusion. The abscnce of coordinating mechanisms, such

f * as opportunities for teachers to interact with one another, coupled with
* high damping émong~5ubUnits, presented obstacles to the diffusion of
. < '
individual teaching changes throughout a school. 1In fact, the damping

about thL project was such that after two years of project

F)

of informa

s

ulty members not involved in the projects were familiar

+

activities, few f

o

with them. ~Damping emed particularly acute in the secondary schools.

At Green Hilfb?)an admi istrator speculated, "the average staff member
probably doesn't knoQ a damn thing about [the pFoject]'at this point,"

and a feacherJat t?g‘;ame school commented that there was "still a great
misconception of what'it is we're doing and what it is we're trying to do."

A non-project teacher ?t Neighbor towri said, "I don't know anything apout

-

it....maybe it just hasn't .passed aré’hd to me."

.

Damping seemed to be partially a consequence of limited opportunities

~

to interact. A teacher at Neighbortown suggested that diffusion within
a subject area department would occur ohly if soméone from that department

were & participant in the RBS project, otherwise the limited interaction

Te .

across departments would prevent‘the necéssary infbrmation from spreadiné,

Several schools attempted to incredse staff awareness of the projects

(3

either at.faculty meetings or through in-service presentations, but
several project participants openly acknowledged that these forJﬁs were

not useful 1nformatioh-transfer devices. ‘As described eérlier, the informal

! 36 N
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<;~_;ﬂ/ interaction of teachers contained systematic exclusions in who saw whom,
’-

and so these opportunities were not sufficient as a diffusion mechanism.
Thus, information about why ind;vidual changes should be made and what

A thegfﬁanges were was not diffuscd extensively b;yond project participants,

* Without adequate information, nop—projecF teachers wéhg\not likely to ;
alter .their behavior in accordance with project goqls, and in fact, several
of these .teachers indicated that lagk of'informakion aroused thelr sus-’
picioﬁ and conéern about Qhat the projecté were intended to accomélish.

- 'One insqaqce of horizontal diffusion occurred in the tightly-coupled |
department at Neighbortown mentioned earlierl' A member of the‘départment,.
who was a project participant, had resisted making Ehanges during the trial
test of new teaching strategiés, primarily because such changes were rarely
made on an individual basié in the department. Eventually, the teaéﬁer
requested that the RBS consultant Qork with the entire department: During
this work, the department staff incorpérated project goals into theirw P
existing pfiorities, established’a schedulé for addressing them, and
instituted severalynew teac;ing strategies that the entire department
.wou1d~use. Thus, high-scope change within the subunit seemed'to be fécili—
tated by shared decision-making responsibility throughout the department,
routine—opportunitieé for coordination, and low damping among the'tgache;s.

There were no attempts by schools to alter thei{ structural charac-
_ teristits permanently so that horizontal diffusion would be less problematic.

However, the RBS planning meetings seemed to function as a temporary way

to achieve tighter coupling. For example, at Neighbortown and Green Hills,

#f‘.’
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planning meetings were periodically used to introduce additional faculty
members to th projects and to provide them time to plan new activities,

thereby enabling a gradual but continuing process of diffusion to occur.

At Middleville, each project teacher waé providéd regular opportunitig$ to

Imee:,with a small group of non-project teachers. During thesé's;ssioﬁb,
the non-project teachers were trained to make changes ;imilar to the

project teacﬁers. Discussions of feaching stratégies occur;ed at all "
gchools, and teachers expressed pleasure, with‘thisqbecauée such opportuﬁl—l

ties did mot arise outside meetings. Thus, the meetings themselves became?

"a formal and informal source of increasing the interrelatedness among
. <~

~a number of subunits in the schools: and in doing so, heightened the
préspepts for diffusion. It remainedfto be seen whether similar méetings
would becomeirégularly scheduled after the terTination of the RBS projects
or 1if shbsequent changé efforts ;n the schools would eﬁcounter the same
loose couplings which exlsfed'pripr to the RBS projects.

. ./ .
Top~down change. High-scope change seemed to haxe a better chance

of being implemented‘when the process was from the top down. Such a
: >

%

Process typically %“V°1veifﬂ? @dministrator's either ﬁandating change for
the faculty or,makiﬁg*ggcﬂaage in admiﬁistrative practices which impli-
cated a.considerable numbeﬁ of facuity qembers.

