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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

3

Despite the incréase in the rate of innovation since the firing
of Sputnik I a decade ago, it rcmains true that school systems, like other
social institutions, tend to remain relatively stable and to resist ef-
forts to impose major changes. Considerable attention has been devoted
to the design of new programs in education, but comparatively little
attention has been given to the process by which change is brought about.
The eiforts directed toward the improvement of methods, materials, and
curricula are doomed to have little impact upon education as experienced
by children in classrooms across the country unless effective means are
found for implementing these programs.

There is need for concerted effort directed toward the identifi-
cation of the important elements in the change process and the discovery
of relationships between these elements. The development and refinement
of successive models of the change process wil!l eventuzlly result +din a
model that will assist the researcher in describing, explaining, and
predicting change. The wvalidity of the model is dependent upon its ef-
feotiveness in predicting change.

The model will also provide a conceptual framework for the prac-
tioner who is interested in controlling the course of events in school
systems. Tne utility of the model will be determined by its value as
a guide to action.

The purpose of the study was: a) to develop a conceptual rationale
which might serve as the basis for a model of the change process, and b)

to test hypotheses derived from the rationale. It was believed that this
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approach would make a contribution to a growing body of reszarch which
views the school in the broader context of organizational theory. It
was also felt that such a model woculd help to increase our understanding
of the dynamics of change and that this understanding might serve as a
basis for training change agents.

The present study is an extension and elaboration o¢f an earlier
study by Reynolds (1965). The original study presented a model which
related three attributes of the superintendent to the rate oi innovation
in the school district he serves. During the course of this study it
was found that the correlation between elementary and secondary innova-
tion was .19. Tﬁis low correlation suggest: 1 the value of investigating
elementary and secondary innovation separately. It further suggested
that the principal, rather than the superintendent, might be the admin-
istrator of consequence. The model developed in the earlier study by
Reynolds (1965).is built upon the belief that the administrator is an
important determiner of the change that occurs in a school district.
Superintendents will attempt to innovate when they see a need for change
and believe that they have the power to successfully initiate a new pro-
gram. Innovation will occur only when a perception of need and power
exist simultaneously.

The administrator's perception of 'the need for chanze and his
perception of his own power to innovate were thought to be influenced
“y the manner in which he relates to the organization. Thé superinten-
dent's tenure, succession pattern, and reference group orientation were
thought to be important in determining the superintendent's relationship

to the organization.
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3

The expected relationships between the tenure, succession pattern,

and reference group orientation of the principal are stated in the follow-

ing hypotheses:

l. The rate of innovation in an organization is inversely
related to the tenure of the priancipal.

2. The rate of innovation in an organization will be
greater if the successor to the principal is from
outside the organization than if he is from inside
the organization.

3. The rate of innovation will be greater i1f the principal
has a ''cosmopolitan orientation' than if he has a "local
orientation."

The coacepts used in the hypotheses were defined as follows:

Innovation is "a deliberate, novel, specific change, which
is thought to be more efficacious in accomplishing the
goals of a system.” (Miles, 1964).

Tenure is the length of time which an individual has
occupied a position. (It does not represent the length
of time in a school system.)

Qutside Successor is a principal who held a position
in another district immediately preceding his appointment
as priacipal.

Inside Successor is a principal who held another position
in che district immediately preceding his appointment as
principal.

Cosmopolitan is an individual whose orientation is external
to a particular social system.

Local is an individual whose orientation is internal to a

particular social system.
J

v

The first hypothesis is similar to a hypothesis presented by

Griffiths (19v4) and is related to propositions tested by Todd (1963)
and Carlson (1961). The second hypothesis was proposed and investigated
by Carlson (1961) and later presented by Griffiths (19G4) as a part of
his theory of administrative change based upon systems theory. The
third hypothesis makes use of the concepts cosmopolitan and local

orientation which were developed by Merton.(1957), %ater used by

-t



Gouldner (1957), and reported by Rogers (1962) and others to be signifi-
cant in innovative behavior.

If the hypothesized relationships are found, they will provide
support for the model and indicate that the variables included are
important in understanding innovation in school districts. The added
knowledge about tenure, succession pattern, and reference group orienta-
tion should have value in developing ;Erategies for change in school
systems.

A second aspect of the study involves a re-analysis of the data
pertaining to the Fuperintendent. This re-examination uses additicnal
variables not included in the original analysis and uses modified stat-
istical procedures. It is hoped that the re-amalysis will lead to a
reformulated model which will more completely explain innovation in
school districts.

