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INTRODUCTION

. For the’past two years prodect stéff at UCLA's Center for the Study

~ of Evaluation (CSE) has been study1nq ways in whichschoo]districts can.
”effective1y 11nk their district w1de testing and eva]uation activ’ ¢las with
-district 1nstruct10na1 programs. Previous research (Lyon et al., 1978) had-
T,convinced us that most school districts had not forged such a Tinkage;
testing: and evaluation had remained largely unuoup1ed from tha central
instructional program (Meyér & Rowan, 19?7‘ NiﬁTiams “1979) |

| Based on recommendations from knowledgeab1e co11eagues 1n the research
.and practitioner communities, we 1dent1f1ed six sch001 districts that had
reputations of- having made exemp1ary efforts to Tink their testing and
‘evaluation efforts to the1r 1nstructiona1 core Subsaquent1y we conducted

case studies in these six districts to see whether or not - they hud forged

"~ - Such a 11nkaqe. to determine the processes und structures they had employed

and to see if there were any genera1izat10ns and 1ns1ghts we cou1d derive
from these districts' activities that might be useful to other districts

:wanting.to-forge similar linkages. We, found, ;ot surprisingly, that the -
' diéfriéts-differed 1n'the“brogréss they have made 1n.ﬁhe1r program and {n
the structures and processes they have been using (Wi111ams & Bank 'f981)

After having described these programs in some detail we have now begun trying
to understand the variations we have observed “For example, one district -

.'z}
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has deve1oped a d1str1ct-w1de p1an based upon a common district 1nstruc-
t1onay cont1nuum That d1strtct is deve]op1ng a common set of expected |
teacher competenc1es and behav1ors and ‘the test1ng and eva]uat1on programs
are t1ght1y coupled to that emerg1ng technical core We refer to this as
a centra11zed approach ’ |
| 0ther districts, in contrast, have a much more decentra11zed approach
R ‘ .1n which the unit of change seems to be the Tocal school s1te7 While
schoo1 site data ﬁay be collated and compared district-nide, each schoo]
stte is considered the main unit of ana1ysis andichange;and the testingf
and evaluation programs are more 1oose1y'cOUp1ed to the instructiona1 core
,through intermediating -‘Tocal school sites. We refer to this as a decen-

<

{ e , tralized approach.
;"'?"'“\- : . ‘ ‘ o . o -
S : What accounts for these two different approaches? Both seem to be,

or have the potent1a1 to be, successfu1,' No douht the different approaches
have resulted from both‘carefu11y.considered as we11 as accidental factors.
That is, those who have been invo1ved in the deve1opment of the systems
11ke1y had some preconcept1ons about the advantages of centra11zed versus 3
decentra]1zed approaches. Administrators supportlve of one or ‘the other
C o position cou1d probab1v'marsha1 arguments from the organizational theory
'1iterature to support each of'their,views ‘However, ‘educationa] organiza-
: t1ons, in comﬂon with other organ1zat1ons, experience tw1sts and turns
1n d1rect1ons due to the arrival or departure of key actors at critical,
times . ‘ ‘
The be]ief systems that influence organizational design and the his-'
torical condition that surrounds such”decisions have_been'recognized for

many years by researchers and practitioners alike. However, much of

—
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‘their attention, we would’argue, has been directed towards the ihterha1v_

workings of an organization." Who‘are'the'powerfd1,orﬁanizetfonai leaders and

 policy makers? Whatbe1iefsystems_guided their tﬁinking? How can'the' .
organizatidn's design be made moet‘compatib1e_with the organization's per-
sonhe]? What,{nterna1 coopdinatiﬁg or authérity system.wi11,work best
given ehe organization's personnel and design? Certainly these_interna{
'6rganizatiohei characteristics and condftions are essenfia] to designing
and implementing e qecentra1ized or eeﬁtra1ized system but all suggest
that even deepef'fnsighf'caﬁ be gained when one considers,”in addition to ‘

~ the internal factore; the external factors.

