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In recent years, increasing attention has been given in the

otganlzatlonal change llterature to the problem of lmplementataon of plﬁnned

- ‘s

innovations. (Gxoss et al, 1971; Charters et al, 1975; Berman and McLaughlln,

1975; Rosenblum ang,Louls, forthcomlng) 'Clearly.the adoption of rnnovatlons

is not taptamount to implementation, and in order for.planned innovations ‘
\ to achieve intended impacts"they.must'he successfulI?'implemented.‘-The

fallure of many educatlonal 1nnovat10ns can indeed be traced to thelr'non*

~ ' ! ‘-\’.-

im?lementation. (Pincus,'l974; Kritek, 1976) Much of the growlng llteraturei'

Y . .

on lmplementatlon of planned innovatjo has focussed on the'antecedents"
hi

of change (Glaser, 1971; Greenwood et al, l975) and on the organlzatlonal

charaﬂterlstlcs that facxlltate (or hlnder) the lmplementatlon of change.

.,

(Deal et alq l975 Gross et aL, l973) The process of planned change in

Y

organlzatlons is condltloned by characterlstlcs of the organlzatlonal

setting. One such’characteristiC'is the,decision—making'process and the
. r N 4

levels of inflﬁence of role'partners in theﬁorganization. {Hage-and i

L

- o

Aiken, 1970; Zaltman et al, 1973)

L
N

There is a great deal of controversy in the organizatiqnal change

¢

~literature about the importance of participation and influence of the \\\ e

v . ) T~

\ e - .

various role partners in an organization in order for change to take.place.

(Zaltman et al, 1973; Shepard, 1967; Goodlad and Klein, 1970) . In order
. N *
to explore this issue further, the objective of this paper is to examine

the relationship between influence in planning and the decision-making

process in schools, and'the implementation of planned organizational change.

)

Perspectlves on the Problem/

-

A basic tenet of Hgman Relatlons tneory deals with the need for

\
‘participation by lower level staff members in an Organlzatlon in order,to'

.. 3

”



.

0

\ il

facilitate Change.v An’ underlylng assumptlon of many organlzatlonal re-

'searcners is that if those who Wlll be affected by dec151ons are. 1nvolved in

bdec1s1onemak1ng, they,wlll be mor w;lllng to make the necessary adjuscments_ g

o » o !

to 1mplement planned change. .(Slmon, 1965; Coch and Frerch, 1948 Gaynor,
: K , .
- 1975) It is generally malntalned chat the wider part1c1patlon of dlverse
L A

*'groups Wlll lower the probablllty tnat Varlous needs Wlll be overlooked,
) ¢ .
thereby enhanc1ng implementatlon and overbomlng re51Stance to change._,(Bennis,

1966 Coughlan and Zaltman 1972; Havelock 1971) Unfortunately the questlon of pal

- . .

t1c1patlon is oiten treated not as a testable hypothesls but’ as an assump— :
{ . « N

~

.

\!4

.tlon under ylng 'successful implementatlon.- The ev1dence, however, is not

that clear-cut, and a number of authors have questloned the.aenerallzablllty
Y .
of the relatronsh;p between decentrallzatlonaofVdec;slon-maklng and the

v
4

implementation'of planned innovations.: (Arnn and Strickland,ll975; Adams
et al"‘l976;~Lische£on and Wall, 1975) Many studies of change have been
o T ) e . . © 1'->'_ v
concerned only with the initiation of change, but different structures and

o
.

processes may be required at later stages .in the.change process.' Shepard -
R ) ‘ ’ ) » " . ' ".' N ¢ :
© (1967) found that implementation requires a specific line of authority.

N,

Wilson (1966) aléo concluded that there is a need for concehtrated authorlty

' as a means of exertlng 1nfluence over organizatlon members in the 1mplementa—
. - (v} ) ' ¢
’ tlon process. Although Hage and Alken (1970) found that "program change" was
. . o
9051tlvely assoc1ated with a partlc1patory—dec&51on-mak1ng structure, it

_has’ been pointed out that the nature of the change may determine whether

a'highly centralized_or decentralized structure is more éffective. Changes

wh1ch are highly dependent on members of'the organlzatlon for lmplementatlon

and can be eas1ly altered by the1r actlons may requlre greater centralxzatlon.

than those changes which are stralghé;orward and dlfflcult to subvert. Some v

dJ
b -

'educators maintain that critical decisions atht\Elanned:organizational

\
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change must-be made bygthevagminiStration,\'(Bishop,"lQSl; Brickell, 1961; °

. . s g T . : . . .-

Heathers, 1967) - o o S fr °

L . . o U ' ’ ) T - . o
P oL The.question of partieipationfand influence is a complex one. -

[’ ' . v ’ . \‘ "’ ..

. There is a need to. elaborate the issue of artic1pation by askin "partiCi a-'
P g .P

* .
-

 tion” in what?" If democratized dec1s10n—making is assoc1ated with'impleme;}

ation, one may ask whether it is important to ensure partiCipation in - .- - e
ok : . . a .
% 2 "g for innovation, or whether it is also important to have a. : .

QgrtiCipatory,organizational structure (eng., partiCipation in on-gOing

RS
.

‘~-91'gam.zational activities) . - e T . .

" . N . . .
\ - . . . Y

R ' fhnother;important issue concernsqthe tetal distribution of influence
! : S S _ . ) . I L ' .
within the organizational system. The work of . Tannenbaum (1962) suggests

Id .
A Y

that organizations function most effectively wnen the influence of persons

who. ocqupy lower positions in thexhierarchy cf authority is increased, but
R . B - . \\" , . . .— ‘.- . LI
. .. - B o
_ - where the ‘influence of upper level personnel remains high. Thus, the
. " ) . : ' . ST . .

[ ~e

question'of whether'decentralization of influehce, or high levels of .influence

. L. " RN

and participation at all levels is important in the change.process'is a
. . "l " ” ! )

. exrucial one.

