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’ Administration is too 'serious an activity
to be left either toc the unsynthesized and
. endless inquiry of quantitative methodology
or to the pragmatic indifference of
- administrators themselves. o

[

Hodgkinson, 1978: 129

R . 0)

)

S ol

N M

e




Introduction » | -

3 The historicalfdevelépmeng_pf educational administrgtionfaé én

,organizational profession’has prevented the achievement of an adequate
- ). ‘ -
theory of educational administration. On the one hand, the abééal to

industrial models ig efficiency and effectiveness by practising administrators
. ) a

has demanded theories of legitimaéion rather than theories of understanding. ’

On the -other hand imitation of the quantitative metpods'of the natural

)

sciences by academic researwhers has led to the exclusion of any theory

of value and to the trivialisation of explanations of the esseppially

LY
o -

' “social and political processes involved in education administration.

L

This paper argues that what is demanded of an adequate theory of
educatlonal admlnzstr@&;eﬁ is a) an emphasis on understandlng rather than-

legitimation, b) the 1nc1u5uzlof qualitative as well as quantltatlve

»

cpncerns in the construction of theory, and c¢) the incorporation of

- philosophical concerns, especially those éealing with ep}stemology and

- ethics.

In the pursuit of such a perspective it is argued that devélqpments

in the New Sociology of Education and in the ethnography of schooling

[ e e

offer the possibility of developing a critical theory of gducapiSﬁai‘*“ﬂﬂmﬁﬂﬂ

administration. Such a theory would be focussed on a) an examination of

the relationships between structures of knowledge and structures’ of

control; b) an analysis of the influence of educational administration

in the mediation of such structures in schooling-and c} the impaét of

educational administration on the processes of cultural negotiation and

R transmission. g

.

" Uncerstanding and Leoitimation

L e

s . : As a number of authors haVe pointed out, the historical rise of

" particular professional groups is invariably associated with processes of

[ERJ!:‘ public legitimation of their altered social and economic status through
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- Katz, 1975; Tyack, 1977; Tyack and Hansot, 1980). The main ideological

- - __ functions of such appeals were those of legitimating the newly won

e maintaining public commitment to the expanding financial demands made by

ATt ATt R

e

-«

;deologica;x:ppeals to esoteric knowledge, special talents, pub;ié

benefit and social progress (Bledstein, 1976; Larson, “1977). The rise
of educational administrators as a social category is no exception.

The particular pwstique'ciaimed by educational administrators was initially

based upon the ethic of practicality, efficiency and effectiveness.

_ borrowed from a dominant and successful business community (Callaghan, -

.1962) . Subsequenély appeals have been made to the various  mystiques of

~

scientific management, bureavcratic rationality, human relations theory

and social and management science (Bates, 1980a, 1980b; Callaghan, 1962;

*

s

occupational status of educationél administrators; justifying the

_. procedures of control°they adopted within edqcatiohal systems and

schools.

The theories expounded by educational administrators were only °
partly attempts to understand the naéure of their task: ﬁgjeﬂéfteh they
c;nsisted of didactic lists of princip1e§§§9;§g~§ppliednin the managément

I
:of-schools or of ideological justifications of practice calculated‘tqa°

deve}op public supﬁort for the pragmatic demaﬁés of ;nstitutional growth.
This.is not to éay that such appaals should be condemned, simply that the
function of theory, as'fér as most educagiénal administrators wéfe
coricerned, was not-an empirical understanding of their practice but rather

[

' a pragmatic and persuasive justification of it.

The Dominance of Tecivnical Rationality

Necessarily such attempts to legitimate practice led administrators
to appeal to the spirit of the times, or at least to those identifyable

features of contemporary social and economic life which would best serve
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‘in particular appear to have been especially important. The first was the ‘ ﬂ

idea of social progress kwhether advocated by.Social Darwinists or the

< B +
- - . -

; ) Eugenicists) . The second-was that of scientific understanding (in both , e

its pragmatic and romantic forms). The third was that of technolog;gal .

control (which. was based upon scientific understandlng and contrlbuted

e

e IN

towards social progress) .