A11 organizations ex1st w1th1n a numbev of re]evant environments and
have 1nteract1ons with them. 0rgan1zat1ona1 boundar1es are penetrable by
outside intluences. This permeab111ty means that organ1zat1ons cannot
funct1on 1so1ated from such externa]afactors as fund1ng sources, c11ent
character1st1cs and preferences, legal and 1eg1s1at1ve mandates, and unex-
pectedeevents such as floods, recessions, and -population shifts.

‘Organizatidns differ-wite regerd to their boundary"permeabiﬂity. Public
schoof districtéf.with;their publically eiected $choo1 boards, high c]ient
interest in pupil performance, and public control ot,funding, represent‘
highly permeable organizafions. It follows that the governing and oberéting
structures of public school d1'str1'cts are 11'ke1y to" be 1'nf1uenced by external
factors--and that a better understanding of pub11c school district des1on
and functioning can be understood when both 1nterna1 and extérnal factors

are examined. More specifica]ly to the topic of decentralized and centra-

lized testing énd evaluation and'instrUctiQﬁa1 subsystems, is whether there




1# some relationship between the axtra-organizat1ona1.cond1t16ns and
| dec1§1ohs to‘uée a centralized or décentralized approach Or, can one batter”
estimate a se]ected apprnach $ chances of success within a given d‘str1ct
“when on]y internal cond.t1ons and factors are considered. ‘
- Our purpose here-is to spacu1ate a b1t on the 1nf1uence of external
. " , .environm@nta] factors on centra112ed and decentra11zed test1ng. eva1uat1on.
" and 1nstruc*1ona1 subsystems. We do not suggest thaébthis exam1nat1on of
‘externa1 factors will result in any hard and fast set of rules that w111
settle conclusively thepmehits of one apprbach over .the other. Instead |
we wdnt to raise the ”éonsc1ousnéss level" of thbse who work w1thin such
systems so that they cons1der both 1nterna1 and externa1 organizat1ona1
factors. In this paper we will:
5, discuss briefly the theoret1ca1 perspactive that guides
. the considerat1on of external factors upon organ1zat10nu1 Y
design and processes._ . ' |
°  descr1be case studies of two_distriéts~~oné using a central-

1zed and the otherva_decenfra11zed Tinking subsystem--qnd

focus on the role and influence the external environment has
~oh the centra1ization decentra]1zut1on approaches ;
° discuss implications these observat1ons have for those con-

sidering a centru11zed‘versus decentralized approach to link-.

ing testing or eva]uat1on with instruction.
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A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE ON EXTERNAL INFLUENCES ‘ .
ON ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES ' :

A major step invunderstanding organizationa]'functioning was the

: adopt1on of genera] ‘systems theory (Berta]anffy, 1937; Katz & Kahn, 1966)

"when analyzing organ1zat1ons Pr1or to us1ng genera] systems theory,

organ1zat1ona1 ana1ysts had Tocused on“1nterna1 matters and had largely.

1gnored the role and functgon an organ1zat1on S externa1 environment may

have had. But general systems theory.proper1y p]aced organ1zat1ons in the - :

, perspect1ve of a funct1on1ng unit that has continuous 1nteract1on across

its boundar1es--1nf1uenc1ng its env1ronment and being 1nf1uenced in return

-

¢

by the env1ronment .
A number of theor1sts have specu?ated on and ‘conducted research on

that phenomenon and 1ts 1nf1uences on organ1zat1ona1 funct1on1ng One of

the earliest specu]at1ons on thlS phenomenon was that of Burns and Sta1ker _

(1968) whose research on the post-war e1ectron1c f1rms identified mecha-

nistic and organ1z organ17at1ons

o

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) for example, have, on the bdsis of research,

‘evo1ved a cont1ngency¢theory which seeks to exp]ain how the number of

components in the environment and their < haracter1st1cs can, or shou]d
i

_help determ1ne an organization's function and design. That is, an orga- -

nization's funct1on and des1gn shou]d properly be f]exib]y contingent upon

o

“the externa] env1ronment 5 charactﬂr1st1cs . Derr and Gabarro (1972)

'app11ed that work 1n analyzing the Boston Public Schools.

