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LEADER SUCCESSION: A MODEL ;NQ\ZEVIEWVFOR SCHOOL SETTINGS .

. .o - @
o Cecil Misk ‘i and Dorothy Cosgrove, University of Utah

.
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.o In recent years® a high level of interest h.s been expressed by scholars .
and practitioners about the effects that sghool administrators, especially .
. . . C ‘ )
principals, have on educational programs. A number of current writers

speculate that principals and syperintendénts play critical roles in

v

determining-the levels a1 quality'of school procesces and outcomes, eﬁg.,
Sergiovanni (1981), Clark; Lotto, and McCarthy (1980), Blumberg and Greeufield
({/;O), Edmonds (1979), Lipham (1981), and Hallinger and Murphy (1982)

While it seems reasonable to believg that administrators ‘make a
: difference, none of the investigations in the review»by Shoemaker and Fraser

. pas
< B '

(1981, P- 178) of effective schooling research set out explicitly’ to study, the. -
‘ro]e of principals, but most of the writers concluded principals were clearlj

e

important in determining the effectiveness of schools. 1In fact,.studies cited

for principal effects, e. g., Wellisch, MacQueem, Carriere, and Duck (1978),
ihave focused for the most part on the effects of compensatory educational

«

' 5\
programs or other interventions rather than on the effects of principals or -}

v

) . : \ . _
~ other administrators. Moreover, the schogl effects studies typically report .

. -
v

some kind of association--modest.correlation coefficients or phenomenological

impressions--between Some characteristic or' behavior set of principal® and’

- N o . i

Sstudent achievement, or other positive school outcomes.

Recent observational studies of principal behavior, e.g., Kmetz and.

Willower (1982), Martin and Willower -(1981), and Morris, Crowson, Hﬁryitz, T~

’ Porter-Gehrie (1981); superintendent behavior, e.g.» Pitner and Ogawa (1981)
‘ . Sy ' oo
and fuignan (1980); and other administrator behgvior, e.g., Sproull (1981);

cast some doubt on the seemingly accepted generalization that administrators

exert direct effects on curriculum_and instruction in their schools. These

v Ld
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~studies indicatevthat the roles of'adminisgfators are characterized by

variety, brevity, and fragmeptation with little direct involvement in tue

» -

. instructional process. In other words, the behavior éxhibited by .

administrators dogs not-provide obvious support for the common notion that

princiﬁéls or oﬁher administéatons effect student learning through strong

instructional leadership. , . . ~ o i ’

" As a generic 6rgahizationa@ phénomenon, changing of administrative
\ "” ) '
incumbents produces naturally occurring instabiiities which allow
v \ : A\
administrator effects to be assessed with powerful longicudinal designs. In -
. . . . 2 ’ -

schqols; the replacement df principals or superintendents is a disruptive
. event because it Ehanges the -1ines of commgﬁication, realigns relationstips of
powéf, impacts decision;mgkingf’and'generally_disﬂhrbs the equilibrium of

n
-

‘nornal activities. bonvéntienal wisdom holds that changihg administrators

.JwiIl'1mp;ave¥schoolfpgrformance.{,In gontrast, Brown (1982, p. 1) argues that
(Y "y '.k - N v - . : ? ‘ .
becauge of its disruptive effects,’ succession will have either no cgusal

’ 1mpgcﬁ or negative impact on organizétional effectiveness. Even 1if limited

effects are found,‘succession of leaders provides a naturally occurring sgtrof

-

. E i . .
events that should produce relatively large variations in crganizatiomal

components and provide excellent opportunities for researchers to assess

-

administrator effects on gchool performance. Therefore, the purpose of this

- [

paper is threefold: (a) to construct a model that épecifies a number of major

- 4

school'process an¢ -)utcome variables.assbciated with‘administrator.%uccession,

(b) to review the succession _literature for each comPonént, and (c)'to suggest

a variety of research strategies to examine administrator succession and

\
“

effects of leaders on school processes and outcomes.
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Administrator succession is the process of replacing key officials in

organizations (Grusky, 1961, p. 261). Changing leaders. can represent a

psychdlogical impact of a2 new.personal style, a new definition of the -

situation, a new communication network with the ehvironment, or a jolt’to the

’

. ystem which opens its members' minds (Child and Kieser, 1981). In other . .

words, when members are recruited, particularly prineipals, teachers and other

professional personnel, new bodies of knowledge, skills, and behaviors are

imported which cften serve -as sources of new ideas in schools (Baty, Evan, & ’

Rothérmel, 197(, p. 430).

[y

-Early 1nvest1ga€ions of managerial suqcessioﬁ focused primarily.on the

-~ ~

. . - .
rate of succession,, length of tenure, and associated organizational factors

-

(Pfeffer and’Leblebici, 1973). For example, Grusky.  (1961) and Kriesberg

(1962) found succession in top executive positions was mere freque‘t in large, .

bureaucratic organizations, but Gorden and Becker (1964) disputed their .

findings. More recent studies have tended to focus on succession and-.

subsequent changes 1n'organ§zafiona1 factors. A thread that runs through'the ,

history of the research, i.e., Grusky (1966, p. 107), Birnbaum (1971, p. 133) “

- . —

and Brown (1982, p. 1), is that administrative suecession 1eads-fo instability "5'

and conflict which, in turn, should influence organizational processes and
performance. o , ‘
. . \

A Model for Leader Succession : T e

As a guide to research, Gordon and Rosen (1981, pp. 240-253) proposed a
. \ )

-

succession model tfat is based on prearrival and postarrival factors. An

‘

elaborated and modified version of their work fo{lschool settings 1s presented

in Table 1. For analytic purposes the factoré‘are divided into a set of

-

events that occur before the arrival and entrance of the successor.into the

< . M ]

™~
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situation, and a second set of events that occu; once the new leader has taken
. ' ‘ . ) . : . .
cffiFe and begins to act. .A third set of factors are listed in Table 1 as-_/.

indﬁcators of succession effects. The indicators of succession effects o

] I N o e S

essentially represent‘changes in tEE prearrival 3nd arrival factors whiclt can’

t
i

-feasonably be expected to vary as the result of changing administrators.

CQnsiderable bodies of literature surround\each of the iactors and subfactors
given in Table ‘1, and those most closely related to scnools will e discussed

in the fol&cwing sections of the paper.

-

o

|
fable 1
A Model for Leader Sugccessdon - -
. . ' ‘
/ ( ! ’ ‘
/ . J -
/ : .
! Prearrival Factors . Arrival Factdrs t Succession Effects
| - Reason for Succession’ Demography o Changes. in
/ . . i ‘
i .
/ ' ) School Structures Reputations
Selection Process ’ and Processes ~

d R ' ‘ ‘Orientstions
: . Educational Programs : \
Reputations of Leaders ' - ' . : ‘ Arrival Factors

/ o . Successor Actions

Orientations of Leaders Community

-

- o . School Effectiveness

. ) Prearrival Factors t

A

Reaspns for Succession

\

Death, retifement,'termination, and «relocation. A number of reasons -

-

.