- - o A AR : o )

v

In summary, the'specific issues to _be explored in;this papex are

the following: - - . s - o :

T o ;. fl) What are the relationships between the influente of various
. ' school personnel K (Superintendents, Principals and Teachers) N

~ ‘ S . in the- ‘planning process and the: implementation of planned
? T -change? ' . _
' . . . £
v 2)  what are the relationships between the influence of various’
: school ‘personnel on on-going organizational dec1s10ns and the
o \ implementation of planned change° .
0 ) . aanT ! ' r : .
3) ’How do interactions between the levels of ‘influence of various
school personnel over planning and oh-going deCiSion—making .

) ¥ affect the implementation of planned change? ST
- »  The Setting . L T <
N "' . The data used in this analysis were collected from 45 schools located
. 5
o 9 ' O s * -
o ' 3 :

ERIC P e T T e
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. o _
- and organizational spectrum of Yural schools. . Situated in diversg parts

_ethnographers who reslded in each of the d1str1cts for three years dukring

' the'implementatlon phase.

in‘teh rural schoo? districts. The ten schoolwdistricts are participants ..
. s . tR « . - . - .

¢

" in the Experimental Schools Program funded by the National Institute of

Education._ Under the ‘auspices of NIE, these small~school districts . o ‘

(eight of whlch had!slx schools or less) undertook the plannlng and

_ melementatlon of. “comprehens1ve“ district dee change. Comprehenslveness

o
was defined by NIE as affccting five facets of the educational system:

) A ) . . .
Ve . Lo . . '

curriculum, .staff, community participation, administration and governance,

\ S

.

and the use of itime, space and facilities. While'eachfdistrict's'program’ e
was developed at the local'level,’it was required to reflect the federallyﬂ\

defined objective of comprehensiveness. . a g R S Y
N \} " . . Tt . . . o . o B . .
. The school districts themselves represent a wide geographical .

- a
-~

of the country from New England to Alaska, some ware located oq,centralized

campuses,; while others were én recently consokidated districts which -

_maintained small schools’ at considerable distances- from one'another: ‘

. o
- -

The data used -in this pager is part of a larger research effort

which is an integral part of the Experimental Schools Project. The

-~ . H Q )

Organlzatlonal Change Study has been systematlcally gathering data .on the

1}

stages of the planned change program within the d1str1cts ‘and schools, :

and on organizational characteristics'that may~affect or.be.affgcted by
. . 1 ‘ . . ¢ * %
such change programs. (Herriott and<Rosenblum, 1976-.Rosenblum amd'f

[}

Louis, forth%oming) Data Bas been collected both through surveys of -, ,

. Kd

the sbhool personnel lnvolved in the program, and through profe551onal

s » . e ¥

'*!

45

.
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Measures and their Scores - . ' _ -
f:; :. 3 . "Iﬁdependent Variables: The'independent variables in thishstudy.

. »

f attempt to measure the degree to which various members of the school

I3

'system exert influence in two kinds of actiVities: the pianning of the

change program assoCiated Wlth'the Experimental SChools prolect ‘in their

. _'f' di!*'*ct, and the on-going administrative deCiSion-making process. In

the call of 1973, at’ the end of the planning year, all profess10nal teacher=

6in the dlstrict were administered a questionnaire which covered a w1de

variety of issues regardin\.the operations of their. school and district.

.
.-

The'overall response'rate to this questionnaire waS'72%, Since the purpose

of this study was ‘to. look at the behaVior of schools as organizations rather_ _

© than indiVidual teachers,Ateacher responses within each school were avéraged

‘._" . . . ._ . ‘... —_— . . ..>- . . -" . R . . )

to obtain a school score on each of the relevant items. There are 45 schools '

o N e - P . . B * e ) N Co : : ’
in tHe study, distributed across 10.school districts.

... v ’ . ) ' - .
. /' j I) Influence in Planning: ' One item in theﬂquestionnaire_asked>the_

\ . _ o e
\teacher.to rate the influence of a variety of groups (Superintendants,

I

> L 4

Principals, Teachers) on the planning of the Experimental Sehools program
on a five point scale. Lo . S : o
' ) e e : . ’ . . _ -
, 2). Influence in Organizational Decision-Making: Another item in
\ . . ..,' ‘ . | R “ - . ¢ .
. the questionnaire asked the. teachers to rate the level of influence. (on a

~
.

scale from 0_to 3) that superjntendants, principals, and teachers had

s . . 3

over\décisionSvthat are commonly made in schcol svscéms. These decisions

. fell into three general categories: pedagogical decisions (such as selec-

. !_ — .

tion of textbooks, determinlng the "ontent of classroom curricula), routine

ot ddministrative decisions (such as determining salary levels and budgets),
. . . <" 1 . . * P
[y : . . B ’ . L2
and non-routine decisions (such as determining the need for change). : Within

N . o, " ] . ) L.

' ' o T e




: greatest,'and teachers the lowest. ° , ‘ r ’ .