A third aspect of the study involves a comparison of the degree
to which three groups of variables are useful in explaining innovation.
The tihrece classes of variables relate to: a) the superintendent, b) the
principal, and c} the district. This portion of the study takes as its
purpose, determination of whether the district or the individual building
is the most appropriate unit of analysis in studies concerned with innova-
tion. It should also provide information about the associated question
of whether the principal or superintendent is more important in

!

innovation.

Overview of Procedures

i
(
The data used in this study were collected as a part of an earlier

study by Reynolds (1965). Only the portion relating to the superintendent
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was analyzed in the former study. Questionnaires were sent Lo superin-
tendencs and principals in 183 Missouri and Illinois school districts
that provided both elementary and secondary education and were accredited
by the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. An
8l per cent return was received. When there was more than ¢.e elementary
or secondary séhool in a district, one was randomly selected as represen-
tative of the group.

The principals used a check list to indicate the educativnal
practices adopted during a four year period. The list of 19 elementary
and 23 secondary innovations was selected from practices being dififured
through schools such as those in Missouri and Iliinois.

The size of the district and the expenditure level served as con-
trol variables. This was done in order to assess the true relationship
between the dependent and independent variables.

The principal's analysis and the superintendent's re-analysis
utilized a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of covariance design and multiple regres-
sion. The first procedure permits the examination of interaction effects

and the second makes more complete use of the available data.
Plan of the Report

Chapter 1I presents the rationale for the study. The ratilonale
includes a selected review of studies reporting findings related to the
concepts used in this study and to discussions of innovation which are
based upon a theoretical statement. Attention 1s also given to previous
investigations of tenure, succession pattern and reference group orien-
tation. The chapter concludes with a statement of the hypotheses and

a diagram of the anticipated relationships.



Chapter III pertains to the iethodology employed in the study.
Each of the variables of the study is considered. Attention is also given
to the statistical techniques utilized.

Chapter IV is concerned with the principal's analysis. Three
hypotheses related to the effect of the principal's tenure, succession
pattern and reference group orientation on innovation are tested. The
methods of causal inference are used to further examine the relationships
between variables.

Chapter V presents the re-analysis of the superintendent's data.
This re-examination is composed of three parts: a) consideration of the
relationship between the independent variables; tenure, succession
pattern, and reference group orientation; and the dependent variable,
district innovation; b) the relationship between the independent variables
and the intervening variables, perceived need for change and perceived
power to innovate; and ¢) the relationship between the intervening and
the dependent variables. !

Chapter VI presents the jolnt secondary and joint elementary
analysis. This analysis involves the joint consideration of variables
associated with the principal and superintendent. The first part of the
chapter deals with secondary innovation and the second with elementary
innovation. This chapter also considers the total amount of variance
in secondary and elementary innovation that can be accounted for by all
of the variables of the study.,

Chapter VII discusses the findings and analyses of the study. It
re-examines the concepts of the study, the value of the model for examining
building innovation, compares the building and the district as a unit for

analysis, and considers the relative importance of the superintendent and



principal in innovation. This chapter closes with a statement of

coanclusions.

Qo
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CHAPTER 11
RATIONALE OF THE STUDY

Innovation has been defined as '"a deliberate, novel,i specific
change, which is thought to be more efficacious in accomplishing the
goals of a system' (Miles, 1964, p. 14). The deliberate and specific
nature of the change makes innovation distinct from changes which evolve
over & period of time as a result of changing conditions. Th&s. innova-
tion as defined involves a decision by a; individual, group, or organi-
zation.

The concept of decision-making seems to provide a meagningful way
of examining the manner in which organizations decide to accept or
reject a new idea. As Dill (1964, p. 200) has indicated, it may serve
as a basic framework for organizational analysis and it has the advan-
tage of sympathetic connections with other disciplines.

The process used to make decisions about change is gsimilar to
the way other decisions are reached. To understand this process ', . .
we need knowledge about the environments in which decision-makers work,
about individuals and groups as decision-makers, and about the complexi-
ties of interpersonal and intergroup relations in decision-making' (Dill,
1964, p. 205).

One of the important tasks of those who would attempt to develop
a8 theory of innovation is to determine which individuals, groups, and
organizations are important in making decisions about the adoption of
new practices. Following the identification of the important elements,
it will be necessary to determine their inter-relationships. It should
then be possible to determine the characteristics of the individual or

group which influence thelr adoptive behavior.
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9

Abbott (1964) presents a convincing argument to support the idea
that the school as it now opcrates fits Weber's model for bureaucracies,
One of the characteristics shared by schools and burcaucracies is their
use of levels of graded authority to establish an ordered system of
superordination and subordination. Abbott's thesis, like Griffiths',
argues for the importance of the superintendent in decision-making, and
thus in innovation. Griffiths (1964, p. 435) also proposes that the
hierarchial order of the school system enables change Lo occur from the
top down, but rarely from th: bottom up.