..gccount for changing administrators. Among the~reasens are death, retirement)

. forced removal through demotion or fifing, voluntary resignation, promotion,

transfer, or advancement. According to Grusky (1960), the reasons for

’
3 R . em——— e . s e e




succession can be environmentally controlled, as in deathf illness, o:u . ,/)
moVement to a more advantageous poéition; o~ successiop can Be directly

& controlled by éhe organization, as in promotion, demot}dﬁ, or dismiésal. The
successor. confronts different consequences depending on the reason fcr ghe

vacdancy. For example, death prevénts the transfer of accumulated knowledge of -
the preéecessdr to the new 1‘ader ard immediately destroys the i;fluenc;,bff"’_
the predecessor. Consequently{ discontinuity existsvinto ;hg organiéationA
with rapid and extreme poliéy changes often occurriﬁg. In contrast, if the ~
predéc;séor ¥emains on the scene, a stabilizing influeﬁée on the succesor's -
orie;tatipn toward change 1ike1y(occurs. In the case of a predecessor

advancing to a superior position, the outside recognition of his or her skills
is an'indicatoerf successful policies. The successor may feel a reluctance

to injtiate immediate changes and, because of the apparent inheritance qf a

well run organizati;n, may not.receive due’ credit fo; improvements’he or she

T

does implement. ’
Consistent early longevity in an organizatién indicates involuntary
succession-or'firing (James and Soref, 1981). fLonggvity is the age of an
administrator’a; gﬁe time of succession and is errly to late relative to
normal retiremeﬁt age. The 1ikelihood of involuntary succeésion is inve‘r"sely_'°
related 'to some assessment.of perforﬁance. Al;en,lPanian, and Lotzt(1979)
~cite séverai ®xamples of successio; being prompted by.poor yerforménce.
In team sports, a change in manageré is often irecibftétéd by the
deterioraeibn of performéncéfby the feam, Since these slumps are usually
temﬁordry, the team appears to improve becapse of';he new managér, ,Gamséq and
;cofch;(1964) claim that the replaced ménager is "sgapegoatedh because

succession. has no long-term effect on performance. Instead, . the regression’

effect explains the apparent _impr)remgnt 'in team performance,

N 9




Using a dynamic process called status degradation, Gephart (1978)

_explained how involuntary succession of leaders can produce administrative

compliance. * In status degradation, a group such as a school'board, discusses
the behavior of a per%oh who is seenkas breaching1compiiance demands

associated with the rules of the organizatixn. Dissatisffed members of the
- ‘ A

T e

group.state that.compliancé_with rules is'necessary to continue the existence
or functioning of the groupf The leader's resistance to compliance with
important group conventions results in attempts to formalize solutions co the
" ) o v
compliance problem. A dééision follows to remove the deviant member from

office. The new successor, being aware of the\process that resulted in the:

-

removal of the predecessor, tends to . be explicigly consistent with_rules for

which the degraded leader was sanctioned.

1 ) a

Selection Process » 'y

Participants. A variety of actors participate in the gelection process.

In some crganizations, incumbents select their successors who are then
- . // -

s/ ) "
approved by a governing board. 'In other situations, the predecessor may have

‘limited infliuence axd not accively participaﬁe if the selection brocess,

,
/

<

although recommendations and suggestions may he given. In other settings, the;

sibordinates may propose a candidate who 1s then either legitimiqed é\\::t by

higher officials. Superordinates may recommend choices which are'evaluated
. e

\
and compared by the subordinates and then sent back to the higher %fficials

a

for a final decision. The ‘nature of the .clection progcess haafimpo%tant

implications for the effectiveness of the organization (Gordon and Rfsen,
. . . .
Ja98n. . | o \

-

In schools, candidates for principalships usually begin as teachers ‘who

come to the attention of their-principals by volunteering,for committees,
N . ' AN . ) -
handling discipline problems, and spending extra time at school. The

«

:

-
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principal then tecomes a mentor, encouraging the teacher to pursue

uadministrative certification and providing opportunities to become more i

visible atf_/?zdistrict level. uaving attained a brdad reputation, the

—_—

teacher of //Eegomes a vice principal or curriculum coordinator. Then as

urincipalships become Open the candidate ‘can apply, and 1f patient'enaugh,

"

will obtgin an appointment in time (Baltzell and Dentley, 1983).

In seven gut of ten districts4studied,'the'selection participants were
the superintendent, senior administrators (including deputy superintendents,
: - L . . : ‘

personnel directors and lbng-term principals), and school board members
(Baltzell and Dentler, 1983). . The suparintendents rlay a primary role in

choosing future principals as a means éﬁ managing large systems that depend on

. principals to carry out decisions and plans. The senior .adminis tors are

chosen to pasticipate because their Judgments are valued by the superintendenf
to be as'Keen as/hlgior her own. School boards)genérally do not choose - '
principals directly because they are primarilyloccupied with th \Eritical
roles of setting gplicies and defining community expectations.

Based on experimental studies with college students, Gordon and Rosen

(1981) reported that elected leaders have more influence than appointed ones.
P /} : »

-While an election procedure of subordinates is not used in a school settings,

a

»

teachers could be allowed to have input into the selection'of‘g new'principal

_hf‘helping.to determine sélection criteria, participating in interviews,
. v il

meeting the candidates or influencing.final decisions.
Assessment centers’or outside agencies may, be used in the recruitment of
potential candidates.- Their purpose is to provide rigor, structurs, and

-standardization to *evaluation procedures “designed to look at candidates'
-7
performance on operationally defined skills (Baltzell and Dentler, 1983) The

R .

2
value of an advertised position increases when difficulé entrance requirements

. ; . L N ve # S .1 = vt TR PR Py



, X -
.are used. The group or organizatién appears'to be more attractive and may

. B . _
‘create additional work motivation among prospettive leaders who succeed in
ot a . .

- . . ‘- / : ’
passing the tests and among future subordinates ngfére aware of the stringent

requirements.

’

: ; ' L . .
To predict the future actions of leaders, the sponsors who facilitated
. Q . R . .

the selection of that individual must be considered. Newly designated leaders

K4

do not function. totally independently of their bqnefaétors (Gdrdqn and Rosen,
‘ ’ ) . -

\ £

1981). Successors are often chosen for their 1evé1 of'independenée and astute
leaders quickly learn how those around them expect them to function. The

sponsor may continue to influence policies and budgéts or gilve direction to

) - v
the future course of the organization.

Source, “When current members of the hiring organizatidn are promoted,

x

. ° . "]
they are gaid to be insiders. When successors are selected from an gntirely
. ' : N K :
‘¢ separatk organizationf they are outsiders. - . \
- s L o ' ' ' -
Under certain circumstances, Birnbaum (1971) suggests that an insider can

)

be the better choice of a successor than an outsider. One example would be a

situation in which there exists a tremendous 1ntraorganizaﬁional confl}ct'that

- only an candidate from within could fully undergtaﬁh.and\have the ability with

' IS

which to cbpe. Oufsiders joining the organization at difficult times may
~ .

unintgntionally "step on toes" or be unable to discern the sourc? of the

Y

problems because théy lack dppropriate historical perspectives.

Colleges and universities use a éelection.process‘ﬁhich‘15 intended to

_reducé conflict within the organization and to maximize organizational
stability (Bi?nbaum, 1971). In selecting a new président, vertical prowotions
.y . \ .

*

~

are avoided in an attempt to'preventqﬁnproductive dompetition between

N

.subunits. ﬁnstead, candidates tend to be selectqd from éimilar institutions

. whose characteristics would result in comparable socializing eiperiences for

e Sy




potential leaders and thus facilitate the smooth assimiliation of the new

leader into the organizatiom. |
Baty, Evan, and Rothermel (19l1) examined the types of 1ndividuals who

. , [ . '.\
are recruiqed vhen an organization decides to search for an'outsiderf

-

/ ' . ’ ..
Recruiting new members can provide a healthy importation of new knowledge .and
- -. / .

skills and become the catalyst for innovation within the organigation. This -
structural éomplementarity can be a useful function of recruvitment. They were

surprised to find, however, that colleges of business in universities tended

[ S | \

to recruit faculty from graduate programs that were similar to themselves in

philosophy of curriculum, structure, and size of;student body.’ Hiring from

b -

similar organizations leads to a homogeneity that may represent a significant
a . N
failing for many'institutions;

4 r?lated concept, that,of inbreeding, also lends itself to the
encouragement of traditionalism, reluctance to explore new methodologies or
theories, and a weakening of a school's ability to'attracttstudentsJ It 1is

, positively correlated with.the degree of top—heaviness-in the faculty
. structure and with curricula that emghasiae-specialiced techniques gBaty,” =

Evan, and Rothermel, 1971).

2

All educational instithtions have- a network of relationships that ‘provide’

both scholardy and friendly connections with other, usually similar schools in

t

the academic community (Baty, Evan, and Rothermel 1971). ,Not'only does this

Y . ’ " L.

establish a channel for_the-flow of knowledge, but also becomes a source of

> < information about potential-faculty members. The recommendation of a trusted

4 t

and valued colleague is much more meaningful than a letter written by an

~
i

unknown sourcel Recruitment from within the network of relationships is often

- o~
.

perceived as a compliment to both the receiving and the sending institutions,.

the former because it has been}successful in attracting away a skilled and

- B .