"and teachers the least. >

© endrmous impact upon a relatiVely few number of,peope, Because change is

- . - . i . s .
. . ,

"_' s : . f: . R .. .. . - . \
each of these decision-making areas, ~the scores for’each school were averaged Vs
. > _ 2 b : : o *
. . T e - . ' . -
‘over the relevant items. The three subscales were then added to form a _ s ° -

» . . « o . . ) - .
summary score which could, theoretically, range from 0 to 9 reflecting
the level of influehce of each of the three parties on. deCiSion&making T

.
a . /

The -mean scores for each of these 3 role partners for thé 45 schools o

' W .v' -

on both independent variables may be s@ennin Table 1. ‘This-data indicates

] . 4, /’ : 7
.’ .

ithat the overall level of influence of each of the groups i= associated ‘ ,‘7

w1th the pos1tion of the groups in the hierarchy In general, Superintendants

e -~

'have the greatest influence over the planning process, Principals the second
. \-./ . ‘/ . o -

¢
®
¢

With)regard to the organiZational;decisio;:making’index, againﬁye -

. » \ a T

find that,levels of- influence are apparently assoc1ated Wlth position in

[

‘the hierarchy, with Superintendants .having,the greatest'oVurall influence,

“ra
N

Dependent Variabl The dependent variable, the "scope of'imple-

>

g

hS mentation", was des1gned to measure the degree to which the school had

a l, *
: L \ .
implemented comprehen ive changes by the end of the fourth year of the -
.. \“ \ ». A
proqram An important characteristic of the scope of . implementation

.. 1 oy,

score is that it takes into account the fact that innovations in org~

anizations do not all have the same characteristics.” §ome affnri large -

-

numbers of people .in relatively-small'ways, while others may nave an o -

. °- .- 6 - ) X A . P ) .
not a unidimensional variable, an attempt. was made to develop a dif- e :7

-

ferentiited.approach to two basic questions about change: - "how much"

and "how different."-_' - -

-2



Planning Influence*

‘Suﬁefintendant{
Principal ,
Teacher

Decision-Making Influence**

Superimtendant -

Principal:

. Teachex

*  1scale: 0-4)

*x (sca;c:_049)-'

'

Lo~

(N = 45 schodls)

- 3

3.71

3.06

2.41
;“ 'l

5.54
5.36
4.69

- 7 Mean .

Mean: Scores gn Enfluence in.
Planning Change and Influenhce-i

" Decision-Making for Superirtendan
Principals and Teacie

rs.

.

o

o

- SB
A()
.54

‘_;7'.,42 .

.71

.83
.92

.6Q

N
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. . ' »Data regardlng the " scope of lmplementatlon of tnange were
. i : : )

: collected through a structured questlonnalre that was ccmpleted by a

' -

_ profes510nal anthropologlst ox soc1ologlst who req ided at each s1te.

ﬂ// - DlS?rlCt and school admlnlstrators were consulted in the process of °
/ - .

o ' fllllng out the forms 1n order to ensure that the data reflected school

.

N

v

p rsonnel's judgements about the lévels of 1mpIementatlon as well *

The dlmens10ns of change that were measured 1ncluded the follow1ng-

‘& B . 0, o=

: o 1) Perva51veness, or the number of. students and staff ifvolved

. . ' " in the rlanned change. procram. A pervasiveness score for
] ) the school was obtained by taking the log of teachers and
- .. students affected by the program.

. O
) ’r - - . - . . .
- 2) Extent, or the amount of tlme that students 'and staff were . .
) o ' . involved. This was measured by taklng the log of the average
" percen% of classroom day spent on planned change activities

e _ e by teachers and students.

3) Deg;ee of leference, or the degree to which plannedkchange
‘ ' " .+ activities in the ‘areas of 'administration’ ,and governance of
' : the 'school, community participation, exchange of redources
. between . the schopl and other organizations, and the use of
time space and facilities represented real changes from AR
. : ' prev10us act1v1t1es in thesemareas. .- '
/

{

3 ;o 4) - Systemlc Change, or the degree to whlch planned change ‘ _
- o \~act1v1t1es resulted in innovative curricular and structural .
. N arrangements for education. ° } . ' ; e e

. . . c (_.P N [ ,
. - y - : : : T .. . )
. *Very few discrepancies between the ethnographer and administrators were

' reportéd, and those discrepancies were relatively minur. Wwhere a .
: discrepancy in judgements atose, the judgeméents of:-the on-site researcher -
were used after discussions about the nature of the discrepancy.” In
all’ cases dis screpancy consisted of administrators’ rating the level of
_‘change on a given qpestlon slightly higher than the on-site researcher.

_ The. dlscrepancy in almost all cases consisted of a one point separatlon
- oh a six point.scale. A more detailed dlscus51on of these measures

may be found in Rosenblum and Louls (1977) :

l . :
’ T s . e . . .
S - i Lo :
u

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Since-each‘of these dimensione was.measured’using.a different scale}‘in

order to glve them ‘equal weight in an overall ‘measure of change each was

»
y .

normed to range from 0- to 100 They were then added to produce a summary

Scope of Implementatlon 5core, whlch had a theoretlcal range o¢ 0 to 400. .
_ The average scope Score for the 45 schools in'the sample was*l76.
. . Y] . s . - ! . .
Ane1y51s angd Rresults

i o : U L
: when the cOrrelations between the scoPe 'of implementation ard the

.. B . il

. ¢ l"° v . . . ; T ;" . . ;1-"
influence Variables are’examlned it is clear that high 1evels of influence

o o “

'of the Superlntendant, both ln plannang and general deClSlon-maklng, are
strongly pOSitively related to scope.~ (see Table 2y \For Prlnclpals.

-andcTeachers; the_Correiations7are'1ow;indicating that_increasing.levels-“

il

-of influeﬁée'in planning and decision-making have 1i££1e.impact on the

implementation'gchess- s : o R

A StePWLSe regression procedure performed for each.of the types»,'

.'4 ’-—r_, P
of influencCe produCed a- somewhat unusual pattern in the data w1th regard

3

3N to the dlfferantlal influence of Prlnclpals in plannlng and in on—golng R

decisions- e standardized regression c9efflcients for Elann%ng«influence

e _ . . Y - Toe .
show again that'the'superintendent's{involvement"facilicates implementation

" ;: Ly of change. while the Teacher's roleiis negiigible. .(see Table 3) The beta .

, : . . -

‘score ‘for Principal plannlng lnfluence, however, rs moderately ‘high, but

with a negat%ye sign. In other words, when the effects of the influence
B -,” .. ‘ ] ] . , t. )( ) - ]
" df other a?tors’over planning are removed, increesing_principal ipfluence:

2 . Y

has negative implications for the successful implementation of tfte change ‘program.