New ideas are often introduced into an organization at points
far removed from the locus of decision-making. Before a decision to
adopt or reject the idea can be made it must reach the appropriate indi-
vidual or group. In bureaucratic organizations there is & prescribed route
which communication is expected to follow. In a public school setting
the tcacher is expected to bring the idea to the principal, the principal

then may present it to the superintendent and finally, it may be carried
by the supe;intendent to the board of education. The idea may be
rejected at any point in the sequence. If this occurs the idea probably
will not be passed on to the next level of decision-making. Thus a
change may involve not oue, but rather a sequence of decisions.

Persons océupying key positions in the formal bureaucratic
structure of the organization and those in leadership roles in the in~
formal organization are thought to be critical in the decision-making
process. Brickell (1961) concluded that administrators introduced most
new instructional innovations of major scope. He argues that administra-

tive initiative is responsible for changes which involve rearrangement

of the structural elements of the institution.
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In summary, authority ig a critical element in the shaping
of iustitutional decisions. Schools depend heuvily upon
administrative authority in decision-making. Consequently
the control center of the institution, as schools are man-
aged today, is the administrator. He may not be - and
frequentliy is not - the original source of intcrest in a
new type of program, but unless he gives it uis attention
and actively promotes its use, it will not comec intc being
(Brickell, 1961, p. 24).

Tnis study isolates two positions in the burcaucratic structure
for investigation. These positions are the superinteudency and the
t

principalship.
The Superintendent and Innovation

While the superintendent doecs not have absolute power and is
subject to numerous restraints, his importance in innovation seems to
be assurecd by his role in the organizatioan. Carlson (19v4) supports this
view by arguing that the superintendent is neither a viciim of the local
school budget nor a powerless subordinate of the board of education:

The extent to which the syperintendent uses his authority and
leadership depends upon his percéption of the magnitude, importance, or
sensitivity of the change. He will be most goncerned about changes that
a) involve a large portion of the staff, b) implicate tihc expenditure
of lar:e sums of money, c) are expected to be of concern to parents or
lay persons in the commupity, d) necessitate coordination between build-
ings, or ¢) are expected to causc significant repercussions in the staff.

The studies of Mort and Cornell (1941) and Carlson (1962, 1964,
1965a) provide empirical support for the position that the superintendent
is influential in the adoption of new practices. Mort and Cornell (1941,
p. 335) identified the superintendent of schools as the chief adopting

agent. In their Pennsylvania study nearly 90 per cent of the adoptions

were accompanied by the active participation of the supcrintendent. In
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55 per cent of the cases he nhad served as the active leader (Mort and
Cornell, 1941). The critical role of the administrator was further sup-
ported By reports from teachers that the failure to adopt new practices
was often a result of administrative opposition or incompetence.

Carlson (1962 and 1965a) supported the view that the superinten-
dent is significant in, innovation by demonstrating that varying rates
of adoption relate to attributes of the superintendent. He found that
varying rates in the adoption of innovations could be explained by
characteristics of the district superintendent. Within the same
geographical area, men who were the first to adopt modern math had a
higher position in their peer social structure than did the late

adopters.

The Principal and Innovation

A recent study of the relationship between attributes of the
superintendent and innovation found that the correlation between
secondary and elementary innovation was .19 (Reynolds, 1965). This
low correlation suggests that innovation may be less a property of a
district than of a school building. If this is the case; the principal,
rather than the superintendent, may be the critical person.

An elementary or secondary school may be considered as a sub-
system within a district. Tne principal's position as superordinate
in the sub-system places him in & strategic position. He has the power
to rcward and punish subordinates who do not perform in the prescribed
manner. Upward communication normally flows through the principal. This
permits him to monitor the information and ideas received by higher-level

administrators and thus to influence their decisions about change.
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His power to veto the decisions of his subordinaies allows him
to (ffect tne changes made by others within his building. This power
is furthered by his control of scheduling and material resources.

The principal may also indirectly encourage innovation by promot-
ing a climate that is acceptant of new practices. Halpin's (1965) work
is based upon an implicit assumption that the group's perception of the
leader contributes to the organizational climate. The principal may
encouragec staff members to suggest changes, form committees to study and
propose changes, and make available and encourage use of new materials.

Several resesarchers have looked at the indivect influence of the
principal. Chesler, Schmuck, and Lippitt found that ''there is a high
and significant correlation (+.065, p less than .05) between the amount
of‘staff innovativeness as measured by the mean number of new practices
developed by each teacher and the staffi's perception of the principal's
support for innovative teaching' (1963, p. 274). It wus argued that
the principal directly and indircctly influenced the ianterpersonal
stal: relations by encouraging or discouraging the sharing of educational
ideas and iasights. While this study argues that the principal is im-
portdat in iaamvation, it should he noted that the innovations studied
related to indgvidual classrooms.