~ ) [ L4 '

e N
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v

knowledgeable ptofej;{;nal and the latter because it has prbvlded the w’

w

necessary training and experience to have enhanced the career of its member. .-

- When an organization trains‘several people to fill future vacancies in
. -

N A

the organization as they become available, a surplus often results. A Eurplus

fraquently'results in dissatisfied employees who believe that they should have -

béen selected for a vacated position. The qualified, but unchosen individuals

often either leave the organizatYon or remain as.frustrated and unsupportive

,

workers. To avoid the negative aspects of promoting insiders, Birnbaum (1971)

favors seeking candidates from external.sourceé?\\

_Gérefgl-socialization pérmits an outsider tc harmonize well in a new
organization.. Birnbaum (19%1)'6utlines three techniques of socialization.that
are helpful in prepariné adﬁinistratqrs to adapt to iheir new environmeqts.

Through training, the individual learns particular skills that will be - P

required on. the job. This process usually occurs informally and gives the

organization an opportunity to impart organizational values.. During this

. v

training, administrators must also break from former loyaltiesard adapt to

.the existing climates.

teaching technical siills.

A T o -
| Since most educational organizations do not use a formal training

- A

pﬁgﬁgss; they must fely/aﬁ'an dpprenticeship to aid socialization. A \

- } e

successfql,officialﬁwithin the orgénization informally supervises the newcomer

to ensure that critical values and- skills are learned4g-1ntetnship§ appear to
. . , _

be more effective in conveying values and teaching éoutinized tasks than' in

\ . S . . )

~

More commonly, screening procedures are used to select people who will .
\ ) .-

$

not need much socialization because they alrcady understand }he:fsi;s they are
7 :
/

‘

about to play. In addition to reducing the need for training, the new-

leader’'s familia;ity witﬁ organizationé}lepectatioqs'hélps to reduce

L3



conflicts within the organization. _Birnbaﬁm concludes that the selection of

¢

- ) ‘ |
outsiders who have been socialized in a similar institution results in less

conflict;than the selection of insiders, thereby. producing many of the

-

stabiliz%ng advanfﬁges of each possibilit&.

As 1ﬁportant as the source of the successor is the essential role that
. \ > .oon ‘ +
perceptions play in influencing the outcome (Gordon and Rosen, 1981). These

researchers. assert that the subordinates' perceptions.of the legitimacy of the
selection process, that is, whether the successor is to.he an outsider or an

: 3
insider, form the basis for the group's view of what is acceptable.

vary from his or her actual characferistics,'play a part in éeterm

smoothly the successor and the group will deveiop their new associ

Frequency. Thé frequency with which an organization goes through the
.- e ' s

selection process ﬁay,bezbased‘on past performance, loﬁgstaqping fitual, or
maf'be completely unrelatea\?a\pexfprmance. Regardless of the reason for

succession, high rates of succession may iﬁfi nce the development of an

authoritarian;vtask-driented leadership style (Gordon andggoseﬁ, 1981).
o - . R, Yo
Moreover,- Eitzen and Yetman (1972) found a curvilinear relationship between
. . ' ' e NG
longevity and organizationéi effectiveness. That_is, as the length of time in

L ' < '
the position increased, coaches experienced increased effectiveness for a

-

period of time followed by decreased performance. Explanations fdr changing

N
-

effectiveness level include the foilowiﬁg:, onéé'individuals haQe been

successful, they are takeﬁ/for granzﬁd; théy rest on pﬁevious accomplishments;

or they become cbmplacent. When decline begins, shifts to new positions may
) . - ‘.' 1 rﬂw
rejuvenate enthusiasm, enabling the individuals to prov; themselves once

4

again. - . Cot
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'Reputations- of the Leaders

.

Change AgentY Leaders.are:often expectga_tqsbe change agents in an

organization. Guest (1962) found that when a new leader has afrepﬁtation as a

change agent and he or she;joinsan organizationlin which the subordinates do

- - /

not agree with the need or the directidn of fhe chanées, it becomes very
difficult-for_tﬁe leader to develop or maintgin sdiidarity in the ’
..organigation. : |
' . 4

'Changg was an important factor in diffe}entiatihg bétween qutsiders‘and
1nsiders_1ﬁ elementary school principal successioné (Gaﬁz and Hoy, 1977)u
Outsiders tended to viewva change as a major cémpénent—of their
decision-mak%ng. Outsiders view.fhaﬁges in jobs as necesgéry for advancement;
they often thought that the éuperinteqﬁent waé léoking for chahges in ‘their

9 : .
schools when they were hired; and they felt that they had better ability to

persuade their superiors of the need for Ehange than their ihside:

.~

counterparts. “," ‘; : . | ¢ | )

Carlson'(i961) stétes that 1nsiéers rel§te to an organizatipn-differentiy
than outsiders and the cﬁoice should be determ?ned by the preferred outcome.
School boards who are basiEally pleased with the current administration expect
1nsi§ers to give"a stabilizihg performance,- keeping thiﬁgs substantially aq-
thej are. On the otﬁer hand, school boards expect’outsidérs to give a.

| : _
cfe%tive performance that pfomoteé significant changes.

XCompetence. Gordon and Rdsen,(1981) éound that‘ghe group's perception qf
the successor's capabilities ap@ attractiveness 1s related to the degree of
,diffiéulty encountered bf the successor in gathering information. The
reputation of the leader has important ramifications for the effectiveness of

¢

the organization.

o . L
Leadership style. Part of the reputation-of-a successor is based on

leadership style. Helmich and Brown (1972) used leadership style as one of



13

-3 . .
' . . -

—

.five potentially cohfounding variables xhijéyeré canéfolléd in their étudy of

corporatérsuccession. Style was unrelated fo whether an individual came from

_ . . :
1nside pr outsldéﬂzf\the organization;//iater, ﬁelmich (%?77) reported that
l.outgide succesédrs“yere general}y md;; task—orientedjehaﬁ 1hsidq;s and th;t:
leaderé withvinitial authoritative styies will usually modify theié behaQiorL
in brdef to pers;ade and cobrdinate group efforts. Gordon and Ros;n:(1981)
conéludéd‘in their reviéw of ghe litefaturg that leadership style varies with
the 1nd1§1dual as diffefent sirélqgies are éﬁployed upon.assuﬁing.;bmmaﬁd.
The 1mpaét of leadershié ;¥§le ;ay be most important as a'Yﬁnction.of%;he -
pg;éeptions of.the subordirates. When the percéptions 6} léadeésﬁip'béhayior
were widely.shared) the suécession tended :o occur with greﬁfer stability,.

Career/goals influence .the way in which_léaders approach new positions

(Gordon and Rosen 1981). The aspifatidns and motivations that 1nd1§1dual§
7Bring to their jobs often'help to explain why<ahd-how the leader will behave.

A certéin bbsition‘may be perceived as a "stepping stone" to key positigns‘
highef 1n.the organiéation. Subordiﬁatés canﬁlook at the promotion récord'of

\ . o

new leaders and predict what the1r caree} goals might be. Whether leaders
plan to have long tenures or will sgek new positions shbrtiy affects botﬁ\%Q‘ -

way the -jobs are done and ;he wa_y(/9 |

that subordinates view'their leaders.

Orientations of Leaders

Al
h)

. New leaders bring unique orientations to.the1§~organiéations based on .
personal beliefs, attitudes, and 1deoloéy. The types and impact of these -
_viewpoints have been discus§:d by several researchefs, aﬂd a major factor in -
determining the orientation appeafs ;o Bé tﬁe‘sourée of the leadgre-inéide or - )
outside ‘the school district. I ‘ ‘ - =

Source. The orientations that successors bossess toward factors such as

their careers, per:%nhel} programs and change are related to whether they are

e . . . n~ «




iy | '

/
v
!