, Correlation Matrix for Variablies: '
on Influence in Planning, Influence in .ecision-Making )
: : and Scope of Planned Change '
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*  Planning ) . S ;
*- Superintendant = = .- . ® .
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//I’I'incipal . ) .
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- ’ | / +
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A, Participation in Planning .

o

. _ Table 3

]

v
g

Stepwise Ragressio

A -

o

-

(R

ns of Scoper of

Implementation on Participation in ¢ -
Planning and Participation in On-Going
Administration by Various Actor Groups

(N =

. v

Variable . Multiple R Bi
Superin%éndant .33 . .11
Principals .36 .13
Teachers .37 . ¢ .13

R

Influence on Decision-Making

vatiable Multiple R ' R2.
Superintendant .41 .16
Principals .45 .20
Teachers .45 .21

v
Yo
p

45 schools)

.
Adjusted .
R2 R2 Change B
.09 .11 .39
.09 .02 -.21
. .07 .002 ¢ ‘.07
Adjusted
o R2 .. R? Change B
I5e .16 .46
160 %04 .21
.15 ’.008 - =-,0¢
’
o
y .
i ¥
! RS

2
S
£
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’

On the other hgnd, when ggperal_decision—méking ‘infiuence is'examidéd,

2

the lewel of principal influence is positively aSsociaSed with implementa-\

tion. Superintendant influence-remdins highly correlated, and teacher ‘

influence uncorrelated. . . .

The results of the regression confirm that the influence of the top

H AY
schoolladministratpr is apparently crucial in both the planning and imple-
mentation process. District .level involvemént is overwhelmingly more im-. . . &

portant in predicting implementation than involvement of lower level adminis-
. } . »

' trators or teachers. The data indibaté, additipnally,.that the Prihcipal!s
role has more impact on implementation than dgﬁﬁ’that of feaéhers, ﬁgf it
. . y
also suggests that the Principal influence p;s an ambiguoué}relatioqship'
- ‘to change. \On the one hand, Prinéipal participétion seems to impedé change‘

‘. . ) R ‘ : A"
.where involvement is in the planning phase, but faci}itates it where involve-
ment is high in general decision-makinge . (j\

_ - These results do not, hoWevgr, take into account a crucial aspect of

: | ‘ -
organ}zational functioning, In the school change process, actors at the various,
. o : .

- [ y s . . ' o
hierarchical levels :do not act independently, but either interact or react to

; behz¥iors exhibited by the other ‘actors in the system. Thus, it would be®

>
\ '

premﬁture to conclude on the basis of the simple cor;efations and beta’
| ‘

weigﬁps that the key to successful implementation of districp—wide planned o

changé is to be found solely in the presence of a strong chief administrator.
. \ o - ' o T
" Rather, we must' examine the possibility that it is the structuring of patterns

of influence within\the district that determines successful imp;ementatfbn.

In order to make a preliminary examination of the impact of interaction

.
’

5'betweép levels of influencé held by Superintendants,,Principals and Teacheis,

cross product terms for el3ch of the role partners were computed for both planning

¢

N © *
l 4 R : A pIFTS
J . ,
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and géneral'decision-making influence;,/@hese cross products were then
n . . o LE T 7 .

'énte;gdlsepaiately into regreSSiongzthat included the separate terms for

each”actor .group. The objectivé‘was to see whether the érdss,product terms

_»would produce. any increase in the multiple R over and above that contributed

‘ by the individual actors. ; .

' . o b
The results of this analysis ar€é presented in Table 4. This Table

.

‘ indicates that for influence over the planning of change, ail of the cross

.. o A . “2 " ) 2
products.increase the R by at.least 2%. The greatest incréase in the R 1is

~ N

-contributed by_tﬁe:interaction betwean Teacher and Superintendant influence
overﬂplanniné; while thé lowest contribution is made by'the interaction between
Teacher and Principal levels of influence over planning. For general

‘decision-making influence\the Superintendant-Principal and Superintendéhﬁ?

SR ' ) . .2 . L . -
Teacher cross products both increase the. R by 3%. The interaction between .
Principals and Teachers contributes only .01%, however.

The cross product terms are, by their very nature, highly

' ' 9

correlated with the main terms. Thus the fact that we find increases of several «*

' . . 2, .. : . .
percentage points in the multiple R  indicates that interaction effects between
1 . (] ‘ - . .

v
\ .

the influence‘of'varipus-role partners may contribute substantially to our

“

" understanding of the implementation process. _ The nat?re of these interactions
1
is the next issue to which we turn. S T u_'

v A . y .
The interaction between influence at various levels in the school
hierarchy was further examined by dichotomizing both types of influence (using

the medianf for eacpaadtorjéroupf Correlations between the influence of two

of the groups.and implementation were then calculated when the influence of

the third actor was high or low. While dichotomizing results in a loss of

much of the power of the. data under the assumption of linearity} the limited

Y

“'a
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Table 4 = - -

]

' Increase in Multiple R2
when Interaction Terms are
Added to the Regression Equations °

, (N = 45 schools) o s e
A. Participation in Planning g2
SR . ‘ S ’ R . with Cross ‘Increase. in
‘ _ ‘ ’ ‘ Main Terms _f{Product ’ . R2
) Suéerintepdant‘x Principal ‘ _ .13 | .21 .08
Superintendant X Teacher: .13 , . .36-. .23 ‘
o - Principal X Teacher ’ .13 S -2 S .02
All Cross Products = - " S - - - S 25 .
- . B. Influence on Decibion-Making : : ’
. Superintendant X.Principal =~ - .21 .24 - .03
Superintendant X Teacher R .21 .24 - - .04
.Printipal X Teachers : . .21 N3 R - .0QL
All Cross: Products . 21 .27 o7
] (\ N
\‘d- t
¥ s f .
t ¢
16 e
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]
. ; . <
number of cas~'s prévents an examina 2tion of the’ finer structure of the. data.
- ¢ .0 ’ ~

A further drawback of the small N is the inability to examine the levels

v
.