Perhaps the maJor recent 1nf1uent1a1 work on this top1c has been

' that_ofﬂPfeffer and Salancik (1978), who develop a "mode] of environmenta1




“effects” which can be applied to both private sector and public sector

.

orgahizations. Their maih thesis is that external environmental influences
}\éexert,contro1 on the internal workings of-ah organization and consequeht1y
" he1p'shape the organtiation. They cohtend that "to understand theibeha- |
vior of an organization you must onderstend the context of that behavior--
| that is,%the ecology of the organizetion"(1978, p. 1)." Part of the prob]em |
in unoerstanding the environment is that the environment of an orQaniZation
can affert an organ1zat1oan outcomes without affect1ng its behav1ors
This occurs because 1mportant elements of the .enyironment may be invisible
to organ1zat1ona1 dec1s1on makers'and stherefore, not considered by them
1n their shaping of organ1zat1ona1 act1ons, but(these same elements, inde-
pnndent of adm1n1strators perceptions, do affect organizational success
or failure. For examp]e, in the-ear1y 1960's'when some American firms de-
cided to purchase coa] m1nes, it is doubtfu] that they gave much thought
to the Arab wor]d when mak1ng these investments. In the 1970's, however,
when Arab governments ‘raised o0il pr1ces, many of those companies who had
invested in coa] profited. Qutcomes were affected by external events

o

even though 1t is un11ke1y that the original decisions had been 1nf1uenced
by them. . ' ‘

Pfeffer and Sa]anc1k present ‘the model by which the environment is
11nked to organ1zat1ona1 change and action. The mode] suggestg that the
re]at1onsh1p.between'env1ronments and'organ1zations is not random but is

v.indeterminate, aho that the very indeterminacy of entfronmente] effects
©on organizattons is potentially explainable. As an example, the model

plots the effects on the organization of executive succession--the'removal’

“of one executive and the selection of another. The authors contend that




both the remcvaifénd supseqhent se1ection of top'administrators is affected |
by the organ1zat1on S envfﬁﬁnmenta1 context. " ‘, .
«  Pfeffer and Salancik’s mode?ggf organ1zat1ona1 change can be summar1zed

br1ef1y (1) the env1ronmenta1 context--with 1ts.cont1ngenC1es, Uncertain-

-

-t1es, and 1nterdependenc1es——1nf1Uences the d1str1but1on of power and con-
trp].w1th1n ‘the organization; (2) the q1str1but1onlof power}and'contro1
within the Organiiation affects the tenure and . se1ection of major organi-
zational adm1n1strators, (3) organ1zat10na1 po11c1es and structures are

- results of decisions affected by the d1str1eht1on of power and controﬂ, and

LY

(4) administrators who control organizational activities affect those ad- »
. ) [+

tivities and resultant structures. Executives are a source of control, and

it matters who is in control because control determineé»organizétiona! acti-
vitiee. The environment affects organtéatjona1 activities because it af-
fects the distribution of'contro1 within the organization (Pfeffer &

Salancik, 1978, p. 228).