'.”'c; ..
.

irsiders or outsiders. Carlson (1961) distinguished between these two types

qf pnofessionals as being either place-bound or career-bound. Place-~bound
J .

leaders consider ‘their place of employment to be more important than their

-Lareers and want to be promoted only i1f a position is available in the home
fschool district. Career-bound administrators value their'careerslabove the
/ i ' . . -

'ﬁiplace of.employment and are willing to move to assume_ higher positions.such as '
/ a superintendenc?. o . '1b ' D e |

The source of the successor effec.s, the extent of organizational

;’ instability that results from changing leaders. The degree to which an
\ : individual is either integrated into the existing social structure or begins
| as a socilal stranger 1is d termined by the source of the selection. Examining
both insiders and outsiders, Gruskyl(1960) found that~ongoing‘groups have’

well-defined informal structures with sets of‘norms and implied understandings

regarding policies and procedures. The informal uctures provide a frame of

reference for judging successg sider,.who does’not &knpw of

L] .

the exact informal relationships, is often perceived as having a disruptive

. \

influence and symbolizes unwelcome change. 'Thg result may be isolation from

.

critical sources of information’about the inner workings of, the organization.

4

However, insiders also have the potential to produce disruption. Even though

, » ’ .
they have been integrated into the group, they may become iSolated~ﬁrom

'

{ cliques to which they did not belong and may strengthen commitments to

previously loyal colleagues. As a result, rivals may raise doubt about the

/
legitimacy of the insider's promotion. ﬂ

‘»> ’ Weighing the knowledge and isolation factors and examining several
organizations Ted Grusky to conclude that an insider produces less short-term
<

instability to the organization than is created by an outsider. Allen,

Panian, and Lotz (1979) agreed with Grusky's conclusion, but;}dded that past

ERIC 16 .
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performance is the best predictor of future performance of organizations such

as schools and accounts for more variance than either sucgession of leaders or

-

‘other personnel ghanges. . . : ' )
' .. - . B - ¥ ' . - . -
_ Pr¥gotion from within is not necessarin functional and outsiders may

produce better results (Gordon & Rosen, 1981). For example, Hoy and Aho

(1973) concluded that inSihe promotions of high school principals have
. p

"distinct disadvantages. In their study, outsiders as compared to insiders’

r

were found to be less‘authoritarian,-eihibit yreater emotional detachment in .

difficult situations,ﬁhave teachers who are more satisfied.with»their jobs,

¢

run schools withvhigher esprit and mo;ale, have faculties who are morefioyal,
participate in leadership roles in professional organizations more often, be
seen as change agents more frequently, and ge perceived as having greater .
influence with theirvguperiors.

°. Seeking managers £rom‘the outside dges not always solve problems. Guest

.(19625 studied succession in an automobile plant and compared his findings

: o . . _ (
with those of Gouldner (1954) 1in .at .a gypsum plant. TIn both cases, the

»

\\- successors:came.from external_sources which gave them certain common
advantages. Each vas able to evaluate the plant-operations with neutrality,

‘ unrestrained-by previous personal commitments. There were no long-standing
friendships to cqnsider which allowed them each:to be committed only to their

/

superiors. In Gou}dner s study, succession led to an increased tension and

~

decreased performance, whereas in Guest's regearch, succession.led ‘to .
increased productivity and decreased interpersonal conflict.

The gyps plant manager faced some unique problems, however. .Firstj'
there had previously beeﬂ a tradition ‘of promoting from within the local

. organization, so that this outsider was not perceilved as legitimate. Second,

his predecessor left behind a core of intensely loyal supervisors. The office

By
. r
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of manager did not' itself carry authority with the workers. Instead,
authority had been based ‘on loyalty to the person, and the successor could not

count on being automatically acdepted 2;Upon succession into office, each

«<

manager inherited a social system that shaped the kind§ of administrative
I
actlons to be taken. Each was influenced by the existence or nonexistence of ”
e

hostilities broughq on by ‘the selection process itself Guest concludes xhat

, these signifiéagt differences in ‘context are largely responsible for the
" striking variance in outcome at each planéﬁl ‘
) ] ' . .
There are two basic methods of’changeithat are used to turn the advantage
to an outside successor (Helmich and Brown, 1972) ~:Ihe first is Gouldner s
(1954) strategic replacements wherein successors fi11 key positions with ¥
’

individuals who are loyal and familiar with #heir styles of leadership. This -

procedure enaBles outsiders to select others who.will revolve.around them and
S A - ‘ R

who will bé supportive of their authority and pelicies. The second method-of

'change is to alter the number of positions in the executive :anks. This

enables successdrs to hecome free of unindustrious workers, bring in loyal

.

colleagues, and quiet those who might oppose their policies. Kotin and}Sharaf

(1967) suggests that outsiders expand ‘the top level staff more often than

insiders because it is easier than facing the problems created by reassigning

.
a

or replacing existing staff, : , :
A )

In a simulated ‘business . setting, Grusky (1969§‘compared the actions of

-

‘managers with respect to assistants whom ‘they chose to take along with'them to

a‘new job and assistants who were already working there, During the
transition period, the new executives and their assistants attemptsd to
integrate the inherited personnel into the system, but they eventually became
relegated to a less significant role. Again, th7 executives were able to

surround themselves with loyal people to provide reliable and strong support

-
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of their policies'and authority This -same strategy can be seen in school

settings inlwhich principals take along top notch teachers. Teacher\\who veve
the right hand of the previous principal may find themselves di!placed by .

)
. ( )
" other favored teachers who transférred with the principal ) : : . o

Personnel. Grusky (1960) found that top officials iJ’an organization Y

" need to have a policy of administrative neutrality in handling personnel in

. [N

order to maintain morale and organizational effectiveness. Bossert,.Dwyer,
ﬁowan, and Lee (1982)'evaluated recent studies on successf schools aéd found

ti&t effective principals were not -so much neutral towards teachers as skilled-f

- ?

at recognizing the unique style and needs of each teacher, rather than justla

select few. This orientation towards teachers resulted in giving

\

encouragement and acknowledgement of good work, which id turﬁl helped the,

v

teachers tp achieve their own. performance goals. -

5In their review of the effective schools literature, Bosserty Dwyer,

‘Rowan and Lee (1982) found three other-orientations of leadership that
distinguished effective principals from their peers. The first area involved
goal emphasis.' Facilitating student achievement through the setting of
-performance standards and instructional goals, coupled with an optimism that
students were capable of meeting these goals typified effective principals.
T'hese principals were skilled at decision~making and at mobilizing power
within the school district in order to garner support for curriculum changes
and:other innovations. They effectively identified power structures in the
community and were able to maintainAappropriate relations-with parents.
Finally, they were .skillful at coordinating and‘controlling‘the instruction in
the schgol. They spend more time ob;erving the work of teachers, are more
supportive of their efforts to improve, andldevote more time .to evaluating

-

teachers and programs.

\) R JO FE O, g e e T e e R
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Predecessor departure. Grusky (1960):states”that two sets of

circumstances'influence the orientation of successors. The first is the
conditions under which the predecessor left the organization. For example, if

a predecessor rdmains on the §cene, he or she will haveva stabilizing effect

. on the amount of change initiated by thevsuccessor.' 1f£, on the other hand,

: : oS L '
.. ' the reason for succession was the death of ;he-predecessor, rapid.and dramatic_
H ) . // @ .
changes are often brought about by the /.Ices/or. The second set of
N // 4 - . .
" ' ¢ircumstances is the’amount/ﬁf/important organizational knowledge to which the

. . L]
successor has access. A conﬁroversial successor is likely to encounter some
| . . ,\J '
roadblocks to gaining-janrmation from wary subordinates or associates.