. ) of influence of all three actor groups simuitaneously. rDespite these limi—'
tations,_the data suggestvsome‘ih:eresting interaction patterns between‘in—b "
fluence and.i@plementation of planned change. fhevresults cf.this'anaiysis

for nlinhing influence are presented in‘Tabie 5, and those for general decisicnb.'(

v

making influence in Table 6. . ..

Looking rirst &t the data on Q;anning influence, we find that when the

P

>
v -

- . ,Superintendaht s influence of planninq is-high, both PrinCipal and Teacher

- 'planning influence are Strongly negatively assoc1ated Wlth implementation.

N

Under conditions of low: Superintendant influence, on the other hand both

< ‘. ’ ¥ . o . . "
;]/[‘ .PrinCipal and Teacher influence are positively associatnd Wlth change. In . .-
N . ) ~.;:L e . o

the case of. the Teachers, the pOSitive correlation is quite small (. 10), but /L :

B - . N
1 B . o

. for Rrincipals;it is*somewhat strcnger (.24). °
. When the effects of high and low influence in the case of Principals.
‘ 4 . ’ - Y

c
«

o and Teachers are examined, a common pattern emerges that is_quite different

. fromfthat.found in the case of Superinteédants.- In both .cases, where ﬁhe . :
influence.of the school baSed actor over.planning of change is low, the influence
of the Superintendant isjcorrelated with implementation at a hich 1éve1 (in‘
both instances over .50). .When their influence is high, however( cdrrelatiOns
between Superintendant-inﬁiuence 'and inplementaticn aré substantially reduced..h

. - .‘g The;opbosite results occur.when we look at,the elationships between

?eacher and Princibal influence; Here it appears that when the planning influence

"cfbone-is high, the influence.of'the;other‘is positively correlated with tnange,

. When influence is low, on the other -hand, the influence of the bther school-

Q . ' ’ ' 15
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. - F'Correlations Between DéciSion-Making Influence of
" aGroups and Scope of Implementaticn Under Conditions of
' High and Low Authority of Role Partners ’

"
~

. R N [~ r @&
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Qased_actor-group is negatively related to change. To summarize, the . ~,

- influence’ of Principals and Teachers appears complementary.. When the influence

of eithe;_is high,'increasing;influence on the part of the‘{tﬁer'facilitates Y

change. Between sc¢hool based actors and Supe:;ntendenfﬁjfﬁoweVer, no such -

complémentary_effect'exists.‘ We see instead a pattern that suggests that

high lnfluence overaplannlng both Wlthln the school and Wlthln the central

-

'» offlce is the condition which was 1east 11kely to, produce lmplementatlon. <

lJ// u' fhe results presented-ln “Table 6 Lndicate that a soméwhat dlfferent

o
. B X BTN ) e SRR

pattern of lnteractlon effects ex1sts in the cage of lnfluence over general

-

-
. r - ¢ '
.. ' decision-making. No matter which pair is examined, we find that-when”one
actor'group'e decision-making influence is high, the influence ofnhis/her
. .

role partners is 1ess h;ghly correlated wlth lmplementitlon than when the .

+ [

oo actor s lnfluence lS low. Wlthln thlS genéral flndlng, we: can 1ocate ,{

more. Subtle dxstractlons, however. - ' T : SR .

3 : ' : : “. . : .
when the decisibn:@aking influence of either administrator is high;
®the influence.of TeaéheréfES'etrongly negztively correlated‘with implementatégna
When the influence' of either administrator .is low, on, the other hand, the:e'isw; .

N . 3 - A

a‘modest positive correlation between Teacher influence and implementation. .
on -

v

o
. L d °
.

In both cases, the difference between_the correlations of Teache;_influencef

- 7

. and implementation under conditions of high-and low edministrétors upon-one - -

. another; on the other hand, and the effects of Teachers n admihistrators, < .

.

is considerably less.. '
" Taken as a wholég, the,ﬁindings suggest a number oL conclusions that

,i, . contradict prevailing assumptions about the importénce off participatien and

° ) ’ “-. ) . . . . l
influence at various hierarchical levels on the implementation of planned change.

. o
3
"

: . ) 2t
. . . A
. \ - . ’ \ z O ' ’ ' . %
* : ' !
O h : SN ’ 18
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o ‘The data' suggest quite strqngly that,tne successful implementation of a

v -

district-Wide/change program is most effectively facilitated by the presence o —
\\ Pl “ N

of a chief administrator who dominates both the planning process and the
. Y -
. . S
admipistrative deciSion-making in the school system. Despite the fact

A

.that actual 1mplementation was carried out on the school and classroom

“level high levels of participation of TeadﬂErs in’ planning change, and high .

’.

: influence of Teachers and Principals fin the general deciSion-making process
A . &y ) .  I——
V.. in the school and district are not alwal associated with higher levels of
'.7.".\_. B l . V_- . . . ‘8

actual implementation.- AN "

- THis result lS not sufpriSing in iight of both empi{ical fipdings

~ ~ 1

and change theories that stress the need for strong organizational support

Ly for. systematic change efforts (Deal Meyer and Scott, l975,.Zaltman et al, l973)

More surpris1ngrﬂhoWever, is the lact that w1thin these.school districts

there seems toxfé?ga zero-sum,relationships between the influence of wvarious ¢

- s

parties and'change.~ Change'literature that emphasizes the importance of

. « partidipation operates under the assumption that change will be most likely ?
to ore when the total lnfhuence in the&. organization is raised by increas1ng

influence at lower levels in.the hierarchy, while maintaining leadersﬁip

- 5 >

.

 tin the' ‘central office. Our data suggest, on the contrary, that where the

o .8 . ) . . . B : 3
“influence of two actor groups in the_school system is‘highl the level of &
\ ‘ S : ' .