School sggff'expressed thé_gPinion that high-scope chapge could
6ccur'if changes were mandated. Illustrative of this beligf was a Neigh-

bortown teachef~whq said, "Everyone involved feels it's worthwhile....

: However, unless a dictate is giyen, 1t won't happen....Some staff simply




. . L | -

» R .
. - will not cooperate unless they are forced to." Generally, the individual ~

whom staff acknowledged as having the right. to mandate change was théa \‘1

§

building\princtpal. In the secondary schools, several departmental chpir-
» R ( . \

s " ' \’_/
persons also acknowledged having this authority. Howevér, whether or not
a chairperson.claimed authority varied between the two secondary schools.
e ° : \
For example, at Green Hills the chairperson of one deQartmen sald that

all teachers id the department woild, implement several project—yek&ted
1 . 'y * .
activities because the chairperson said 'so; at Neighbortown a chairperson

remarked that action could not be taRen until an administrative mandate

had been issued: "It's not my place ‘o mandate it [c:hvange]..:;;,t‘l{éa""“Q

authority to back it up." L . ,
Participants.in the projects were cognizant of the possibility that v
. N ‘ '
maﬁdating change wopld engé:HET’ﬁggtiliﬁy, especially 1f the changes were . l

in the teachers' zone of control.. In.fact, p}éjeét participants (includ- j e
ing administrators) at four of the sites continually aff#tmed the neea N
to keep pnrticipation voluntary and to incluée.r;presontativos from all
zones affected by change decisioqs. At the same time, they acknowledged
.that with éuch a strategy there would remain a core ofvteachers unwilling
-to become involqu. Thus, participants were aware of a potentially

/ effective means ;f getting high-scope change‘ plemented but were also
ﬁnwilling to usé it because of possible side effects.

An administrator at Green Hills was aware of these side effects and

personally ekpressed disdain for authoritative leaAe;ship styles, Never-

uthelesg, Ehe administrator decided that the only way to get the entire

- . .
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N

faculty to altii;ité'behaviér was to demand that they do so. The princi-

pal's directive o departmental chairpersons was "You will implement the

(RBSY program.". Whéq\recounting this episode, the administrator said as

an aside, "That's a horrible way to operate." A test of the effcctiveneas

of this strategy never occurred because the administrator was later re- (“

[

assigned to another posi’/pﬁ, and the individual who was appointed to

renlhce the administratot/guspended RBS involvement with the school

indefinitelys _ ,f“*”
This event pointed to an inherent instability in mandated change.

The authority to mandatg,g;bically resided with a si~cle position. However,
. \ ; N

successors to' that position were not obliged to carry out previous direc-

tives, "Thus, turnover in administrative or department chairperson posi-

»
.

tions threatened existing mamdates. Of course, pressure by interested

.

'pérties could be exerted to retain w popular practice or program, but
considerable effort was required and strained relations could follow.

K]
For ekémple; at Green .Hills, another administrator wanted the RBS project

to continue and was in a pésition to bring cénsiderable pfessure'upon
the persom 'wl%o had suspended t’:aroj.ect. . The administrator, at the same

time, expressed an unwillingness to endure the likely negative side effects

)

that would ensue. As a result, little effort was made to intervene on the

.

project's behalffa Thus, although the location of decision—making respons-
ibility within the zone of control of an.administrator or department

chairperson could facilitate widesp‘ead‘implementation of change, it also

made possible a relatively easy withdrawal of school commitment.

’ i
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Administrators were more willing to exert their'ﬁnfluence when change

~

~ decisions were yidely_acceptegiaé being within their zone af eontrol., PFor

example, at Patriot, Fhe latter part of the secopd yéaf of the RBS proj-
ect was devoted to examining the district curriculum rather than classroom

instruction. Curriculum decisions wefe.typidally within the administra-
tive zone, and administrators reported they were much more comfortable

- demanding teacher adherence to changes in this agea. One Patriot ad-

ministrdtor said that it was hard "to pick db on" the classroom-level
. B , .

changes but that addressing curriculum problems "is something I can really
get into." Co A

Besides gandating other§ to make changes, adminiétrators could alter

)