-~

’ Pfeffer and Sa]anc1k use this mode] to h1gh11ght three seem1ng1y cau-

sal 11nkages ‘that may connect environmental factors to organ1zat1ona1 cha—

o

racteristics. First, a 19k exists betWﬂen the enV1ronment-—a source of
- ‘

uncertainty and constraint--and the distribntion~of power and control with-
in the organization. Second, a 1ink exists'between;the,distrjbntion of |
power'and control and the choice of executives‘and their tenure.‘“Jhird,

a relationship exists between organizational executives and the ections

- and gtructure of the'orgeniZStion One may rot observe a perfect re]at1on- Q
ship among these links because, according to Pfeffer and Sa]anC1k orga-
nizations are only Tloosely coupled with’ their env1ronments, and power- is

only one important variable intervening between environments and 6rganizations.
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EXTERNAL- ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES--TWO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Admittediy. the waysiin which organizatidnni structure and behavior

are constrained by forces in the environment are different for different .
‘types of Qrganizatibns. Private sector organizatipns which focus on'nro-

. / ,
duCing and delivering goods may be affectnd by iﬂna buying trends of the -

pubiic whereas public sactor organizations which are concerned with de-
1ivering services may not be influenced at all by sales or marketing trends.
Industriai organizat ons which fail to take environmentai variabies into

]

account whan making strategic decisions risk Tosing their compatitivengss

ip the market place. Each industryndepends on the demand for fts prodycts

, N
to maintain‘its}suppiy of customers and revenue, and thus its very -survival,

%At first glance the,putiic~sector, aspecially the'pubiic-schoo}s,
(I . e '

wouid seem to be more anuirnnhentaiiy free than industry. -Carison'(1964)

v

- has referred to pubiic schools as, disintarested organizations which are

guarantaed their resourges and clientele.. Thds has the effect of diminish-

ing the pubiic schoois resoive -to respond to external environmentai in-

'fiucnces and ‘the paca and anequacy .of response to environmental changes is

-comparativeiy weak. Likely this phenomenon s true but this should not

1 g
blind schooi administrators and and]ysts to ‘the effects the internai envia

ronment can have and tne symbiotic relationship between school district
structures and procéss and the.externai‘_gyironment Zucker &}981,, for
txampie, ha's argued that because school districts are "in situtional” rather

than "technical" organizations, they must perform-in accordance with public .

prescriptions a d expectations rather tmy;attending primarily and exclu-

" sively to the } technica1~-1 e. instructionai--funttions. Whan school

o «




edministrators are reflecting on their own structnres and‘functions they
should consider environmenta1 conditions and characteristics.

As a means of 111ustrating some of these, and for purposes of heTping
those who wish to derive an appropriate organ1zat1on conf1gurat10n for link-
ing test1ng, evaluation, and 1nstruct1on, we turn next to two case studies
of districts that have. derived a test1ng, eva1uat1on and instruction sub+
_ system One is centralized; the othervdecentni11zed. We will specu]ate
on how externe1.environmenta1'considerations hQVe-shaped‘the structures and

act1v1t1es be1ng used and we w111 discuss the "f!t" between external cond1—

‘tions and each schoo] d1str1ct s approach.

3

Two Case Stud1es
| We have se1ected two districts——one USing a centralized approach
(Crescent City) and the other us1ng a decentra11zed approach (Bordertown).
.JFrom an adm1tted1y large number of externa] cond1t1ons we have selected
the following thrée characteristics:

o ngu1ation mobility;

"o External mandates; o ' o,
8 Re11g1ous and cultural. cond1t1ons | o
Using the Pfeffer and "Salancik conceptua11zat1on we will 11nk these

character1st1cs to execut1ve succession. F1na11y we w111 d1scuss implica-
tions that tﬁ1s approach. has for - unaerstand1ng organ1zat1ona1 funct1on1ng

Popu]at1on Mob1T1ty ~Crescent C1ty School D1str1ct 1s an urban rural

district with a 79 percent Ang]o popu]at1on, experiencing a surge of growth
in its student enro]]ment Since 1970 the'district has added 17 000 pup11s