Coetz (1965), in a study of elementary scihool principals, demon-
strated that variables related to the principal correlate significantly
with the adoption of innovations. le found significant correlations
between total innovativeness scorcs and the principal's attitude toward
research and innovation (r = .18, p less than .0l). il also found that
principals innovated most {requently when the changes involved only

their own buildings and did not require system-wide support and when the
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cnanges did not necessitate the outlay of additiounal funds (1965,
p. 153)

Betore concluding the discussion of the principul and innovation,
notce should be made of Criffichs' work. Griffiths usced the data Lrom
the D velopment of Criteria of Success and School idministration Project
(Hempnill, Griffiths, Frederiksen, 1962) to view the role of the elemen-
tary school principal in bringing about change in the school system
(Sriffiths, 1963). He found that principals innovated infrequently in
a simulated administrative situation (Griffiths, 1903, p. 279).

Griffiths concludes

. « « 1f we are to have change in school systems, we

cannot look to the principal to initiate this change.

The initiative for chdnge must come from thec top. ' Once

a change is sanctioned by his superiors, the principal

will work to effect that change at the building level

(p. 284),.

The fact that principals are not always directly involved in
innovation is evident in the following statement which one principal
attached to the questionnaire used in this study.

There are principals and there are principals in name only.

I fit the latter category. Therefore no serious considera-

tion of change or adoption is necessary.

While the principal's influence in innovation is limited by the
authority delegated to him by the superintendent, his positiun is poten-
tially important., This study will attempt to determine the extent to which
the principal's potential power is realized by investigating whether
Reynolds' findings related to the superintendent can be extended to the

principal. It will also consider whetner the individual or the school

systum is the most appropriuate unit of 4analysis in investigations of change.

o
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Determinants of Administrative Behavior

The argument has been advanced that the superintendent and prin-
cipal are important in making decisions about the adoption of new prac-
tices. Attention is now given to the identification of concepts which
Qill help to explain why some administrators are associated with greater
innovation than others.

Behavior of the administrator relative to decision-making is
conditioned b§ the way he perceives the organization of which he ;a a
part and the manner in which he views his role in that organization.
Since the concern of this study is limited to a consideration of
decisions which affect innovation, no attempt is made to ideatify con-
cepts which will explain all of adwinistrative behavior or all of deci-
sion-making. The concepts 'perceived need for change' and "perceived
power to innovate' were used by Reynolds (1965) to examine adwministrative

, behavior. They are thought to be useful in examining that aspect of
decision-making which relates to the adoption of new practices,

o Before an administrator makes an attempt to bring about change
in the school district by adopting new practices, he must feel that there
is a need for change and that there is the possibility that the change
can be effectively made. Perceived need for change and perceived power
to innovate may therefore be considered necessary, but not sufficient,

conditions for the occurreance of innovatien.

Perceived Need for Change

Perceived need for change refers to an individual's satisfaction

or dissatisfaction with ilhe goals, procedures, or outcomes of an
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organization. Abbott's discussion lends support to the idea that dissatis-
faction is a prerequisite for the adoption of new practices. He indicates
that inncvation is an adaptive response for an organization when a pro-

\
gram of action ceases to be satisfying (Abbott, 1964, p. 3).

The administrator's perceived need for change is thought to be
influec:ed dy: a) his definition of his own role, b) his perception of
the existing program, c¢) his knowledge of alternatives, d) his
commitinent to the existing program, and e) his integration into the
social system. ! i

Lipham (1964) discussces two aspects oif the role perceptions of
superintendents. He distinguishes between the leadership and administra-
tive functions as follows: ! !

The leader is concerned with initiating changes in estab-

lished structures, procedures, or goals; he is disruptive

of the existing state of aifairs . . .

The administrator is concerned primirily with maintaining,

rather than changing established structures, procedures,

or goals, Thus, the administrator may be viewed as a

stabilizing force (Lipham, p. 122).

Chesler, Schmuck, and Lippitt (1963) have suggested a similar
dichotomy for the role of the principal.

Principals with the innovative staffs are more 'pro-

fessionally' oriented than those with less innovative

staffs. The former are concerned with improving class-

room processes, encouraging teacher growth, and con-

: tinually evaluating pupil learning. The latter group

on the other hand, tend to be more 'administratively'

oriented. They are concerned primarily with achieving

a smoothly running organization, and are very responsive

to the demands of their administrative superiors (p. 275).