«

Mandate.' Several researchers have noted that successors often are giVen,

or perce1ve that they are- given, a mandate upon taking over a/new position
L 4

(Gordon and Rosen, 1981;: Grusky, 1960 Guest, 1962 Helmich, 1977; Helmich'and .

a

Brﬁwn, 1972). The mandate is usually made by Supérordinates who want to see a -

‘change in personnel, the structure of the organization, programs, or 1eader

' responsibilities Successors may "be told to get .rid of "dead wood", 'clean
'house 3 improve productivity, expand the operations, reduce expenditures, or
essentially maintain current practices, In schools, principals often draw .

their sense of mission from their selection experiences (Baltzell and Dentler,

\
‘e

11983). )

School ‘superintendents who moved up the internal ranks of a school o

district rarely'make,major changes quickly.v However, superintendents who are
. < . . . | . S . :

-recruited from the outside are much more likely to receive™a mandate” to break
established pattterns and make structural or personnel changes (Carlson, 1961).
- . . . ? * :

':A leader may be expected to make some functional changes in the role as

it was played by the predecessor (Gordon and Rosen, 1981) This may mean

- . taking on add*tional roles or d;yiding the role and sharing it with others.
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. In,some‘cases, the successor‘will'be given support in making strategic

3 . - .

‘replacements to provide personnefl who will be loyal ‘and herful in bringing
n . ’ '
- about the mandated changes (Gouldner, 1954).

In order to induce a desirable person to accept a position in an

~ \

organization, superordinates will sometimes aiiow special conditions or make

\
\ [

concessions during the bargaining process, The newly appointed leader may ,

then have control over or have access to additional resources. This exchange
is made in order to entourage the person to accept the positiOn and carﬂj out
the organization's goals, ,
| A mandate for change has some effeqgts on.the organihation. If the
- successor is promoting significant changes, the staff will generally feel more.

insecure and under inspection (Grusky, 1960) . They may be suspicious of the

forthcoming "progress". While both the staff 'and the successor may.know that

1

changes in poligcy or'personnel are expected, the staff may still be

° umcomfortable'withothe new rules or procedures, may withhold expression's of
) warmth, and may adversely react to the uncertainties which are introduced into
- 2 ’ ’ - Lt

their previously satisfactory surroundings.

Arrival Factors : ' o

+ Demography. The demography of an organization, or its composition-in
termsvofhage{ sex, educatioral level, length of service, race; experience, and

.

4 . .
maturity, has effects on both the rate and type of administrative successions .

that will occur. Theseiin turn have impact on organiaational inpovation,
‘adaptation, and performance (Pfeffer, 1985).
: <
$ize. A number of Yesearchers have attempted to clarify the question of
the impact'ﬁé{@he size of an organization on the succession rates of its top
officials (Grusky,‘1961; Kriesberg, 1962; Gordon and Becker, 1964; Perrucci

‘and Mannweiler, 1968; Pfeffer ‘and Leblebici, 1973; and Brown, 1982). Earlier
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studies found that the frequency of suécession wii’pdsitively related fo size
. » : . .‘

N

of the diganizatibn: while later studies either failed to replicate the

findings or. looked at other variables to help exbiain which organizations have

- -

.
- N
b4 ‘

- high‘succésg?on.fates

Kriesbg;g (19%&) and Grusgy (1961) both £ _that high sﬁkqession rates *

N

acé§%panied lafgé_organizations. Kriesberg's' wérk_ howed that heads of -large

N3

departments at the state level'tended to have shorter tenure than heads of
smaller departifnts. His explanation was that this was a resulf of

v bufeaﬁcratizgtion and a difference in career patterns between the tWo sizes of
) ; = _

departments. Grusky's explanation for this phenomenon was ‘that bureaucracles

treat succession rationally and with routine, so that greater size - }

N

necessitates an increase in bureaucracy. Aiso, in order to be flexible and

4

Y

adapt to the environment,,Bureaucracies néed per@od;c'suéceséions at ;he top..

However, Gordonvand Becker (1964) attempted tb replicate Grusky's stud& and:

found no direct relationship between the size of the organization and

successibn. ‘They point to pfob;ems in defining size and Aeéermining which

. levels of administration to study. ) , ‘ : -
~— . ) ) . )

Perruccl and Mannweiler (1968) examined these earlier studies and ju?ged
that the relatioﬁsﬁip beiween size and succession was assumed'and'not
demonstrated. Not pleased with the previous-?xplagg&ioﬁs, they conjectured’
‘that gréater pressure~builds for raising doubts abou; the performance of kq§;
officials in larger'o;ganizétions and“that thesé organizations ;an also
provide the means for efficient removal and recfﬁitment processes. In tﬁeir
own stud&, Perruccl and Mannweiler (1968) found general supporf’for the
féla£ionship between large organizations and high succession rétés, but\the-
statistical significanéé level wés limited, and the relationship was not »

~

monotonic. M{ddle-siZed inctitutions had lower succession rates than ei;her
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large or smallhorganizations. They felt that the effect of size ‘needs

addifionar explanations in terms of particular processes that link size to
succession. Such factors include organizational-complexity, the integration

of different parts of the'organization through the elaboration of rules and

procedures, and growth rates. . \\ . '
by . )

-‘Administrative Intensit§. freeman_(1979) studied‘administrative
intensity, or the relative numbersAof administrators and production?;orkers.‘
- He fonndlthat organizatfzns.;ith large memberships have proportionately fever,.
rather than more, admi:istrators:‘ This finding fails to substantiateﬂthe'.

hypothesis that\complex, large organigations require a disproportionate amount
of leadership-in order to orevenﬁ'dissolution. One factor that did seen ta,
affect the number of top officials was growth rates. In looking at school
districts in California, lie found that changes in enrollment generally '
resulted in a slight increase in administrative intensity.

~

Socioeconomic Factors.' Rowan and Denk'(1983) made an interesting‘

observation in their study of socioeconomic factors—and achievement levelg in

schools. They used proportions of Aid to-Families with Dependent'Children
' ] oo .
(AFDC) ‘as an indicator of the socioeconomic composition of schools.

‘Succession events were found to result in decreased academic performance when
v 3
AFDC proportions were low and increased achievement zEen proportions of AFDC
B [] 7 “

students were high.  (Changes in basic skills performance were not evident
I

until the second year of a successor's tenure. . Explanations for ‘this finding
include the following: a strong mandate to improve scores on basic skills in
low ‘SES schools, ease of changing instructional practices in these schools,

and changes in the clasgroom affect low SES students to a greater extent than

other students.

23 BN
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Length of Service. Organizations with loné lengths of service
. ] 3

distributions should tend to egberience less frequent successions. fHeSe
successors will geherally be inside s rather than outsiders because the

o;ganization has many senior members to contend for anj‘vacancies that .rise.
Since most of ‘the membeﬁglof the organization have worked together for a long

time, theifvyelaﬁdonships are stable, pré@dctable; and reflect many shared
expectations and behaviors. Maintaining tﬁ&s/stability wopld require inside

-~ .

sugcessioné so that the new leaders .are familiar ﬁiﬁh.the'culture of_tﬁé

S
+
. .

group. - The result wiTl bé a reduction of conflict and a lower rate of .
. )

succession. A ' . - '

Age. ‘'Ages of a“group'ékmembers can be a sighificéng factor. in the
fqpctioﬁigg of an'organizétion. Gusfield k1957) descgibed a situation in )
which thquider ;ersgnnel in aﬁ o;gangiéﬁi?n re able to“;ainta}nﬁcdngrol as

: S

new;fyounger members.were-hired. Many of the younger members resigned and new

recruitments were hard fo find. This conflict betwe-n cohorts caused a

wéakening of the organization and a decling in membership. McCain, O'Reilly

and Pfeffer (1981) found suppo}t for the prediction that the demography of a

department affects its turnover rate. . When organizations hire on a, regular

. ” ) N .
basis, the successors become integrated in an o¥ﬂerly manner. New members

merge smoothly with slightly more senior members who are quite similar.

Through these conlacts, they falso begin to make connections with even more

senior members. In contrast, when thete “are lgrge gaps between the new
_ recruits and the_exiéting peréonnel, there 15 an increase in communication
failures due to differences in perceptions, values, and beliefs,

Connerton, Freeman, and Medoff (1979) studied the demography of the coal

L]
industry's work force as it related-to the problems encountered by the union.