change is likely;to.bé less than-when only one group's influencejis high. Table

/ 7, for exaﬁp}e, presents the relationship between Teachéer andJSuperintendent plan-
ning influence'anﬁ-scope-of implementation, where each of the variables is dichor

- tomized. Here we see that when both Superintendant and Teachers“both_have

high influence, 38% of the schocls had high implementatio%:scores.-'when BURERE
| only one of the groups was high, however, 60% of the schoqls fell above the'

~

i
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\i rcentage of Schools Falling Above the Median

. Scope of Implementation Score under Conditions of
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' median"implementation scoré.$ These flndrngs suggest that there may be a

L]

. T - ) : i <}
P has major 1mp1mé%tlons for the process-of &nltlatlng and lmplementlng

. : i . -

.planned change on a dlstrlct-wlde level._ \ C

competltlve tenSLon between the h1erarch1¥a1 levels within SChOO;S whlch

’ N N )

’

" While the Zero sum relatlonshlp bet&een Teacher and Superlntendant
\
‘lnf&uence exists both for,the plannlng of. change and for general.dec151on~
_— ‘ ) '
‘ maklng lnfluence, the role of thé Pr1nc1phl in the change process appears

Re . ? 4 a

v \ R T .
/_,amb;guous. In the case, of plannlng lnfluence,\the Pr1nc1pals and Teachers - /(/~
'.’.’~ .’ : . N - \ - - .
. partic;pﬁﬁﬁon lnteracts in'a reinforcing way.;;mctual 1eveLs of teacher and'
RV s, ’ ) — ‘ & v R )
Principal‘nlanning influence are, h1gh1y assoc1ated-( .63). -In addition,

a, .
.-

we flnd chat where both have hlgh lnfluence on,plannlng,‘lmplementatlon

»

R

. - is more llkely ‘to occur_ than where onl y one 1s.h1gh .In(jhe case;offplanningn
AN lnﬁluence, therefbre,_it appears'that_the'zero-sﬁm\phenomenon ;;ﬁ;estr;cted ,

. ) .o ? C ‘ o - : s
I to the refationship.between schoolfbased personnelfang the chief administrator: '
- '. " . ' On the other ‘hand, when we examlne general dec151on-mak1ng lnfluencef_

’

we do not flnd a complementarlty between Teachers and' Prlncipals. Here it .

appears that hlgh general admlni,trative inﬁlaence on the part of the Principal fg[
;ie assoc{ated with a negative'correlation between Teacnef_décision-nakingf
.influence_and implementation. High %eacher influencebhas.the‘eame'dambening

+ . impact on: the positive association between Principal infinence_and change.

fhe inp;ications of this finding are that the Prrncipai‘e‘ro;e is_qpite

different in'the planning process and in the-géneral administrative management

. . . -
. - . v

of.fhe.schools. In the oianning process the Principai functioned as alséhoolf

based person. However, in the on-going administrative and-decision-making '

e -

v ' - L . ) N ' Ve 2. g
. process, the Principal's role seems more ambiguous.
Rt : . ’ T
An additional aspectj of the Principal role is puzzling in light

|
i
\ ‘ 17
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of the f1nd1ngs of other studles. Organlzatlonal autonomy, whlch is to . . o

' .
] : —~—

a 1arge extent dependent\on the .exercise of 1eadersh1p and 1nfluence from Lo

prlnclpals,.and prlnc1pal 1nf1uence have been found in other studles to be

: -
vassociated with adoption of.innovations. (Deal et al, 1975) In thlSr

’
« a .

e

" study, however, the influence of the Brincipal is quitellimited. Even ’
. N . ” _ PP .

" under the conditions which appear to most facilitate a relationship between
! ~ Principal influence and implementation, the correlations are-modest, and
much lower than those between Superinténdent influence and {@plementation.

. Y
-~ . . »
‘. L}

Dlscusslon y/' . - : : T ’ > .
. o g - . A B 7
. A number .of factors wnay help to 111um1nate the results presented above.A

~
' -
4

In, partlcular, some suggestlons aboum the rolgs of Teachers and Prlnclpals
_ =~ -in the.planning and 1mp1ementlnz‘of change and- the structure of schools as

organizations bear upon the ques’:ion of participation and the process of
o e ‘ - Sy “-
innovation in schocls.

©

Teacher'Autonomy: .One question(raised'by our data is whj the apparent

lack of lmpact of*Teacher 1nflutnce° Increases in Teacher influence seem to

' . - .-

A .
be focused on fhe arena of 1ncreased prcfessional autonomy in the classroom.

!

' Within our sample, for example,_Teacher influence in ongoing organizational decisiens
/ ' is positively correlated with Teacher's assessments of the_degree to which they

‘are’ able to nction autonomously in the classroom (.38).* 'Because classroom

>autonomy is a jealously guarded right of hlghly professzonallzed teachlng

staffs, schools with more pOWerful teachers may tend to res1st 1nnovatlons

that emerge from the Superlntendant s offlce, as opposed to belng generated

w1th1n their own work. .t Classroom autonomy, 1ike teacher 1nfluence, is negatlvely

o

o

I *Classroom aytonomy was. measured by presentlng Teacher respondants with a list

of” declslon§ related to classroom functioning. Teachers were. asked to indicate
which of these decisions they could make without consulting a superior. Autonomy
was computed by counting the numbBer ®f dec1s1ons rated by the teacher as always
belng made w1thoat consulFatlon.

o . C ‘2‘4'.. A o
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. related t?_bhange (~.30). This may be particularly true for innovations
fthat’attempt to standardize teaching procedures or curricula ac;oss‘class; e

. . - . .