The preceding discussion suggests that administrators who place

|

emphasis upon the leadership (or professional) role will be more concern-

ed with the adoption of new practices than those who emphasize the
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administrative aspects of their job. They are expected to have a higher
perceived need for change.

The adminisirator’'s perception of the existing program depends
upon both the objective characteristics of the program and the accuracy
of the information he has about it. The informatidn the administrator
receives is subject to distortion. The predominate pattern cf communi-
cation is from the top down (Griffiths, 1964). When upward communica-
tion does occur it is altered to avoid negative reflections upon lower
bureaucratic members (Blau and Scott, 1962). Therefore, the administra-
tor often has a more favorable picture than is justified by actual
conditions. This tends to lower his perception of the need for change.

Knowledge of an innovation may precede or follow a perceived need
for change. When dissatisfacﬁion with cu;rent goals, procedures, =t
outcomes exists members of the organization may actively seek alternatives.
This is most likely to occur when changing conditions present new problems.
Dissatisfaction may also occur &s a result of systematic evaluation.

Knowledge of new practices does not always come as a result of
search behavior induced by a perceived need for change. Knowledge of
a new practice gained through conversations with others, reading, con-
vention attendance, etc. may serve to induce dissatisfaction with present
programs,

Since most changes that occur in a system do not involve inven-
tions originating within the system, but rather adoptions or adaptations
of practices originating outside the system, the administrator's knowledge
of alternatives to present practices depends in large part upon the extent
of his contacts outside his immediate environment. Those who have the
broadest knowledge of alternatives are expected to perceive a greater

need for change.
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Carlison (1965@ has demonstrated that there is & significant re-
lationship between innovation and the superintendent's position in the
social structure of superintendents. One explanation is thag more exten-
sive contact increases information about other alternatives. It -ay also
be that innovation enhances the superintendent's status with his peers.

Perceived need for change is inversely related to commitment to
the existing p?dgrnm. The superintendent who has been involved in
the development of a program is expected to view it in a more favorable
light. Tnvolvement increases the psychological investment of the
individual. Abbott (1964) attributes much of the inertia in formal
organizations to the "sunk costs' of the organization.

. « « in the educational enterprise, these 'sunk costs'

consist of a substantial investment in training and

experience, and of a psychological commitment to par-

ticular ways of programming activitics (Abbott, 1964,

p. 3). '

Commitment to a program may also result from loyalty to an indi-
vidual who initiated it. The followers of a leader, particuiarly one
with charismatic qualities, are.often reluctant to make even the smallest
change in their programs. Alteratien is tantamount to disloyalty.

Perceived need for change relates inversely.to integration into
the social system. The individusl who has achieved a high degree of
integration tends to protect favored relationships by maintaining the

status-quo. Change is resisted because it is frequently accompanied by

alterations in patterns of interactioin and role definition,.

Perceived Power to Innovate

" Perceived power to innovate refers to an individual's estiwmate

of his ability to influence the goals, procedures, or outcomes of an
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organizatidn. The administrator can; by virtue of his position, train-~
ing and experience; influence decision-making. He does not, however,
have absolute power. The power of other individuals in the organization
and the characteristics of the organization itself may be sufficient
to limit the fnfluence of any one individual (Katz and Kahn, 1966).

The board of education, other administrators, community pressure, and
staif resistance may serve as restraints upon the administrator's
range of control.

The major determinants of perceived power to innovate are the
administrator's perception of: a) the external climate for change,

b) the internal climate for change, and c¢) his own influence and power.
Thus, perceived power to innovate depends upon both factors associated
with the administrator and factors related to the situation in which
he finds himself.

The administrator and the social system of which he is a part
do not operate in a vacuum. The interaction between the school and the
cormunity must be maintained at a favorable level in order to maximize
the efficiency of school operations. The public school has been classi-

fied as a ''domestjicated organization;"

whose existance is guaranteed
(Carlson, 1965, p. b). However, ihe degree to which the school operates
above ithe level guaranteed by law depends upon the community's approval
of the school's operation. It is felt that Inanovations have the potential
to modify the desired level of community approval.

The extent to which community members become involved in a deci-
sion to adopt a new practice, depends upon their awareness of the change

and the magnitude and seasitivity of the change. The community's aware-

ness of an inaovation depends upon its visibility. Bus routes and
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schedulcs, homework, the school calendar, and grading and reporting
practices are among the highly visible aspects of the school program.
These aspects represent areas in which parents are directly involved and
they therefore feel they have a legitimate right to participate in
decision-making.

Innovations which touch upon the values of individuals or the
norms of the community will arous: greater community interest because
of their sensitivity. Examples of sensitive areas include sex educa-
tion, controversial issues in social studies, religious issues, and
integration.