6peratiohs within their zone which affected significant"numbErs of sc;odl
"staff. For example, at Smalltown the principal did not demand participa-

fidh from'all teachers but did incorporate project goalé into staff'evalu7

ation procedures for all regular classroom teachers. Thus, the non-project -

-

’ _ ‘ , o
* -teachers were accountable for ach;eving the same student outcomes to which

project teachers were cpmmitted; Not surprisingly, the nonfproject‘teach— -
ers made changeé very similar to those of #he project teachers; and the
. . S »
R ; -+

¢ principal's frequent classroom visits insure‘ that these changes wogld

¢

not be implemented orily when formal evaluation occurred.

Another area which administrators could alter waé scheduling.l As'

v, préject planning progressed and és'tea;hers implementé?gélassroow—levél

changes, participants becamé aware that -some of th@?e changes could be more
. » wp | g C

effective 1if school-sghedu]és were altered. 'For example, qE'Middleville and

N o
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‘Patriot, teachdkrs attebpfed to increase the amount of time students spent

performing academic tasks. However, they complained that their effosf was

; hindered by a steady stream of classroom disruptions, such as students'

Being pulled out to attend specialwklasses. Administrators decided to

v -

revamp the "pull-out" policies so that special instruction would occur
only'atrcerﬂ.§n times, thereby providing tegcﬁ:tsvwith large biocks of'
time in which naq disruptions would occur.
.Nevérthele;s, thereﬁwas lqose coﬁplipg within sche&ﬁle setting
which reduced the ability of administrators to implement high-scope
change in this way. One cdntribﬁtor to loose coupling was a zoniﬁg of
control over schedules within the administrative zone. For example, in
thé'first year of the pfojeéé, the Patriot principal.attempted to adjﬂst
the.schédules that speciél education te;chérs in the school used to pull
“._studenfs out of-reguiar teachersi’classrooms. However, because the ,
b.,special education teachers reported to a district admiﬁistrator réther
~than the principal, fﬁe principal had little contgﬁl over these schedules.
In the‘Second'year, fhe district superintendent’ made special teachers g
L— ) accounfable to the principal and15uch schedule changes became easier to 4
‘make. Thus; Vhat gnabled the changes to be made was moving the special
gchedules'fropldisfrict to bulldipg-level cbntrolﬁsﬂthin the administra- o
'eive zone. At Middieville feachers ekpresseq a desire for having addi-
S \- . tional planning fime built info the scheduie as well as making adjust-

g

ments'égéiflling out students. The pripcipal was able to alter the pull-out
' ' 6

practices, but granting planning time was the school board's responsibility.

7.' """4__‘2'_.
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[
At times, shéfed understandings among faculty constr;ined admiﬁis—

tratqgs'-use offscheaule changes as‘% way to achieve high-scope éhange.

For example, Neighbprtown project participants sought to institute a new
course emphasizing content ﬁot covered anywhere eise in the school. The
pa;ticipants felt that this course was important enoughvthat.all‘students.
shoﬁld be required to take it. However, the faculty also was committed
fto preparing stﬁdents for college; to require the new courS; would have
limited college-bound students from taking éxtra courses 1n academic =

subjects and, perhaps, injured their college performance. A noﬁ-requifed

course was iﬁplemenced instead. .

.

Summary and Implications

. fhe literature on organizational coupling in schoolé posits a wide ,
agra;'of kinds of loose coupling to be found. This study discovered -
three kinds that were ba%cicuiarly salient for efforts to implement change:
zoning of control, remote coordination of instructioﬁ, and damping among
subunits. If decisions about'changes were 1n a subunit's zone‘of contrél,
coordinafion«requirements were low, and damping Qas high, low-scope changes
could be freely made. In féctf'all but one of the project teachers re-
ported making such‘chaﬁgeS. " However, Ehe'schools_were not uniformly ,
loosely=-coupled. It Qas possible forbsome subundts to display’ tighter
coupling than the scﬁool as a whole; and in some areas of school eperation,
like scheduling or developing districp curriculum, 1iqkages among subunits.

were tighter. Implementing low-scope changes in these situations was found -

to"be more broblematic.