% _ Clearly as scientific understanding was basically a process of ) f

-~ - -
- -

< knowledge production and technoldéical control a process of knowledge

agélication tne'knowledge“industry was fundamentallto the acceleration of.

"social progress (H dlizner and Marx, 1979). Thus, education was a key : .

I ; institution of Sasic importance to the progress'of nankind. Such arguments
not only Justified the expanszon of educational institutions (and the
% "educational professions along with\them) they also came to dominate them;
-~ The dominance of the logical positivisn of ‘'science whereby knohledge was
defined exclusively in terms of t could be 'scientifically.proven' lea . “;é
to the urriculum of schools belgconstralned in a particular fashion,
both "in terms of its balance, its content and 1ts criteria of evalvation
(Apple, 1979; Bernstein, 1975, Glroux, 1979) . . s _ T
Essentially the ‘PCOIPOratlon of the SCIentlflC model of knowledge ) . é
‘. ) led to the demotion or exclusion‘of alternative forms of knowledge Such as

aesthetics, historical, social, political and religious knoﬁledge, or to

their reinterpretation in terms of'the scientific method. Moreover the

¢ application of science to practical problems which constituted the basis

of technologicai control also came to dominate the procedures of eaucation. ’ .
Efficiency and effectiveness in the communication of knowledde became the

criterion by which the productivity of adminstrators and schools was to ?&ﬁ

be judged. Indeed the influence of technical rationality in schooling is

a reflection of the dominance of the machine model and its effects on the

incorporation of individuals into rationally organised systems (Edwards, 1979;

<

Emery, 1969, Hamilton, 1980; Horkheimer, 1974).

o
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The Importance of Personal Knowledge S

B

What‘is éxcluqaa from the highly rationalised model of mass séhooiing
‘presehted and defended by educatiocnal administrators is any recoénition
,-Of the value of social, historic?l or eghica% debate. The appeals to’
legitimating ideas of scientific understanding, technological control
\and social progress have been incorporateé_into mass education systems
in ways'&hicy deyélue those forms of kﬁowled;e which relate to other
facets of human e#periénce)_espegially those yh%ch allow the developnent
of critical rather than teEhnical consciousness: aesthetiés, ethics,
'histo¥icai,-politica1 and sécialaknowledge. Both personal knowledge
(Polanyi, 1958, 1966) and critical conseiousness (Habermas, 1971, 1972)
are ilii;erved byvéystems which are botb devoted to and dominated by an

exclusive reliance on scientific understanding and technical controi.

What is crucially missing from such theories of educational systems

is a critical awareness of the relations betweén the production and
communication of knowledge and the processes of social and culturai control.
A similar absence of critidal consciousness is evident in theories of

-

educational administratioh (Bates, 1980, 1981; Foster, 1980).
. . > - \

~ &

Knowledge and Control ‘ ' : L

5

It is preciselv the development of a critical assessment of the
-incorporation of particular social, political and eccnomic interests into
education systemé that has been the focu: of what has come to be called
the New Sociology of Educétion. The initial volume of papers which
launcied the New Sociology of Education was devoted to the exploration of
relations between structures of knowledge and structures of control (Young,
1971). The basic problem was argued to be that the sociology of educétibg
had for too long 'taken' its problems rgther than 'made’ éhem. In essence

the argument was that a number of unexamined assumptions lay behind the

: 'l

k]

e sy




" sociological an%lysis‘of schooling and that there was a need to tackle
- ' . -t ’n, ,

(3 (3 3 3 . ° (3 (3 (3 (3 o 3
these assumptions in a critival fashion, incorporating questions regarding

them into the énal&sis. The sociological analysis of the curriculum,-
[3 ] ' ot «

for instance was tc be concerned not only with the comparative analysis

. -

of curriculum content but also with a critical investigation of those

interests which were servéd by particular curricular structures and,

moreover, with the question of how alterations in curriculum structure

might be brought -about in the interests of competing social groups
(Young, 1971). Similarly, the analysis of teaching and learning was to
be condutted ;n terms of a eritical analysis of the power relationships
involved’and the interests served by the establishment of associated
behavioural norms (Esland, 1971; Keddie, 1971). What counts.as knowledge
in schoois was argued to be the result of particular social influences.