SR roors, thus reducind.the range’of>“§rofessidna1*judgement" available to
B . R . ' : ‘ N X . ] - .

the Teacher; 'ResiStance-to district-wide chandes by influential . teachers

is not necessarlly inconsistent w1th .previous flndlngs that staff profes-

51onallsm ls asqoclatedl/\lh 1nnovatlons ln Schools qu important: lssue“

- l»'» T ' . e

is the origin Of_the innovationst _ ' - B ' L

. Oﬂe offthe frequentkérekpressedfgoalS'of participatidén in planning is
v . el/ - - ’ ’ ‘ v

to reduce rQslstaﬂQe at lower levels to the chapge. It is important to note, |

¥ e

¢

.hoqever,-tgat within'® O%E sample, Teacher and Supexintendant'influence over

.
.

,plaéning_are.negatlve¥§ﬁ%orrelated. Thus, aS_ﬁeaeher iﬁput ihto the planning

¢
.

precess ﬂncreases, Hé critical Suoerlntendant rola. becomes dlluted, and

.
.

the Qverall lmpact of Teacher part;clpatlon may be<washed out.

. .
LREEY .

. : -The strucfure Of Role Relationshégs in SChOOlS! Schools-within

-

’

school d15tr1cts are typlcallj structured as segmented rather than cdopera-_

tlve, orgﬁnlc systems (De i et d_, 1975; Bldell, '1965) . In the segmented

H
ly

'p;pfessioﬂal QrgaﬂLZatlen; each professional Yroup has their_own,sphere'of

A , Biinn S

influencer and the actiyities of..one may'haVQ‘liEtle or limited impacts on

the activities of anothler. Increases in teaCher autOnomy in a traditionally

e

N structured school, for example. do'not-neceﬁsarily increase the influence
B N - - l\ ' -~

of Teachers s a group ‘upon the act1v1t1es of the school, but only the

influence Whjich each cxerCLzef in his or her protected domain, Under these

conditions. jrdcre2sing iniluence within the Segnﬁnted units shquld not logically

lead to mOTy coricerted joint effort at achie¥ing a cOoperative goal,.since the

n

professionals are notyaccustomed to working Wnhder conditions where ‘the development
, . ; - . : : [ o
. .

- of common Sojutions to’ common problems is valued. Theszero-sum interaction of

. . ’t
» 3 N ) - .

)

N

Lo
1
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. . influence found -in our data substantiate the notion that schools are segmentgd 2

'
. 59 .
s - . .8

Dot onlyfphysigally, but also in terms of decision-making.

.

4 .

“13‘1_‘”ﬁ ' . The se?mentatlon of schools has additional 1mp1’catlons Eor the ole of

. ] the'Prlnclpal in facllltatlmg change. Where profeSSLonal autqnomy is hiyj h
. J
' the Prlnclpals may be less involved ln general pedagoglcal decisions, - Thus,

b K

°

the roles of Teacher and Prlnclpal als: become Segmented with. the Teather

e
\ -

attendlng to the education of students, whlle the Prlnclpal becomes more C

2 ]

involved wii Mznagement issues other than those affecting classroom activities.

.~

A : -mhe *normal " conditions of sagmentatlon of roles may be temporarlly altered

'Where the plannlng of a centralized change program 1s at stake.. Because this e

Q

' _sls an unusual eVent,‘Drlncrpals and Teachers may more easily form a uooperatlve

[ .

. unlt in attemptlng to lncorporate spec1f .Q school needs and pfoblems into a

L change program. ‘If, as was generally theé case in the Rural Experlmental Schools

.- N

phase, cooperation, between prlnc1pals and teachers is a temporary phenomonon.

R The more typlcal patterns of segmentatlon w;ll return durlng the implementation

.. ,f

® Phase unless - substantlal effort is made to develop cooperatlve and on-going of
e Joznt efforts fOr the later phaSes of the change program In the Experlmental

- Es program, ‘for example. school w1de or dlstrlct W1de tralnlng programs to vt

facilitate chahge were generally 11mited to ‘the ;hitial'implementatiom phases,
an ;ndicatiomjthat participatory*plamningtprocesses Were not followed up by N

-

Participatory management of the implemehtdtion effort.

Proqram, such‘QOoperatLVe plannlng efforts are limited to an initial-planning oo

‘ : PrlnClE Leadersh_p _The segmentatidn of schools’provides only. -a

.llmlted eprdnatlon for the apparen‘ lack of 1mpact of Prlnc1pa1 lnfluence.llf

.Princlpa;s occuby a posltlonrln the hierarchy of_thc schoolelstrlct which may

be charaoterized.p; stress in a'period of,district:miae'pLanmed chamge. Om the.
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on2 hand, their professicnal staffs expect them to represent and protect

.~ professional interests, in the classroom, and to moderate what may be thought
‘ﬂ - of as unreasonable incursions upon professional authority. - The Superintendants, ™

2

on the“other hand, may eXpect Principals to act as an administrative repre-

sentative in ensuring the implementation of, the change as manaated by the, =~ %
central office. However, ‘the - impact of the Principal as a powerless functionary

caughtibetween_opposing forces contradicts the datal which suggest.that Princi-

pals do have relatively high levels of general administrative'influence'withink

the school System.

v . . S .

One explanation for the apparently slight relationship between princi—

-

- . pal influence and the outcomes of tha change programs may be found if the
-.dependent measure of implementatidn is examined in greater detail. It will
be recalled that the scope of ciange nas composed éf four lnleldual sub-

\ L measures, two of which reflected the "quantity"_of change in terms of time and

number of‘participantsg and two that reflected the "qﬁality" of change in terms

of the comprehensive reorganization of the strugture and curriculum content cf
. v p . ) ) . . ? 3 : T ’ . . . [ L. .
,the school., Table 8 presents .the -results of a regression-of the "quality" and

"quantity" of change oa the decision»makingfinfluencé of the thraé actor groupss
This Table indicates that while Principals-have a negligible impact upon the A

quantity" of change, their impact upcn "quality" is quite high., The beta_ ,

coefficient for Principal deciSion-making'influence and quality is, for example,

- -

o . . B X /
.33. It is equally important to note that the findings with regard to the

influence of Superintendents and.Teachers_are similar\for“these two different

I .