Community members react not only to the specific innovation
under consideration, but also to the related changes that may be
involved. The community may react negatively to desired changes which
involve increases in the tax rate, changes in racial composition of the
school, or other focal concerns. When the opposition stems from related
changes, there may be little relationship between the acutal basis for
opposition and the reasons pﬁblicly stated.

When a community favors or opposes a particular type of change,
it can bring considerable pressure to bear upon the orgenization. The
power of the community is bullt into the system of school support that
makes the ?pproval of bond issues for building purposes and tax levies
for operational expenditures dependent upon the approval of the voters of
the district. It is not surprising that administrators tend to make only
those changes thaf are likely to be acceptable to the public. The way
this serves to limit the administrator's freedom of action has been ex-~

pressed by Callahan (1962) in his ''vunerability thesis."
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A community may bring pressure to bear upon the administration
through the board of education. Board members, as elected representa-
tives of the community, are obligated to be responsive to their constit-
uents. When they fail to be responsive they risk their positions. It
may be observed that board members are reluctant to give up the prestige
and power associated with their positions.

The board's ability to invoke sanctions of consequence gives a
power ful means of control. Brickell (1961) emphasizes the power of the
board and the community as follows:

Parents, citizens groups and thke board of education

seldom exert a direct influence; however, their

influence is decisive when exerted ( p.20-21) (italics
mine).

The power of the board of education and the community may be seen as
affecting the superintendent's actual and perceived power to innovate.

Other aspects of the environment influence the superintendent's
power to innovate. They may increase or decrease his power, State and
federal government programs may set minimum standards for receiving
financial 4id, national and local critics of education may influence
the climate for change, special interest groups may attempt to use the
schools as a means of accomplishing their goals, and curriculum groups
may arouse interest in new programs.

The administrator's perceived power to innovate is influenced by
the internal climate for change. When the members of an organization
are satisfied with the existing program; that is, have a low perceived
need for change, they tend to resist attempts to alter tilie status quo.
This resistance limits the administrator's actual and perceived power
to innovate. Resistance is usually directed toward administrators whe

are held responsible fuor the innovative attempt and its consequences.
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The principal is particularly vunerable because he is the most accessible
representative of the authority structure. Thus he becomes the target
-of the resistance techniques available to the lower participants. (See
Becker, 1961; Mechanic, 1964).

When the changes that are likely to result from the adoption of
a particular innovation are perceived as being consistent with existing
values and interaction patterns, there may be little or no resistance to
the change. When, on the other hand, the innovation presents a threat
to the maintenance of desired interpersonal relationships by altering
the role definition of members or challenges existing attitudes and
values, the resistance mav be great. Because subordinates are frequently
the agents who must implement the change, their resistance is likelv to
endanger the success of the change attempt.

’

The members of a social system may react not only to the
content of the innovation but also to the decision-making process used
in selecting it. They are more likelv to accept the changekif it was
advocated bv an individual of high prestige, Persons also tend to
view change more favorably when they have been involved in the decision-
making process (Coch and French, 1948).

Innovations often have a different effect upon the members of a
social svstem. This may be expected to create pressures for change and
counter pressures for stability. The magnitude aqd direction of these
forces infiuenze the administrator's perceived power to innovate. While
resistance to change is a frequent condition, it is also possible to find
indiffereace or pressure for change.

The administrator who advocates change stands to gain or lose

influence and prestige. An unsuccessful influence attempt diminishes
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his status and thus his abilitv to determine the future course of events
in the organization. On the other hand., successful influence attempts
add to the status and power of the administrator.

An administrator's perCf?;ion of his power to innovate is con-
ditioned bv the anticipated rquCTbn of higher levels of authority.
There is always the danger that his decision will be vetoed at a
higher level. Bacause his future power is determined by his present
successes and failures, innovation will seldom be proposed when the
administrator anticipates rejection bv a superordinate. To do so is
to jeopardize his status and future power. The extent to which this
influences the behavior of an individual may be related to his risk
taking. Some men are more willing to gamble than others.

Joint Consideration of Perceived Need for
Change and Perceived Power to Innovate

It has been argued that administrators are important in innovation
and that perceived need for change and perceived power to innovate are
useful concepts in examining administrative behavior related to innova-
tion. Perceived need for change and perceived power to innovate are each
considered to be necessarv but not sufficient conditions for the occurrence
of ilanovation.

If administretors are categorized as having either a high or low

'  perceived need for change and a high or low perceived power to innovate,

each administrator may be categorized as a mewmber of one of four groups.
Table 1 identifies these groups.