It was also argued that the incorporation of such interests into schools
had qore to do with _the relative power of such interest grdhp than with

> .

~

the structure or value of knowledge pef.se (Young, 1971; Blum, 19?1):

This relativistic position has been a major source of controversy (Bates,-

- 3
1980; Clarke and Freeman, 1979; Pring, 1973; white, 1975;. Young, 1975).

' whatever the merits of the relativism of the New Sociology

of Education its attempt to deQélop a critical consciousness of its own

¢

assumptions and of the relations between schooling a)d social structure

was the forerunner of several subsequent attempts at critical analysis.

In England Bernstein developed a series of analyses of the relations

between school structure and social structure (1967); the influence of

&

~

ritual in the maintenance of reproduction of such social structures (1966);

o [

the natureof the classification and framing 6f the curricular message *

2
systems of schools (1971); and-the—forms of pedagogical control emplofed
in particular types ‘of school (1973). Such work was critically important
in the analysis of class reproduction. - C.

o
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In France Bourdieu was developing a similar theory of cultural

~ . .« !

" reproduction whereby the school_was,regardea as a legitimating device
vhich transformed thé 'cultural capital' of the daminént’elite into
.forms of public recognition of thelr superlority while sxmultaneously .

confirming in the consc;ousness of the dlspossesed the notlon that their
v—?‘v

dispossesion was in the nqture 6f things (Bourdieu, 1871a, 1971b, 1977).
: In the United States Bowles and Giatis (1975) .argued the case for
a theory of correspondence theh saw not onlg‘the eontent but elso the

organisatio; and éﬁe behavioural outcomes of schooling és quioeered eo

.
. .
~

correspond w1th the lnterests of capltal in the production of a docile,

compliant and minimally skilled workforce. In this they both articulated

" and gave a historical and social context to the critipisms of a number of

other authors. Apple (1979 1980) took Bowles and G1nt1s argument a step. .

- further, arguing that in the post-lndust;lal soc1e£y it was not so much
”the:production of aAskilled and complient~workforce.éhat'was required
'“of‘eehoole but rather the effieieﬁt production:oé technical knowledge for

theideveiopment of the technical basis of productioﬂ“in.capital ihtenéiva
ih@uet:y. ' . ' ‘. _ -

. . 4 -
What these critical analyses of the-relations between education and

social structure have in-common is a basic and critical concern with the

-4 'ways in which structures of kﬂowledge and structures of control are brought

* together in education systems in ways which incorporate minority social

o

interests and exclude the interests and understandings nf the majority of

, the school's population. = - e ‘
. - ‘ . =
" It is at this point that the analysis of administrative theory as a

legitimaiing device and the critical theories of the New Sociology of

Education converge. For if any credence at all is given to the perspective

Administrative Structhu'reS'ond_th.e Mediation of Cohtrol : j
i
|
|
i
1
|




s?ructures through which the relations between structures of knowledge

_and structures of contr»l in the vider society are incorporated into the
. o :

" the direction of such a critigal perspective seems fairly clear. Firstly,

- of édﬁgational administration as legitimatiny-‘devices in the engineering

' (Callaghan, 1962; Tyack, 1977; Tyack and Hanson, 1980). . .

dehumanizing effects, the probability of its expioitation by dominant ’ :