\

Age and educationél_backgrdund were important factors in explaining why
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negotiating a natiomal contract was difficult. With an-increased need fof :

< . '

workers, the industry began to hire large numbers of new workers who were
younger and better educated than the current wofkers. ‘High levels of -
conflict developed based ém wide difference’ of opin!%ns petween the two

groups which, 4n turn, increased the turnover rate.
3 - -

Cohorts. Pfeffer (1982) concludes that orts have a profound affect on

-
-

mobility and career patterns in an organization. When a large cohort enters

an organization over the course of time, the high level leadership positions

Pl
.

become #illed, leaving few opportunities for entrants who follow. when an

ooening does arise, intense'competition results because there are many

s

qualified persons available. However, many of these transitions will have low |

.costs in terms of conflict because the demographic characteristics of the g
. ; i [

successor and the organization already match.

School Structures and Processes .
. P] ; B} s '

. After reviewing the lite}ature,‘Gordon:and Rosen (1981) concluded that
b N

evidence exists for the generalization that‘replacement of the leader has
implications for group processes in organizations. Simflarly, Meyer (1978)
posited that the most reasonable, indapd obvious, hypothesis is that change in

e of
leadership is associated with change in organizatienal configurations anga:* <

i

w

processes. Correspondingly, stability in leadership positions accompanies _

-organizational stability.' Meyer found small but consistent relationships QKJQ/

Pt n]

between the stability of leadership and stability of organizational structure

<
and processes, ’ ' ' : ‘ ﬁz

- 3’ .
Hierarchy and Formalization. Grusky.(1960) examined the formalization of .

organizations and its relationship with succession. He refeYs to formal

structure as the patterns of interrelationships and hierarchy of the offices

‘in an organization. This structure directs the behavior of the workers within
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E?framework of acceptable practices._ Formal structures can be differentiated

-’ ~by Séz type of distribution of authority‘they employ Where there is a high -

r R
degree of centralization, the hierarchical 1lines are clear and succession

. brings.about\instability, "In an organization in which there are several;

a_ - . ‘ .
independent'branches of authority, a change in leadership has fewer
& -

< ramiTications for policy changes and much of’ the insecurity and . tension of a

‘ changeover are avoided.

v

. ' : Prusky 61960) suggests seVeral'circumstances in which an organization
Lo N &‘

_will experience instability following th* succession of a leader.

B ' Organizations in which the social relationshlps between the various
hierarchical levels of the organization are typified by their friendliness.ann
openness; those in which succession.occurs towartls the top of the hieratrchy,
“and unsuccessful'organizations find succession to he disruptive and
destabilizing. Despite the problems faced b; the organization Huring a
transition, Grusky points out that instability can force the organization to
adapt. to 1its enzironment and thus prevents stagnation.

\

Complexity. A leader's impact on an organizatidbn is influenced by the

.

degree of complexity in the organization's formal structure. (Lieberson and
0'Connor, 1972). Highly complex organizations have a variety of constraints
that decrcase and soften a leader’s‘ability to make decisions and formulate

-

goals,

-

Technology. 'While the teclinology used in industry and business is'often
clear and produces predictable results, Freeman (1979) noted that the
technology of learning remains largely uncertain.) Explaining why a technique
works well or poorly, or describing the circumstances under which either one
occurs is generally impossible. The result 1is that schools’ rely on the

professionalism of teachers to choose methodologies' for their classrooms. The
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~1nability of schools to concretely justify curriculum decisions subjects them . “

go criticism from the public.
Culture. Organizational culture 1is emerging as an important concepé in
the study apd understanding of organigatiqns. Possible relationships between
sficcessior and culture have:not been examined directly and systematically, but
several authors have addressed topics related té culture that begin to shed
some 11ght’on how a shared ideology towards 1eadersh1p»m1ght.affect the Aj
orgapizatioﬁ. Dimensions such’as climafe,'e#pectations, :ttitudes, values and
cgmﬁunic;tionbhelp to exnlain this phenomenon.

Climate. Brookover and others (1978) described school climaté as
involving common beliefs re%i;ding thé norms and expectations for apBropriate
behavior withih the school. When climate indicators of expéctancy of 1%§£9i5§/>

and commitment to learning were high, achievement levels were also high.

Socioeconomic‘?ﬁp racial variations did not necessarily determine school '

" climate or produce predictable levels of achievement. ‘

Job satisfaction is related to organizational climate. 1In their review .

of the literature, Hellriegel and Slocum (1974) found that variations of

’

performance aud satisfaction are produced as perceptions of climate change.
. . Q,

Further, communication patterns and the vse of formal rather than informal

\,

. . ) \ .
channels were found to be related to the degree of réstrictiveness in the

climate.

&

Expectations, Attitudes, and Values. Expectations, atti&udes, and values -

', affect the ways in which subordinates evaluate their leaders. Jackson: (1953)

réported that workers' judgments of their leaders were based on accepted.group

norms and would vary as the leaders' behavior varied.- When the workers

~.

ARS - 4

expressed resentment about the transfer of their leaders, Jackzoils vy

explanation was that they had developed a great attachment to the predecessor

27 RS
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that was not immediately transferred to the successor. Gordor. and Rosen
(1981)‘offered an alternative explanation. Since succession did ndt occur on

a regular basis, the workers did not perceive th; re;son for the transfer to -
be legitimate. 1In eitﬁér 1nterpretasion, the shared beliefs of the group were‘
strong and their expectations were baged 6n group norms, - o .

A ;hange in roles almost without exception is accompagled by a change in
reference groups (Lieberman,A1956). While the pfevious reference groups
continue to have influence, new ones also emerge. The result is new
attitudinal orientations, perceptions, and vestéd.iﬁterésts. Former teaching:
colleagues of a newly appointed prinéipal often CAmment that he or she ﬁow
sounds just like the Central Office. W

Role expectatiops are greatly altered by the\type.of institution in whicﬁ
an individual functions (Birnbaum, 1971). Eleméhtary and secondary, public ‘\\\
‘and private, high and low SES, are all conditions that shape the job to be -
performed. Each combipation\of these factors-formulates its own pressures, | ’
cultural expectations, social issues, and values that contribute to
determiniﬁg how the role of the administrator should be ﬁlayed hnd what type

of individual will best play 1it.

_Communication. Thé frequency of commﬁnicatiop‘is'relatéd to
'“‘”“*charattefistiés ofifhe schovlt”'Batfi‘EVHnT*and Rothermel*(T??Ti—iboked“at””“““—“—“r
“éch0915 of businress and found that the;e were more interactions in séhools
with 15?ge faéﬁl;ies, many doctorates, high prestige, and high faculty grqwth
rates. In addition, outsténding, productive full profesébrs who enjoyed high »

visibility in the academic community had high levels of interactions with \

other similar Institutions. This was fot true of older full professors who

o =

had not established themselves in the academic community and tended to have '

curriculum ?mphasizing_specialized techniques,

i o : -
| . .

I
- -
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‘A network of role relationships or pattern of relatienships that develop
across Settipge or people can proyide channels of communication between
uﬁive;sities for the purpose of recruiting new facult& members o;‘for .
furthering scholariy work (Baty, Evan, and Rbthermel,‘197i); The source of
these exchanges is effected largely by the associatiens thet are.developee 1n‘

e - M .

graduate school and in professional societies.

. Gordon and Rosen (1981) found that outside successors did not have the

‘

N . \) N .
- --- necessary sources of information needed to manage their groups. An

exglanation for this is that the Cémbination of authority and strangeneee-
closed these-successois of £ ﬁ? important 1nformal»cemmunications thaﬁ eou;d
provide information about the grouﬁfor organization. -

v .