There were two st%ategies by which implementation of high-scope

.

changes was attempfed. One was horizontal diffusion of project goals
throughout a faculty{ Generally; this strategy was blocked by thé lack
of formal and infofmal opportunities for teachers to share informafion
and experiences. Hdwever, in one department where'diffusion was success-
ful, the teachers routinely met to plan and discuss classroom-level
activities. Thus, diffusion seemed possiblé only whefe tighter coupling

=

was 1in place. ‘
‘The second strategy was ''top-down" change. Either administrators
Qould mandate changes or would impleﬁent changes in ‘administrative prac-
tices which affected large numbers of staff. Mandating change was 6;tter
accépted when the changes_fell within the administrative zone; staff felt
that negative side effects resulted from effort; to mandate change in
the claésroom zone. Such a change strategy could be thwarted by turnover
among administrators because successors to positions @ere not always
obliged to carry oué the initiatives of tﬁeif predecessors. Changing

&

administraéive practices was occasionally effective in .promoting Shange

«

among f;Lulty. For examplé,;@ principal's change in staff‘evaluatidn
procedures stiﬁulated(pon—project teachers to alter their begavior.
However, zoning of céptrol, lack of classroom-level feedback, and shared
undefstandihgs of staff occaéionally-yeakéned the coupiihgs between these
practices and teachers, and thus, 1imifed“the success of the approach.

These findings suggest several implications for educational agencies

assisting school improvement. First, depending on the scope of change

_38- '?44 , :
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desired, it may bg necessary to a1ter’severa1 existing organizational
characteristics\of a school. The most typical problem is likely to be
increasing the coupling among Subunits to promote high- scope change It .

is possible that.tighber coupling could be achieved as a part of the change

process. For example, in the RBS case, the planning meetings increased
coordination and reduced damping among teachers. If this issue is not _
directly addressed, reliigce on change strategies like "natural” diffusion,
or dissemination, will probably meet with limited success. Second) the

zone in which primary decision—making responsibility for making changes
7 is ipcated may affect the%;ind of high-scope change strategy used. Ad-

ministrators' mandates are likeiy‘to meet resisfance if the changes sought

are not yithin the boundaries’of the administrative zone. In such instances;
alternate strategies may be better. hevertheiess,'it-should be noted that
many teachers expressed the opinion that mandates could be very effective

“  and that rigid adherence to the ideal of voluntary participation may pre—

\clude consideration of.a notentially useful change'strategy. Third, the
schools were not uniformly loosely—coupled Some individual subunits

were more tightly—coupled internally than others,ﬁand several subunits

" were tightly-coupled through schedu1es or curtkﬁé&?ﬁ ﬁolicy. Thus,

o,

multiple change strategies may be necessary to implement a'change,mitgin_
a single school. :
This study was exploratory. As such, it is much gnore suggestiye

_ than conclusive. 'Nevertheless, it points to several directions future

research may take. For example, what other kinds of coupiings exist in -

. =39~




_4 v schools? Are there'systematic differences in coupling between elementary
and secondary schools? Are couplings that facilitate implementation of

changes having a certain écopé the same couplings that facilitate long-

-~

term incorporation of those changes? What change strategies are likely

\\_“.‘v

T tg be effective, given the existence of particular kinds of couplings?

\\-\ ) .. ? .
Answers to questiansnsuqhhgs these should greatly increase understanding

+ of the nature of schools'and provideﬂauﬁéédedwbqg§t to efforts to improve
. » ;’ ) ‘ BRI
them. ‘ oL .-
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Footnotes » “°° : ..

. 1. In-this presentation Dr. Berman recounted the major theme of his

soon-to-be-published work tentatively entitled, Some Things Work Some Times

« in Some Places.

a

2. .The term "subunitf is used to denote both single classrooms and
R ) larger structurally-relevant units such as departments.
3. All school names are pseudonyms.

4. The survey included four kindergartem teachers who were account-

GRS T T

“~able.ta. Smalltown s principal but were not located in- Smalltﬁwn 8 building.

B ee /

Subsequent interviewe Suggested that includgng\theqe four adFitional

— il
: l
responses’ slightly overestimated*the amount of teacher interaction at
.~ . &, w,ﬁ{
' Smalltbwn.

5. However, the mayor of the town was an occasional participant
"in RBS planning meetings.

6. The school board eventually agreed to increase planning time.

—41-
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