Since both perceived need for change and perceived power to in-
novate are necessarv for innovation, groups 1, 2 and 3 will have low

innovation rates and group 4 will have a high innovation rate.
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TABLE 1

ADMINISTRATORS CATEGORTZED BY PERCEIVED NEED
FOR CHANGE AND PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE

T - T Expécted —
Group Level of
Number Category Tnnovation

1 Low Perceived Need for Change Low
Low Perceived Power to Innovate

2 Low Perceived Need for Change Low
High Perceived Power to Innovate

3 High Perceived Need for Change Low
Low Perceived Power to Innovate

4 High Perceived Need for Change High

High Perceived Power to Innovate

Determinants of Perceived Need for Change
and Perceived Power to Innovate
Consideration is now given to the identification of three variables

that relate to perceived need fer change and perceived power to innovate,
The administrator's perceived need for change and perceived power to
innovate are conditicned by the manner in which he perceives the organ-
ization and the wav that he relates to it. The administrator's tenure,
succession pattern, and reference group orientation affect these percep-

tions and relationships.
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Tenurc

Tenure refers to the lengti of time that an administrator has
occunied his present position. (It does not refer to the length of time
in a school system.) The administrator of long tenure is expected to
see less need for change than the administrator of short tenure because
he has otten played an important part in the formulation of the existing
program and may therefore have a greater commitment to it., His involv-
ment in the interpersonal structure and his loyalty to the school system
and its traditions are also expected to be greater and thus to further
diminish his perception of the need for change.

Bridges (1964) found thiat older, more experienced principals
involved their teachers in a higher degree of participation in decision-
making than younger, less experienced principals. If a chief concern
of tcachers is stability, then Bridges' observation may help to
expiuain the maintenance of present programs,

Their participative behavior may reflect the older,

experienced principals' desire to maintain a stable

situation through increasing the teacher's voice in

matters of central concern to the teacher (Bridges,

1964, p. 3).

While numerous studies have been made of tenure, few have focused
upon the relationsnip between tenure and change. Two studies (Todd, 1963;
Carlson, 1961) do, however, provide evidence concerning the relationship
between the tenure of the superintendent and the amount ol change in a
school system. In the first of these, Todd examined thc tenure of "agents

of change"

and "agents of resistance' (Todd, 1963). The former category
included superintendents of districts that ranked in the upper quarter

of a distribution related to the amount of change according to an index
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of financial support for the school program. ''Agents of resistance' were
those superintendents whose districts ranked in the lowest quartile.

"Agents of change' were found to have shorter administrative tenure
(6.76 vears) than 'agents of resistance’ (l4.21 years) (Todd, 1963, p. 90-
91). The "agents of change' were slso found to be younger and to have
fewer vears of professional experience {(Todd, 1963, p. 109).

While the hypothesis of the present study and Todd's hypothesis
were simiiar in that both predicted a negative relationship between tenure
and change, the reasoning differed. Todd considered shorter tenure to
result from having introduced change (Todd, 1963, p. iiii), while the
present studv reversed the cause-effect relationship. The fact that the
superintendent 18 new to the position was expected to affect his attempts
to introduce change. Intervening variables introduced in the present
study provide useful information for dealing with the question ©f causality.

While Carlson's investigation focused upon the importance of suc-
cession pattern, tenure was considered indirectly. It was hvpothesized
that "during the early stages of the succesasion cycle, outside successors
will add more positions to the central office administrative staff than
will 'old' superintendents in comparable districts during the same time
span, and vise versa for insiders' (Carlson, 1961, p. 219). The 11
districts with new insiders added 5 positions or an average of .45 posi-
tions per district. The ''old" superintendents in 11 comparable districts
added 14 positions or an average of 1.27 positions per district. Twenty
districts with new outsiders added 39 positions, an average of 1.9 posi-
tions per district, while cthe 20 matched districts with "old" superin-
tendents added 25 positions, or an average of 1.25 positions per district

(Carlson, p. 219), These findings supported the hypotheses.
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Reynolds (1965, p. 20) performed a secondary analysis of Carlson's
data by combining the inside and outside successors into a single cate-

gory, ''ntw superintendents,” and comparing the amount of change in these

districts with the amount of change in systems headed by ''old superinten-

dents.’ The tenure of the ‘'old superintendents,"

of coursc, was greater
than that of '‘new superintendents.' The 31 ''new supcrintendents' added

44 positions and the 31 "old superintendents' added 39 positions. While
the relationship was in the predicted direction, the difference was not

statistically significant.

The variation in the findings of Todd and Carlson could relate
to the nature of their samples, differences in the time period studied,
the nature of the statistical analyses, or theloperational definition of
change. In any event, the results argue strongly for further investiga-
tion of the relationship between the tenure of the supcrintendent and
innovation.