: ﬁetworks of commuﬁ&catidn can chénge as a new leader in an organization
becomes more and more familiar with the new setting. In Grusky s (1969)
simulation study ‘of business organizations, he found that the flow bf
communi%etion for new leaders focused on inherited assistants because they
provided a direct link to the‘operatioh of'the:organization under the previoue
leader: As time went on, however, the major;ty nf the communicatidn was

between the new leader and his ally, whom he had brought ‘with him to the new

setting.’ o

newly appointed leaders, he found that both men spent considerable time out in

the shop 1n an attempt to bridge the communication gaps that had formed-

between thé~workers and the previous management. ‘The purposes of this

communication differed in the two eettiﬁgs. One leader sought to straighten
v —

out any shirkers and bxought in trusted allies to a;d in developing two-way

eemmunication between himself and the workers. These efforts weve not

successful in avoiding further problems over .time. The other new manager made

In—-Guest's (l962)~anaiysis'of—two plantamanagers and the1r~experienees¥ee

S-S



a point to“obsE£!9 technical problems and to encourage subordinates.to suggest
1mprovement$ through interactions they initiated with superiors. He
instituted a new mechanism for communicétion._ Gro;p meetings were called at
all levels and departments for the puréose-of soiving business problems. A
concomitant development wé% that workers felt supﬁort for their suggestions
and‘complaintsf;nd_were‘rewarded for the1f>effor£s. The final ;esult whs
° decreased conflict and increased productiviéy. |

Guest's study of the second manager cbmpared‘his interactions with those
of his predecessor. While the frequency of interactions had not changed
quantit;tivgly, the character and confént did change éﬁnside;ably. ‘His

. predecessor's communications were typified by dealing with emergencies,

_whereas the new'manager's interactions more often consisted cf. long-range

'

glanning. The direcfion of the communications alSO'chaﬁged sigﬁificantly,

Instead of superior-originated interactions dominating subordinate-originated
;;5\1pteractions, after three yearsiunder the new man;géf, they becéme;almos£.

equai:\\A~tremendous reduction in expressed hostility ﬁ;om ;hé worke;s towards

the manager also occurred.

Grusky (1960) found that replacegeazksf‘ﬁéy\e£flg1als ¢an disturdb

commuﬂication‘and result in severe disorganization in miliéu treatment

‘.

_____ ——settings. In this type of semting, the client and the staff members commonly

develop affective tieé through frequent 1nteréctions. A change in leadership  *

-in‘often disorienting to the clients and new lines of communication are‘hard

‘

to develop.

Cbmmunicatibn was a prime factor in Gephart's study of leader succession

)

+ (1978). He used a method of collecting data by analyzing conversations during

- .

group meetings to create a theory about how group members attribute causation

\

*to their leader's behavior and how they give meaning to and make sense of

30




problems in the everyday life of an organization. - In this way; he was ablejto

examine the 'microsociological processes that were occurring.

©

Educational Programs :

Instruction; "Principals in effective schools are percei;ed as being \
skillful.in directing the programs in their scngﬁls, and are successful \
managers of resources (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, ané?ﬁee.'l982). As strong

programmatic leaders, they pay particular attention to the instructional
i v

asPects of. the classroom. Bossert et al. identified two ways a principal-:can

attempt to manipulate the factors that affect student learning. The first is

L]

to work with individual teachers on problems specific to their classrooms.

Thei,favor a second alternative, which is to focus on the total échool's
' instructional organization and try to identify factors that can contribute to

improved instruction on the classroom level

_ v ifl
Innovation. While conflict is disruptive-in the short-term, it may lead: 1¢’f'

to changes that result in increased effectiveness and add to the long-term .
viability of the organization. If the organization.is.receptive to the new
4deas of an outside 1eader, innovations and long awaited improvements may be

possible. 1In schools, this could include curriculum, discipline procedures,

_education for sPecialized_groups,/re8ponsiveness to the community's requests

or demands, and working‘conoifions.for teachers ’

Pfeffer (1982) postulates that succession offers an opportunity to spread

technical innovation from one setting to another. As beople move from one
v, Y ‘ : . , : Vo .

oepartment to anotheér or from one institution to another, they take with them
their styles of administration and ideas for program inmovation..

)

Progfam focusgﬁ'éubordinates often have information and beliefs ‘about the
newly#%ppointed leader before the individnal assumes thelﬁosition. Gordon and

Rosen (1981) hypothesize that the closer the match between g&e actual and the

38
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perceived characteristics of the successor, the gr. ater the likelihood that a
smooth relationship will develop after the successor and subordinates begin
working togetﬁer. For example, if teachers are accustomed to having their
prineipal come- from a certain baekground and they are.nogwinformed rﬁat“the
new leader has different qualifieations and'eX"Lienees, the discovery after
the principal arrives is likely to be acqempanied by disruption.:

Orientations to the job can also be a function of areas of specialty.
: )

¥

o o ———

For example, past experiences and training can prepare school administrat8rs
to be disciplinarians, morale boosters; currjculum leaders, public relations

experts, or a myriad of other roles. 1These'oriearations will be reflected in

. N~ ' : :
the leader's interactions with the community, the teaching staff, and the

students. Decisions about extra curricular activities, goals, program

thrusts, and allocation of resources will be tempered accordingly.

I'q

Suctesdor Actions LT .

~ Behavior. Upon succession, new leaders‘behave in certain ways in order

- to meet the ekpeetatiops of their superordinates and their subordinates

)

appropriate methods of meeting goals. Based_bn experiences over the course of

)

(Gerden and Rosen, 1981). The first action they must take is to deal with any

differences between themselves and their subordinates regarding the .

prior successions, the group often develops‘perceptions about the correct

means to a goal. The success offthe new leader is affected By the reactions
] R

of the group as goals are pursued.

The second necessary action leaders must take is to create a mechanism
for gathering information that is critical to the smqoth operating of the

organization. Among the many conditions affecting their ability to cope with

Ty
A

this" problem are the task, group size, communicatious with other similar

’ﬂ\

i



~as these,-while ignoring personal traits has resulted in misunderstanding

31

-

groups, availability and helpfulness of the predecessor, and the group's

%erceptions about the successor's capabilities, ,

Schneider (1983) has argued thaf/reliance on situational variables, such

4
W

leadership behavior. Early studies showed traits to be useful predictors of
leadership acquisition and effectiveness, but failed to recognize the

importapce of matching different traits' to different kinds of settings.

Schneider supportsgan interactionist view that specifies personal and

-

situational variables that together créate a profile of leadership behavior.

Use of Power and Influence. éordonsand Rosen (1981) suggest that
Lo B

succession offers anq:;cellent opportunity to study the mechanisms by which

power and influence become part of- the leadership‘prOcess.- Possible questions

to be posed in a successionfstudy include duestions about the group's
. oo { : g . .
perceptions of the leader's power and ability to-sanction or reward, the ways

in which power and the sources of power are modified, and how power affects
the operation of the organization.

v . .

Communitz

Parental Expectations and Conflictual Issues. The soclety and the

environment in which an organization operates place limits on the leader 8

Y a

influence. Lieberson ald. G'Connor (1972) suggest that a balanced approach to.

v

understanding organizations,is to recognize that in addition to-the traits of
a leader; the movément of -an organization will depend.on“constraints of the =
environment, and of the organization itself. 1In schools, principals must work

within the limits of available funding and resources, conTract negotiations,_

» 1aws and regulations, the state of*instructional technology, and the demands’

of the community or special interest groups. High constraints adh low

1
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variation in leadership minimize a'leadeffs effect on the organizarion

(Lieberson and O'Connor, 1972)

—~——smabfeffer and Leblebici (1973) stated that the environment must be
considered in any viable explanations of the type or frequency -of successions .
£ . N > . .

in an organization. They found contextual factors to be systematically

'
<

related to issues of succession,

Meyer (1978) also recognized the importance.of.identifying environmental

constraints on anvorganization because of the consequences for the equilibrium
of the community;' Attending to dependencies in a social system helps an

organization to deal effectively with limitations or be able to eliminate

, : % D
School Effectiveness ' ,

~ S\ . <

Brown (1982, pp. 1-4) concludes that the. literature contains three basic

them. - | .i- | (

hypotheses and explanations for administrator succession and organizational
.oerformance. ‘The first.is that succession sﬂould havg a positive effect on’
effectiveness. Based on the videly held belief or common sense notion in our
society about the ability of individuals to contro1 organizationai outcomes,
‘Brovn reasons tnatxattributions of leader causation of organizationaldevents'
- are supoortive~of the idea that administrative change will be a positive
| effect on.performance. |
In contrast,-the second prediction is that. succession creates 80 much

instability that organizational effectiveness suffers (Brown, 1982). Y

"Gouldner's (1954) study " and subsequent observations about the managerial R

: succession in g‘mining and manufacturing firm form the basis of this position.