. . . . e
‘!! B 1 - 3 :
of the New Sociologiégs of Education then the analysis of "the administrative

.
- -

- -

L) .
»

structures of.knowledge and control in schdols becomes cricially.imgértant * ~ .
(Bates, 1980c). “y Yy # -

.

s . .
. - . . 4. .
As yet, little work has beéﬁ done towards such an analyszsﬂ However, -~

4

attention much be paid to the ideologicél appeals of CSHVeniional theories . -
" N h

of public support for the growth of'%ofh'educational inséiﬂutions and
professions. It seems likely that’thesecgdeas are precisely those whith . B

form the ide616§icéi basis of the technocratic society - scientific

f o

understanding, technological control and social progress. An analysis o %

-

of the ideological underpinnings of educational administration is a gdod .
. .
starting pdint and some of the necessary work has already been- undertaken .

.

Secondly, the elabéragion.of‘such appeals. in the theories of
ofganisatio§ which justified the practice-of educational S@ministrators

was based upon a selective reading of social theorists. For instance,
AR <
Weber's model of bureaucracy and his describqion of it as a rational form
\,
° - N
of organisation was quoted approvingly in the litegature of educational

“
.

administration as the paradigm of educational organisaéion.tbwards.which

.

educational administrators should strive. Weber's pessimism about its B

v

® H

interests in society as a means of social contrpl, and his advocacy of :
3

the method of !verstehen' in the understanding and analysis of social

@ <

action were ignored. The reincorporation of such insights in a critical

fashion into theories of educational administration 3s a second necessary - -

, -

requirement of an adequate theory. »

- S

-~




Thirdly, the effects of organisational Structures on ways of

. thinking is an important part of an adequate theory of educational

e R -

administrationc .Por instance, if Berger, Berger and Kellnef (1973)

™= ' are correct about,the influence of the bure-iucratic design of organisations
- - e . ) .

- o .

on the°deve1§bmeﬁt of bureaucratic consciousneés, the shaping of sthools

- scording to.sucp principles of organisational design may well'havq‘simiiar

- ~

) . - \ .
. .  effects on the consciousness of pupils, Moreover the ritualisation of§
: R ~ i . ~ 2 . LY /__\/
relations réquired under such circumstances may well deny the frequentiy

'espoﬁsed aims of deye}o§ing independent, enquiring; critical and
.'.imaginative ways of'thiﬁking in’ children. Certainly the cognitive style -

'y
of bureaucratic,consciousness identified by Berger, Berger and Kellner

.
A B . -

ncorporatlng'the principles of orderliness, componentlallty, arbitrariness,

predictablllty, abstraction, mora11Sed anomymity and pass1v1ty seems more
N Pl
. in keeplng with the requirements >f a hlghly rationallsed social structure

. - . - - -

than with viszons of human inno tlon, creativ1ty, 1ndependence and

» —
s

dignity which are supposed to sustain the igea of liberal democracy. A

critical appraisal of administrative practlces 1n educatlon which takes

P

account 6f such concerns is the third component of an adequ theory of

.

educational administration.

Fourthly, as Wake (1979) points out the principles of organisation
* employed by admjnistrators appealing to bureaucratic theory as a legitimation

of thcgr activities imply not only the product{on of bureaucratic

~ consci-dusness in members of the education- system but a{so'a~specia1
treatment of knowledge itself. .Indded the epistemology which underlies
-~ [, . ’/ “ v .
bureaucratic forms of organisation is similar to that underlying the

.

* . . . . . -~
production of bureaucratic consciousness. Both , have roots in the

logical -8ositivism of traditional science. -The constituent basis of this
?\\ ‘ epistehclogy derives not 'so much from a coherent theory of knowledge, but

R from the demands of bureaucratic organisations which requirc that knowledge

O be divided into discrete components; that the°components be ordered in

: 11 L

~a
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eequence: that communication of kyrwledge be technically simple: that

aoq0181txon of knowledge is recordable in quantxfiable form, that

knowledge be objectlfxed, that knowledge be stratified in a hierarchy
of value or prestige; that knowledge based upon-abstract principle be
' valued over the knowledge gained from personal experience (Wake, 1979).