As a resu]t the d1str1ct has bu11t new schoo] bu11d1ngs and hired more




teachers. In.addition, the city's major industry encourages considerable

population mobi1ity Many families come and go regularly and there is
cons1derab1e movement among schoo] attendance zones. In order tolprotide
some cons1stent educational program for pup1ls who move ‘rom schoo1 to
school the d1str1ct has abandoned its somewhat decentralized approach to
curriculum and 1nstruct1on and has adopted what many districts would con-
s1der a very centralized approach

Bordertown School District, on the other hand, is experiencing a de-

'c11ne in student population. Between the 1964-65 school year and the

1976-77 schoo]ayear,the districtfs enrollment dec]ined by 22,500tpop11s.
As a large urban schoo]‘district,‘it.is experiencing "whiteif]ight" and “
1slw1tnessing a slight influx of black students annually. Current]y,=

56 percent of the district's pupils are.b]ack."MoreoVer,’a small percen-
tage of ndnority students from a neighboring state is moving into Border-

town. These students are characteristiéa]]y poor, unschooled, and illi- -

L

terate; the parents are extremely protective of the children and~sospicious
of the schools. Even though there is some transiency both into and within -

the;schoo1 district, more students are exiting than entertng Too, the

~heterogeneous qua11ty of the population is an environmental constralnt

against any mass'mobi]ization effort to centralize the schoo]s. Conse-
quently, for this and for cultural reasons to be discussed in a Future -

section Bordertown has adopted a re]at1ve1y decentra11zed approach to.

school district curr1cu1um and. 1nstruct1ona1 management

External Mandates. " The Crescent C1ty School District has pro-

grams (e.g., ESEA Title I, State Minimum Competency Testing) many of
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which have state or federally mandated eva]uations; The District is ob-
1igéted by Taw to comp1y with such policies. The State and/or Federal
government also providesan increasing percentage of thelDistrict's budget.
The state is currently controlled by a fiscally consetvative goVérnor and
_1egts1atUre and is subject to reductions in financial support. A]thougﬁ'the
District already has a low expenditure-per pUpi1; ranking near the bottom
nationally, more Budget cuts arefp1anned. With less money allocated to
schools, the District is operating under conside;éb1e financial restraints.
. A result of this has been an increasing level 6f 1nterna1 conflict between
the organized teachers and the school board and-adﬁinistration over sala-
| ries and Qorking conditiqns. This has inf]uenced.tgéchér attitudes toward
the administration and played.an important part in the school superinten-
deﬁt's recent resignation from his post. | '
A]though it is not controlled by State minimum competency testing
mandates Bordertown must comp]y W1th a State mandated "graded course of
study." This governs the scope and sequence of subjects taught in the
pub1ic schools. The legislature has also recently reduced the funding
a]]ocations for urban public schools; - thi;.politica1 bddy has a reputation
. as béing a "pro-suburb advocate," andmany District officials feel that it
neg]etts the urban areas and thetr problems. Bordertown, however, does
. receive additional funding through ESEA Title I and Tit]éVIVC programs
which have a]]oweé‘the Dtstrict to create ﬁhd implement some innovative
pkograms 6f its own; tIn‘addition, Bordertown Sch001 District receives
extensive funding through Federa? vbcationa] educétion sources. In fact,

approximately 50% of its secondary pupils are enrolled in vocational

o




veducation programs. An additiona1 enVironmenta1 constraint is apparent
in the State mandate that vocationa1 education teachers must also teach ©
regular subJects (e.q. Eng1ish Math, etc.). Located in.a large manu-
facturing center, theoD1StP1Ct 's vocationai education programs receive |
strong support from the business community. '

| Other external organizations are inf1uentia1 in bringing about
'vchanges in the District For examp1e, the teachers' union has had
; sucessfu1 strikes in the past, and still exerts pressure on district
'_decision makers. Community-groups.too,form coalitions for oarticuiar
causes and exert pressu\i)on theDistrict’s administration: For eXampie,
. the eXistence and power of community task forces changed the Districtl
procedures for eva1uating its a1ternativc schocls.