’
.

He noted that an-increase in tensions and deelines in morale and productivity
accompanied the new manager. * Grusky (1960) added credence to the position

that succession diminishes performance with a review of early caseastudies of

)
SNe




33°
the process. However, Guest (1962) observed a succession that not cnly did
not create instability, but significantly 4mproved the unit:s productivity.”
Bronn (1982, p. 2) concludes that "the original motivation for the
hypothesiaed links between successiqn,'instability, and decreased
s . . . )
effectiveness seems'enpirically thin and theoretically conservative in its

attitude toward change;"

The third. hypothesis, advanced originally by Gamson and Scotch (1964), is

that succession plays no causal role in organizational effectiveness. :They

argued that success is a function of organizational processes such as

recruiting able personnel and acquiring resources‘that arefBeyond the control

of first level managers.% Consequently, any relationship between succession

and performance is spurious. Gamson and Scotch proposed that succession. -
S o .

should be seen as a scapegoating ritual'performed during transitory.

. .
performance slides. A shortcoming of this,position is that it is based on

\ -

. managerial changes in athletic teams and may not be generalizable to other
. L] ) ..

organizations such as schools. '

[ Brown (L98é, P. 3) concludes that the available‘data do not clearly
supportuany of the competing theories. His éwn findings (1982, pp.'13-15)5
support the ritnal scapegoating position advanced by'Camson.and écotch. Yet, -
Brown believes that evidence from comparative studies is most-consistent with
Eh§”n6ticnlthat succession leads to a decrease in-organizational
effectiveness. After revie&ing the literature, Gordon and Rcsen (1981 n. 158)

infer that chief executive succession in’ corporations,will have differential

effects on performance criteria, and the results will be moderated by a
) li

variety of organizational and environmental variables. Lieberson and O'Connor

(1972) strongly support Gordon and Rosen. \Based on these conclusions that

Y

instability created by administrator -succession leads to differential .
' \

-

1
L
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performance, support exists for the hypothesis that principal succession will
effect Brganizational processes and outcomes. .

Succession Effects

-

As portraied earlier in Table 1, leader succession should be associated L
with changes in the reputation and orientation of the new administrétion.qnd

the various arriéél factors which have been discussed; However, different

levels of effects might reasonably be expected for principals and

wéuperintendents. While principals are able to influence school factors in, a .

number of ways, many of thé options open to guperintendents are not open to
principals. One only.has to compare ;he mapda;es given to insider and'
outsider superintendents (Carlson, 1961) with the"m#ndates of prihcipals (Ganz
& Hoy, 1977; Hoy & Aho, 1973) to understand the 1imitatioﬁs placed upon new
principals. _Cénseqﬁently, the paradox may be that ei:n ﬁhen succeséion is

precipitated by inadequate perfbrmance, a change in principals may have only

méfginal?effects on subsequent school processes, structures, and outcomes.

\

Research Methoda ' o .

A variety of empirical approaches to administﬁgtor succession appear to
be appropriate, but three longitudinally based methods are particularly o A

recommended. Qualitative case studies in a number of diverse settings have

r -

provided excellent insights about the succession prdce;é and orghniza;ional

leadership. Examples include Gouldﬁer.(19545, Guest (1962) and Gephart .
(1978). The adv;ntages of the case aﬁélysis.approgcﬁ include an examiﬁ;tion
of microsociological pﬁﬁpesses that include naturally océurring communicatioﬁ
e;ents; a movement beyond formal-canceptions of the organization to the

considération of informal phenomeéna which reflects the members' meanings and:

sense-making practices, and, finally, alternative theories of organizational

succession developed by inductive :construction of grounded theory (Gephart,

4

1978 p. 555)

. 36
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A second apprgach. that exhibits promise in describing and explaining
succession effécts is actuarial studies, that is, statistical exgﬁinations of
existing data on managerial turnover and performance. -Perhaps the PeSt known
actuarial studies have been made with athletic terms-~baseball by Crusky- A /
(1963) and Alien,"Panian and Lotz (1979 and basketball by Eitzen and Yetman

«

(1972). However, Lieberson and O0'Connor (1972) used data from Moody's

examine th influence of changes in.leadership on performance. In the

1actuarial studies, the first uhree of*the fout studies revealed substantial

Industrial Manual and Moody's Transportation Manual, and Salancik and Pfeffer

i

(1977) used expenditure patterns for 30 cities during the years 1951-1968 cb,’

;

educational setting good data bases have béen maintaiged by state departments
of education and school districts which could bz used for actuarial é!udies.
Three recent examples using data fromealifornia are by Rowan‘(1982), Royan
and Denk (1983) and Ogawa and Hart (1983). Whiie the.actuarial apﬁroach
suffers from the lack ®f ability to'accountpfor the participahts]/intentions
and perceptions when the change isvmade, Gordon and Rosen (1981 ip. 232)

believe that this type of research allows investigators to address two

4

important questions. What are the characteristics.of the leader--alone and 1%

the context of a group~-which bear :on effectivenessﬂ What is the nature and
a*

impact offstructural higher-level decisions and processes which set the

- R
.3 v,

limits for leader's actions and influence attempts to be effective’ Moreover,

- Lt
-~ N -

interaction effects, deemed of exceptionaQ importance in studies of the

‘)n, ~

principal by Rowan and his colleagues (1982), can:be assessed

»

The third approach that sHows exceptional promis& is naturally occurring

.field experiments. Examples of this approach are Jackson (1953), Lieberman

A » o .
(1956), Rosen (1970) and Miskel and Owens (1983) In contrast to the

1 -

impacts of the leader succession on the criterion variables. As observed by




3%

_ Lieberman (1956, p. 386), field experiments that use longitndinai data tend to
~take advantage of natural changes among personne Tin the;organization and to
examine a number of factors both before and aftef the modifications occur.

Because studies of leader succession have @fimilar characteristics and
goals_gﬁ,ﬁhe principal'effects and effective schools research, it is

-

reasonable to expect that both groups would exhibit a number of conceptual and

]

methodological weaknesses noted by Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan and Lee (1982),
_ Rowan, Dwyer and Bossert (1982) and Rowan, Bossert and Pwyer (1982).
‘Therefore, leader succession research should be guided by the three standards‘
,“' suggested by Rowen, Dwyer, and Bossert (1982, p. 2) to insure thatviﬂfornationv

on principal or administrator effectiveness is Gseful to the academic researéh

-

and school practitioner comﬁunities. These criteria are: (a) deseriptions of
'administratorsf\leadership behavior should refer to concrete, school-based
actiYities that they comﬁ&ete?‘ (b) measures of school effectiveness should be

valid:and'reliable reflections of the diversity of school goals;'and (c)
research concerning leadership effectibeness chould be longitudinal and
. comparatiVe. ' o ' .

L4
® . . &

Conclusion ~

., s

Ve agree with Cordon ard Rosen (1981, p. 252) that leadership succession

research should be substituted for more traditional studies of leadership.

For example, cross-sectional studies of groups and. administrators during o

periods of_relative‘equilibrium do not reveal. the full range of variation and
; . . ‘

‘compleiity in schools and,lc:dership.‘ Gordon and Roseufbelieve strongly that

the truly critical'phenomena occur before the leader cotes on the scene and’

. . - . ] - ] It
immediately after arrival. They maintain that it is dﬁring the pre- and

1‘st-arrival phases that old resource allocation decisions are argued again,

that suppressed‘ideological divisions over goals and performance are raised
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for reevaluition, and that job responsibilities are redefined. It seems

-4

reqsonable to expect that-administrator effectiveness will be more visible

during this relatively unstable period. Moreover, focusing leadership studies

during period§ of change allows situational and personal variables to be
considéred sipultanegusly from a longitudiﬁal perspeé;ive.' Finally, a
quotation from Grusky (19@9, p.-1155 shows'tﬂe importance of succession to the
field of educational adﬁinistration, "The ;niversalify of succéssion in formal
organizations and the tendency-of thg process to promote 1ﬁs;ébility combine -

to wake this phénoménon of 1mp6rtance.to organization theory."

39
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