These principles are argued to be directly related to the incorporation

»

of bureaucratic principles of organisation in schools. Their aim is -

to facilitate the administration of the organisation. It is this fourth

considerat%gu which is the most crucial in the development of a critical

-

theory of educationdl administration for it is at this point that the
structures of knowledge and control of the wider society and those of
the school combine in practice. It is the effect of administrative

structures on that pracéice which is the focus of analysis.
>

Admn\lstrative Structure and the .Control of Schooling

' The processes of schooling.é}e structured~throu§h three message

systems: curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation. Curriculum defines what
~ ‘ .

L)

is to legitimately count as kngwledge. ZPedagogy defines what is to

-

. count as a proper means of transmission. Evaluation certifies what is

to count‘as the proper achievement of knowledge. .
The logic of administrative/bureaucratic rationality is a crucial
factor in the stfucturihg of these message systems.” The three principles
aépealed éc in this strdcturing h‘i%gentific understanding, technical
control and.social progress - have many di;ect effecte. For instanee,
scientific*undejyfhnding - at least in the logical positivist tradition -

is directed towards the determination of generalisable laws which form

{ the basis for prediction, and subsequently for technical control in the

furtherence of social progress. Technical/administrative rationality is

directed therefdre towards the generalising and legitimatio; of universal

solution{‘to curricular, pedagogical and evaluative issues. In this process
o —
- .




is%ues that relate.to social,brogress tend td"take a subsiduary position
to issues of a technical nature. ‘Alternatively, soci?TQprogress is defined
in technical'terms as the greater rationalisation of social as well as

§ productive processes. In this‘way the autnority of experts can be appealed

ks

to as, the source of judgment over the ends as well as the means of

organisation. Thus, a large degree of neutrality is presumed which
©
denies?;&e inherent social and political conflicts which surround the

RIS

definition of..schooling.

In this proceSS‘competing definitions of worthwhile knowledge which

v o

are related to cultural and personal ideals arggredefined as 'basic

sﬁillsf thus making them botn neutrai and amenable to processes of technical

— manipukation and control. Such procedures are seen at their most extreme

in the increasingty sophisticated curriculum packages which specify not

« R -
© 7 s only ‘Content but also pecagogy and evaluation. The net effect of such

VW iy Rpae, w4
LY e e

: gl packaces is to technologise learning, standardising content, pedagogy and i
" evaluation. The.result is argued to make the processes of schooling

.

increasingly subject to external control and reduce the capacity of teachers

B

PREPEE L T IR TR
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;- — ~to-adapt content, pedagogy or evaluation to the cultural or personal

;y . interests of their students (Anple, 1979; Bates, 1980b, 1980, 1981; Giroux,
1980, 1981; Kemmas, 1980; Popkevitz, 1979, 1980; wise 1977 1979).

The appeal of such packages to administrators lies in their attempted

l
neutralisation ‘of social and political-conflicts; their standardisation

of\content,'pedagogy.and evaluation; their conformity to the institg;ional

. .o .
requirements of bureaucratic organisation, consciéusness and epistemology

[N

;,:[ and their capacity for legitimation through appeals to scientific

A understanding, tegnnical controi.and social progress.
PRV : T W
“ " -Pproblems in the Technologization of Reason .