Religious and Cu1tura1 Conditions. "Although Crescent City was

i\/ -

founded in the mid 1800's, it remained a tiny watering spot on the west-

| “bound trail untiivafter worldearyll. In the early 1950s a growth spurt.
began and. today it is one of the Targer cities in the nation. Still, it
is a re1atiue1y young town with a somewhat homodeneous popu1ation._ Most
- of the District administrators now in too level positions immigrated to
Crescent-Citxlin‘the mid 196Qs, Consequently, the "traditional way" of”'
doing something was non-existent. Attention to current commitments is
more characteristic of the District 'S 1eadership

- Crescent City is now ‘the 1argest city in the State and the District
educates 59% of -the State S pupi1s The City is surrounded by desoiate
areas with sma11 rura1 communities~as its only neighbors. ,Therefore,

the District represents an educationa1 monopo1y, there are virtu511y no'

competitive pub1ic or private schools. to drain off pupiis or to attract
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teachers. The large Mormon‘popu1ation promotes the separation of church
and State and the separation of family responsibilities from school re-

. ; .» R n . . . ) '} . .
sponsibilities. Thus, benign support is given to District policies unless

they interfere with family responsibilities (e.gy sex education) or .

fall short of expected performance ]eVe]s (e.g., student test scores). ,Eor
example, there‘was'no pub]ic outcrj?ﬁhen'the District'recent1y'instituted
an attendance -policy requiring failing grades to any student absent more
than a.set number of days; 1nstead commun1ty members accepted and indeed
supported the policy.

| Bordertown is a dense]y-popd]ated area Wfth many ‘suburbs and othei-
major metropo11tan cities nearby ’ Approx1mate1y one fourth of the schoo]

age ch11dren attend private or parochial schools. . The 1arge.Catho11c popu-

.91at1on staunch]y supports the Catho11c schoo]s Thus, Bordertown Sohoo1 '

Distrtct‘faces tougii competition in attract1ng h1gh ach1ev1ng students ard
quality teachers. Commun1ty members often compare——unfavorab]y——the
public schools to the private schools. The pug}mc~sqhoo1 officials.
comp1a1n about the unfa1rness of the criticism considering the constraints
the pub]ic schools face inhacceptance of clients and availability of
resources. | | |

Moreover, Bordertown lives w1th a strong sense of h1story Founded'

in 1788, it was the nation‘s sixth 1argest,c1ty and third largest manu-

. facturing center by 1860. There are many.stab1e,vo1d neighborhoods

whose natives,wou1dn't”conceive of doing anything which would violate

Bordertown's past culture. In fact, Bordertown has been called a "city

. of cities" where these neighborhoods are idéntifiab]e by race, ethnicity,

LY




and social class. Consequently, decisionemakers~are often tied to

tradition and fearful of untested 501utions'to local probiems In each
neighborhood active community task forces, or "forums," serve to pro- -
tect local interests on matters such as zoning, road construction,~and

schools, The diversity of the population has Ted Bordertown School -

’,.District to adopt a - decentraliqed approach to education and to estab-

1ish many types of alternative schools.

| As Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) contend, the environmental context,
with its.contingencies, uncertainties;and interdependencies, influences
the distribution of power and'controi within the orghnizations. Then
the distribution of power and control within the organization affects
the tenure and selection of the'major'organizational administrators

Finally the organizational policies and structures are results of the

dec151ons affected by the distribution of _power and contro] Admittedly,

<

the administrators who contro] organizational activities: affect those

activ1ties and resu]tant structureS\ The histories of executive succes-

~sion to the Superintendency for” both Crescent City and Bordertown serve
to illustrate Pfeffer and Salancik's s "model of env1ronmenta1,effects"
regarding,executiuevsuccession and organizational_change.

During the heyday of changeaand innovation in the 19605 Crescent -
City's Superintendent emphasized local school building autonomy--eaCh

schoo] was to develop its own program tailored to its pupils‘ needs,

Fo]]ow1ng through w1th the admini stration's decentralized approach the .