" dimensions of change. That is, Superintendent influerce has a strong positive
\ .relationship, and Teacher influence a negligible one,.

The quantity measure raflects indicators of changz that are both highly

>

visible and easily mandated by a superintendent. 'Quantity can be achieved in the

i

o. | s o |

PAruitext providea oy enic [
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! \a
fa&le 8 S \55 :
‘ :,l ) L \ A’/’{{’A\‘L//\-/ | )
° | Stepwise Ragressions of "Quality" of
i Change and "Quantity" of Change on . - .
: h Autfori;y Variables "
Multiple Adjusted RZ _ Simple - .
- R % % Change - 8 _R
A. Quality of Change : . g ~ s
'Superintendant ‘ ; ‘ . L :
* Decision-=Making .35 .12 .10 12 .43 .35
~Influence ' o : g
. Principal ) o - . . B
Decision-Making ° .46 .22 hr -, 18 .09 .33 .21
Influence , '
" Teacher : * ) ; 5 o
'Decision-Making .48 .23 ) .17 .01 =#12 - .04
.. Influence ‘ "
B. OQuantity of Change ' . -
Superintendant - ,
Decision-Making .32 .10 .08 .10 .33 ~32
Infiuence ™ p _
‘Principal ’ ' ’
Decision-Making .32 .10 .06 .001 -.04 . =.02
: Influence ' ) . v '
- Teacher g\ T ‘ " N .
.. Decision-#aking .32 N .10 g .04¢ .001 .04 -.04
Influence. - ' ' f“f7 .
e N
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O

absence of leadershlp and commltment to innov..tion, for many people can be in-

-

k)

volved for substantlal perlods of tlme, .but the content of“activities can be

essentlally the same as those that exlsted prev104 ly. Ensurlng that the -

o
)

change actually represents a dlfference in the—structurlng, content and v

management of the school however, represents a moxe subtle and endurlng

[N

aspect of 1nnovatlon, for it is a reflect;on of the fact that
does nct merely represent the,"new" but also the differant ‘ The data

°

suggest that achlev1ng real changes in the operatlons of the school requlres

school- based leadersh;p from the Pr1nc1pal in addltlon to that prov1ded by ‘

. e

the chlen,dlstrlct admxnistrator.v The fact that the beta coefflclents are'

;

high for both Prlnclpals andeuperlntendean 1nd1cates that an

’ .
.

1ntegrated~adm1n1strative structure to supportﬂchanges is-verf likely a -

pre-requisite of effective systematic change programs.

B

Some additional consideratiens: ' It is ‘important to point out -that the

-

data presented‘in'this paper are, at this point, limited in their generaliza-.

bility. .First; the sample of schools inVolved in the _program are located within . -

w

" rural dlStrlCtS, and may therefore be characterlzed by authorlty structures

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a,

that are not characterlstlc of schools as a whole. Other analyses have

1nd1cated that even within thlS sample the level of Superlntendant lnfluence

within a dlstrlctrls, to some degree, correlated with characterlstlcs that are

Y

assoc1ated with rurallty, such as the number®of schools within the d1str1ct,

- . ) ) ,,A~

and the level of complexity c7 the schools. (Rosenblum and Lou1s, forthcomlng)

\
.
1=

As schools systems Jbecome more complex and larger the Superintendent's ability

to d1rectly lnfluence what occurs w1th1n a ' given school is llRely to diminish, -

and the relative s1gn1f1cance of school basec actors to increase. On the'other

hand, if the patterns revealed in this data are at all representative of what .

. . . E

,‘might,occur in other school systems, we wonld predict that the implementation of

27
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districtywide(change in'a more complex and heterogenecus school system would be @
' . T . ) . . ) -‘ ".. = T . : T .o ' . .
even more difficult, since such districts'areveven more likely to be characterized
. SN LY - L . o - _' ) . ) e ’ . C
by segmentation‘between the district office and schools. T

LY

Second, it must be emphaSized that these results are not generalizeable

R

< to chan*e programs that are generated Wlthln schools, us1ng participatory

1
©oen

& . .
planning and management. We are dealing here withra program-that was not N
. » . / ’

c ly initiated from the district office, but which was also required to be

» .
respo sive to standards and-conditions that emerged from an even more. distant

source--the federal govertynent. In fact, othér data suggest that the role of

R4

its attempts‘to.mold the change programs within the

14 . .
the federal government i
. 9
-, partiCipating drgtricts may ﬁavé‘augmented the role of the Superintendant, since -

-

Y

the program negotiations were made ﬂhrouch the district office. (Corwmn forthcoming)

- o
’ - . . .

~ Figally, it is important to reiterate that it is the segmental nature
. - . N - B o

:of ehe"educational system, and the authority'structure'within the school*system

e ! . . -

v ——

T—

that .is ‘most likely the_crucial factorain explaining the outcomes'of this
. ) T ’

analYSis. Until the educational system initiates structural changes that increase

©

the levels of copperation, integration and participation in ‘the on-going func-
. L
tioning of education, the implementation of- comprehenSive system—w1de changes

R L

may begfeasible only in a small‘number of districts with unique characteristics.
Few would be satisfied'with"the simple recommendation: that to facilitatexchange
5 it/isvnecessary to reduce the teacher role to'a non-professional and subordinate
status._ If a sYstem—wide innqwativerprogramjis desired, it will be necessary
o : - , . . ! N

to first build a tradition of cooperatife activity within schools and 'within

- the district as a whole which can serve to reduce the segmental nature of

: - S : ‘ -
the authority structure while not undermining the professional and leadership -
. . IS . . . - . ) .. ’ . ft"

contributions available from professionals at all levels within_the system:

.‘v. | pl .Z - 30 . )
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