52‘1 {"';‘- The %ecﬁnologization of schooling based upon such principles and

©

articulatéd through processes of rational administration can be read as part

a.M13wwkawwii;Mrw§
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of-tne~aktempted rationalisation of the wider society (Gouldner, 1977;. ' :
Habermas, 1971; Horkheimer, 1974) and the integration of various sectors
of production, While it is possible to argue that the technologization

or ratlonallsation of society is proceeding at a steady pace, and the .

fd ° Y t

technologlzatlon of schooling along with it, it is also poss1b1e to argue

that this _process is not without its problems. For instance as Kogan

e

(1979) polnts out, most governments in the Western hemisphere are finding

it 1ncrea51ng1y difficult to legitimate theik planning processes accordlng

to the historically accepted rhetoric that scientific understanding leads

n °

1nevitab1y ta the development of processes of technlcal control which can

shape the economic, soc1a1 and political future in ways whlch 1ncrease

wealth, freedom and happlnesc. Indeed, the current crisis of planning

is arguably centredparound'the legitimation crisis whereby governments

.can no longer produce evidence of economic or social progress which will
A\l - :

buy the diffuse mass loyalty needed for the continuance of government

. - .
(Habermas, 1976, 1980). Moreover, as the rational planning model is

N L)

shown to be ineffective in dealing with this crisis, the legitimating

ideal of the meritocracy of abiiit?’is also challenged (Bates, 1979;
Huseh, 1972; Carnoy and Levin, 1976). In key areas of administrative

‘theory (Bates, 1980a, Erickson, 1979; Griffiths, 1980)‘; curriculum theory

>

(Apple, 1979, 1980; Giroux, 1980; Whitty, 1980) ; evaluation theory !

(McDonald, 1976; Kemmis, 1980} and pedagogical tligory (Anyon, 1979, 1980-

SE Anerh e adesnr 7Ly

Popkevztz, 1980) the scientific language of the organlsatlonal professlons

is undeg_attack,as simply disguising the entrenchment of particular interests. .
.\ ) - : '

4 The crisis of planning is responded to at one level by increasing

emphasis on deveioping even more rationalised or technological administrative

<

procedurés of control. (Having lost sight of our objectives we redouble:
-~ < . -

Al » * .
our effortst) Through such methods still further contradictions are being

produced especially in attempts to rationalise the relationship between

schooling and work (or non-work) (Callaghan, 1978; Apple, 2980; Williams,

. Y
. . LR
1 *
. v
. [y PR
=3
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e G, e o s [ O SR S vt . b
oIS TR I B v P AR el S T T ol N




5
o

. ' : (12)- ] ' :

a "1979) and in the rationalisation of inter-sectoral planning and

coordination between government agencies and the economy. At the same
time the limits of rationalisation are also being realised (Kogan, 1979;
Wise, 1977, 1979) and rationalised planning models are becomming
differentiated™and less predictive in the face of demands for

*regionalisation/ localisation and participation (Archer, 1978; Kogan,

. »
-

1979): N :

: In education the pressures towards greater rationalisation of
A ‘
administration,, curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation are increasingly M ]

recognised as failing to alter the relative outcomes of the-education
sysem (Halséy, Heath and Ridge, 1980; Husen, 1979; Jencks, 1979). .
Morsover there is a growing recognition that demands for -dccountability

within hyper-rationalised syste@s cannot be met (Apple, 1980; Wise, 1977,

e m——— . .

1979) . '} . B~

4

Again, ther?}is an increasing tension between the demands for
. / : .
accountability channeled through centralised systems and the ability of P

such systems to meet locally or sectionally bqsed'demands (Archer,  1978;

Habermas, 197§i;Pusey, 1980, 1981). Decentralisation, however, appears

to lead to substantial proﬁlems of articulation between government sectors

&

(Kogan, 19797 OECD, 1977) and-between government and the structure of <

PRI o

work in the corporate economy (Ashenden and Gallagher, 1980; Bell, 1976;

Brgvefman, 1974; Edwards,. 1979; Feinberg and Réseﬁbunt, 1975).

v

The techneclogization of schooling on the hasis of sciéntifical}y

legitimated generalisable sol%}ions to problems of curriculum, -pedagogy

and evaluation, and its incorporation into -administrative structures of

“

£ ) .
control_is therefore in a certain tension with other social developments

»

-and is also caught up with the de-legitimization of such processes as

their ideological appeal fails to meet the crisis of development currently

‘being experienced. ' :) ’

A.,‘
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Empirical Challenges to the Veracity of Theory in Educational
. Administration .