District was subdiv1ded into four administrative zones with considerab]e

. autonomy in each zone. When that Superintendent resigned to accept
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a superintendency position with another dtstrict, he was promptly re-

placed with an administr&tor who shared his views and would continue his

policies.

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, environmental conditions changed;;;

The community became concerned over pupils' 1ow test scores,-desegre-
gat1on, and the educat1ona1 1nequa11t1es of Crescent C1ty s decentra11zed
system. Thus, that Super1ntendent was forced to resign by pressure from
the community and the Board ofAEducat1on. ‘A new superintendent who

would address the currentlissues of concern was appointed. This Superfn-

tendent guided the District through'desegregatjon and began the centrdlim

‘zation process by eliminating the four-area decentralization scheme.

He appointed one deputy and four associate superintendents who ran. the,

District's central administration, He also. a]]owed certa1n adm1n1strators

"~ to beg1n rev1s1ng and centralizing the District's 1nstruct1ona1 program,

-_ when ‘this Super1ntendent chose to resign to enter the pr1vate sector,

a successor who was committed to a centralized curricu]um was selected.

More-recent]y a'crisis between the teachers' union and the board pre-

c1p1tated by limited district financial resources, p1ayed an 1mportant

-part in th1s Super1ntendent S dec1s1on to res1gn

Therefore, in eaéh case of execut1ve success1on‘the se1ection‘of
the new superintendent seemed to be a reflection of thevenvfronment§1

context, which in-turn influenced the distribution of power and “control

wtthin the District. ' »

The . m1nor1ty popu]at1on of Bordertown was concerned with desegregat1on
in the ear]y 19605 In 1963 the‘Board of'Educat1on-successfu]]y defended
a desegreget1on suit hrought_by the NAACP. Although the,federa] district

AN

v fi\;\§'\
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' c6urt'found,'and the Court of Appea]s'affirmed, that no alleged dis—

‘criminatory practice on the part of the Board' brought about the rac1a1

1mba1ance that existed, many commun1ty members were d1ssat1sf1ed with

the school district's policies. Neighborhood associations exerted

"»pressure‘on the Bqard of Education to reduce"the rac1a1 iso]ation of

Bordertcwn‘s schools. Consequent]y, in the ear1y 1970s the Board h1red

a new Tiberal super1ntendent who favored 1ntegrat1on and had a success=’

ful record for integrating schools and implementing 1nnovat1ve programs.; ‘

The new Superintendent instituted an administrative decentralization
pTan, creating six area directors., He then prdmoted a number of princi-

pals (inc]uding several black principa]s) to these new positions,‘there—

\\“by 1nsta111ng a-new echelon of adm1n1strators loyal to him. In addition,

he was 1nf1uent1aJ 1n gett1ng the Board to adopt a p011cy estab11sh1ng

"1ntegrat1on as a h1gh D1str1ct pr1or1tx; and a1so in estab11sh1ng an

open enro11ment policy which a]]owed students to “attend-any D1str1ct

school with available space providing the transfers would improve the B

racial balance. The administration also began plans- for the city's
fﬁrstitwo a1ternat1ue"schodls."'By,the mid¥197Qs the environmental con-
ditions had changed and a more conseryative Board was elected. The
Superintendent resigned under'pressure from the Board and‘a nore conser-
vat1ve Super1ntendent succeeded him. : '

Thus, as in Crescent C1ty, the remova1 of the Super1ntendent and
the naming of -the successor seam to be'reflecttons of the env1ronmenta1_

influerces upon the balances bf power in the D1'str1'ct.j
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

In reviewing theﬂ1iterature many‘authors point out-that understanding

, the relevant enV1ronments is 1mportant for understanding organ1zat1ona1
'act1ons and structures. In the past many organ1zat1ons seek1ng to 1n—e
crease their effectiveness have adopted other organ1zat1ona1 patterns, o {