If the legitimating idaology-of theory in educational administration

ig being attacked from outside, then so is the descriptive basis of

~

its claim to empirical accuracy being attacked from within the educational

community. Over the past decade or so a substantial body of ethnographic

and observational data has become available which cannot be adequately

-

interpreted within the dominant bureaucratic/organigational rodels or.

schooling current among educational administrators.” Smith's portraits

of classrooms and schools d6 not, for instance, depict them as systems

‘of rational decision'makingiand orderlf control. Indeed his attempts .

to articulate theories of teaching based upon direct observation uncover

; a number of quite crucial-disparities“between administrative models of

curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation and the. reality of classroom and

schools (Smith pnd Geoffrey, 1968; Smith.and Keith, 1971). Riffel's

(1977) account of the pupil culture of schools questions the presumed
‘ - relationship between ‘the formal organisation of schools and the cultural <
. patterns of pupil activity. Cusick's (1980) attempted explanation of
i . the networks of influence presumed to operate within the organisational
context of schooling ended up describing the independence‘of teachers from
%’i such internal networks and the close articulation of-their idiosyncratic
= .allegiances to external sources of support.' Willis (1977) showed the
primacy of cultural norms external to the school in transforming pupils
anareness of and relations- to schooling. Ashenden et al (1980) and
Bates et al (1981) in theirnexplorations of the community understanding
of schooling show how such understandings are at bes%”obliquely related
to the administrative myths of schooling. wilcox,(1980) in her review of

ethnographic studies of schooling reaches similar conclusions: schools

'do not operate in the ways which administrative _theory in education says




*Towards a Reformulation \

This. increasing awareness of the gap between traditional
administrative theory in education and the reality of life in schools
has led to a serious questioning of the empirical adequacy of such
theories ({see Bates, 1980a, 1981la; Qrickson, 1979; Foster, 1980;
'ériffiths, i979). It has also ied to a variety of attempts to devise
alternative metaphors for the analysis of educational administration.

Gteenfield (1973, 1975, 1979) for instance was among the first to

) recognise the need for and the potential of, a cultural approach to

administrative theory. Unfortunately, the phenonenoimjy advocated by

Greenfield is ultimately incapable of providing a fimd foundation for

a theory of valuation because of its implicit relativism (see Bates,

H

19804, 1981b; Bernstein, R. 1976) ., However, what Greenfield did establish

was the need to include assessments of people's understanding, aspirations,

.

: meanings and interests in any analysis of educational organisations.

t

Sach a position is clearly capable of amalgamation with the traditions
of educational ethnograth’ discussed above (Wilcox, l;ﬁ . It-is also
conpatihle with the phiiosophical analysis of administration‘proyided by
Hodghinson (1978). 'Moreover, such a position wiIl aliow the‘satisfaction
of several of.the criteria established in the opening sections of this
paper. But what might such an alternative theory look like?

Bates (1981c) has argued that, the transformations of 'loose coupling’
theory proposed »v Meyer et al (Meyer and Rowan, 19777 1978 Myer, Scott Y
and Deal, 1980) on the basis of Weick's (1976, 1980) original application
of this 'sensitizing concept' to educational administration may provide

.
A e

the underpinnings of such a theory. Arguing that the tight/loose dichotomy

&

proposed by Weick and the internal/external, technical/institutional

dichotomy proposed by Meyer et al provide an incomplete structure for the

N .
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Bl analysis of administration, Bates (1981c) suggests that a further

" “dimension rational/cultural needs to be added. This\distinction is ' -

directed towards the analysis of the forms of coupling engaged in by

organisations .and their environments. '~‘“- -
. On the one hand rational coupling refers to the progesses of

technical control, evaluation and acgountability which use the logic - -
of empiricism or systems theor& as a basis of negotiation snd
1egitination. In such rational coupling questions of value and interest . -
are frequently submerged or disguised in the focus on the rational
articulation of relationships and processes.

Cultural coupling, on the-.other hand, refers to the processes
oé negotiation’'and legitimation of activities based on a wider appreciation

of the understandings, aspirations: interests and values -of individuals
and groups., Such interests are often expressed in forms of ;:tion which
are 'non rational' i.e. not subject to technical manipulation,but are

&
nonetheless vivid and powerful representations of understandingsand

.*"  interests. Some of these reprasentations are‘msde via metaphor, myth,.
ritual, ceremony, drama and performance which produce empathy, insight q
and understanding and integrate personal.knowledge with social experience.
Meyer and Rowan (1977, 1978) .argue that educational organisation;
coordinate and legitimate ‘their activitieg\through ritual and ceremony

rather than through technical procedures. The idea of cultural coupling

extends this concept into an arena where administrative theory may be

based On cultural andlysis rather than the IOgical positivism offered by

the 'theory movemert' or the ideological appeals of 'management science!', -
Tﬁe.tools for such an analysis extend beyond the range ¢ffered by

the quantitative empiricists into the techniques and concepts employed by '

cultural antnropologists in their anslysis of language, ritual, performance,

ceremonf, in the construction of thicixdescriptions (Geertz,.1973)'of the ‘ -
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<

o

meaning of social activity. To these may be added the range of analytic

and coriceptal tools defived from the analysis of aesthetics in, £or
é . instance, theatre (Grumet, 1980), literaiy criticism (Eisner, 1979) and
. art (Beyer, 1977). The relevarce of‘such‘approachés is demonstrated by
their cépacity to portray personal, social and political ideals and
understandings in ways that allo& their discussion and negotiation. AN
However, such cultural anaf;;is must be combined with a structural °
— analysis of education systems if it is- to prﬁ#ide a comprehensive account

‘of administrative processés in education. Such Sxperspective is provided

-

s by the New Sociology of Education in its attempts to locate explanations
b of particular educational activities within social, and historical analyses

of the influence exerted on those activities by various social interests

de

(Bates, 198¢d, 198lb; Giroux, 1980; Young and Whitty, 1977; Whitty and
3 A ,

Young, 1976).

- -

If edicational admi. istration is regarded as a mediating process

wh;gﬁ articulgtés particular, educational activit%es'@ith wider social

" interests then the rqlevanée of‘;uch a perspecti&g becoises clear: Moreover
the proposed reformulation of theory in educational administrﬂtion may

well be richer, moré.sensitive and more accurate than that bas¥d upon

é ' quests for*empiri%pl - ueralisation and appeals to standardised; Youtinised
models of rationalised strucéures. The major advantages of such a

perspective in the practice of educational administration lie therefére in

. a) its empirical validity, in that the thick dascgiptions it provides

‘are fuller and more complete than those derived from quantitative methods

&

L of analysis, b) its‘reflexivitx, derived from its qfitical’stance towards,

the assumptions on which its analysis is based, c¢) its epistemological ; o

sengitivity, in that the necessary rélation'petween understanding and social

——— k1 -y

structure is recognised, d) its ethical awareness, in that it includes rather
", ,’ ’ S .
r than excludes questions of value aqg responsibility, and e) its contextualisation,

o

RIC A~ . 19

3
-
-, o N

IToxt Provided by ERI

£ T e "~ B R el e i e e e e e S . e —



(17)
of administrative activity in its recognition of the particuylar influences
of social and historical action. While the precise formulation of such a
critical theory of educational administration is a matter for further ¢

exploration and development, the main outlines are fairly clear and

indicate an impending transformation of the field. .

” N
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