' po11c1es, and/or strategies on the bas1s of 1nterna1 conditions without

cons1der1ng the external cond1t1ons Pfeffer and Salancik contend that
external env1ronmenta1 1nf1uences exert control on the internal work1ngs

of an organization and help to shape the organ1zat1on Adm1tted1y, our

. research seems to suggest that organizational patterns, policies, and

strategies are indeed reflective of the external environmental cdnditions B
encompassing the organ1zat1on '

| Thus, school district adm1n1strators wanting to implement some _
organ1zat1ona1 change need to understand the ecology of the organ1zat1on,

the environmental context of the behav1or of the schoo] district. By

_ address1ng the externa] env1ronmenta1 cond1t1ons as well as the 1nterna1

‘organizational condlt.ons administrators can select and 1mp1ement success-

ful change strateg1es. »By,cons1der1ng all of the.re1evant var1ab1es-—

‘popu1ation mobi]ity, pressures from specia]-interest groups;‘avai]ab]e

resources to name a few——an opt1ma1 system for 1ncreas1ng organ1zat1ona1

effect1veness could be deve10ped

A}




18

REFERENCES -

o

Aldrich, H. E. 0rgan1zat1ons and env1ronments New Jersey: Prentice-
Ha11, Inc., 1979

von Bertalanffy, L. Genera1 systems theory A new approach to the unity
of,science. Human Binlogy, 1951, 23, 302 361. :

Burns, T., & Stalker, G. M. The management of 1nnovation. London:
Tav1stock 1968 ' v :

Derr, C. B., & Gabarro, J. J.- An organizational cont1nqencg theory for
education. Educat1ona1 Adm1n1stratﬁon Quarterly , 1972, (8), p. 26- 43.

Carlson, R. 0. Env1ronmenta1 constraints and organ1zat1ona1 consequences:
The public school and its clients." N.S.S. Yearbook University’ of
Ch1cago Press, 1964.

Hawley, A. H. Human ecology. New York: Ronald Press, 1950.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. The soc1a1 psycho]ogyﬁof organizations (lst ed.).

New York W11ey & Sons, 1966

vLawrence, P. R. (ed.). "Studies in organ1zat1ona1 design. I1linois:
Irw1n and Dorsey, 1970. _ :

Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. Organization and environment: Managing
d1fferent1at1on and 1ntegrat1on Cambridge: Harvard Graduate School
of Business Administration, 1967. o - /

Lyon, C., Doscher, L., McGrananan; P., 8 Williams, R. C. Evaluationiand
school districts. Los.Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation,
University of. California, 1978. ‘

Meyer, J., & Rowan, B. Institutionalized organ1iat1ok Forma] structure
as myth and ceremony. American Journa] -of Soc1ology, 1977, 83, 304- 363

-+ Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. The external control of organ1zat1ons

A resource dependence perspect1ve New York: -Harper and Row, 1978

Re1ch R. B. Industries in d1stress In Ihe New Repuolic, 184:19-20+,
May 9, 1981. .

Williams, R. C. School District Character1st1cs and Their Impact on
Evaluation Offices. Presented at AERA San Francisco, April, 1979.

1]




19

Williams, R.C., & Bank, A. Linking testing and evaluation activities
with instruction: Can school districts make it happen? CSE Report
No. 184. Center for the Study of Eva]uat1on University of" Ca11forn1a,
Los Ange]es, 1982. : ‘ .

ZUcker. L.G. 1nst1tut1ona1 structure and organ1zat1ona1 processes: The
role of evaluation units in schools. In'Evaluation vin®school districts:
0rgan1zat1ona1;per;pect1ves (CSE Monograph #10). A. Bank &—R C. W1111ams
(eds.). Los Ange]es Ugivers1ty of Ca11forn1a 1981, - -