Joetz (1965), in a study of 203 elementary scliools in 74 Michigan
school districts, examined the relationship between 13 situational and
personal variables relating to the elementary principal and building
innovation. He found that the principal’s administrative cxperieunce in
the present building correlated ncgatively (~.35) with iunovation in
instruction. Total administrative cxperience as a principal was also
found to be negatively correlated (-.29) with innovation. Beth findings

were significant at the .01 level.
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Succession Pattern

Succession pattern refers to whether the individual comes to his
position from inside or outside the school svstem. The outside successor
may at least during the early stages of the succession cvcle see a greater
need for change because, like the administrator of short tenure, he will
not have plaved a significant part in the development of the program of
the school system. The outsider's knowledge of the program in another
district prowvides him with a basis of comparison. A belief in the pro-
gram of his formwer district mav result in a desire to implenent that pro-
gram in his present district. He will also have little involvement ia
the interpersonal structure. The outs‘der may not only have little com-
mitment to the traditions but may even lack knowledge of them.

The outsider is expected to have during the first few years of his
tenure, a greater sense of power to innovate than the insider. Carlson
said that there are different conditions of employment and differential
expectations for insiders and outsiders (Carlson, 1961, p. 226). The
ingider is hired with the understanding that he will keep things as they
are, while the outsider may be expected to make changes. The difference
in expectations arises from differential satisfactions with the previous
administration: i.e., when the board is satisfied it may employ either
an insider or an outsider, but when it is dissatisfied it will turn to
an cutsider.

Carlson (1962) found that superintendents promoted from within
and those employed from outside relate to th2 organization in different
ways. This difference is due in part to differences in the extent to

which the person considers place of employment more important than career
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as superintendent. Those in the first group remain in tliec school system
and wait for promotioan, while those in the second category leave the sys-
tem for a superintendency elsewhere.

Carlson also indicated that the insider is likely to be unwilling
or unable tec make changes because of his integration in the ianternal and
external interpersonal structure, The findings of the investigation sup-
port the theoretical positions advanced. Qutside successors tended to
expend greater effort in making new rules and policics, while inside
successors were more concerned with publicizing and reinforcing existing

rules.

Reference Croup Orientation

Reference group orientation refers to an individual's identifi-
cation with the local and larger social structure. Administrators whose
primary identification is external to the local school system are
"cosmopol itans.'" Those whose identification is internal to the school
system are '"locals.”" The administrator who has a cosmopolitan reference
group oricatation is expected to see a greater need for change because
of an increased awarencss of alternatives to the existing program. This
is expected to occur as a result of greater interest in c¢vents outside
the local school system. Cosmopolitans come into earlier contact with
ideas as a result of more extensive reading and more frecquent personal
contact with persons external to the local system.

Because the cosmopolitan is more concerned with a reference group
outside his immediate environment, he may have less local involvement

and therefore be less concerned about keeping things "as they are.'" The
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cosmopolitan may seek an increase in status within the profession through
the visibility acquired by the initiation of "new'" programs. Persons
outside the local district will be more impressed by the initiation of
new programs than by the effective administration of the existing program.
The concepts cosmopolitan and local orientation were developed
by Merton to explain the pattern of influence in the community of "Rovere.'
The classification of persons as locals and cosmopolitans was made in
terms of their orientation toward local and larger social structures.
The chief criterion for distinguishing thke two is found in
their orientation toward Rovere. The localite largely confines
his interests to this community. Rovere is essentially his
world. Devoting little thought or energy to the Great Societyv,
he is preoccupied with local problems, to the virtual exclusion
of the national and international scene. He is, strictly
speaking, parochial.
Contrariwise with the cosmopolitan tvpe. He has some interest
in Rovere and must of course maintain a minimum of relations
within the community since he, too, exerts influence there.
But ha is also oriented significantly to the world outside
Rovere, and regards himself as an integral part of that world.
He resides in Rovere but lives in the Great Societv. Tf the
local tvpe is parochial, the cosmopolitan is ecumenical (Merton,
1977, p. 393).
Local and cosmopolitan orientation were also used by Gouldner
in his investigatinn of latent social ideatities (Gouldner, 1957). TIn
an extensive studv of a college faculty he found the concepts useful in
organization analysis. Cosmopolitans and locals differed in degree of
influence, participation, and rule tropism. as well as in patterns of
informal social relations, in the organization studied.
1
Sutthoff {1960) found that the cosmopnlitan and local orientation
of lav persons helped explain differences in the form and degree of their

participation in school affairs as measurad by three of six dimensions

of participation. The three significanlt dimensions were activity in
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organizational affairs, communicated interest in school affairs, and loyalty
to the organization. No significant relationship was found with compliance
to organizational policy, knowledge of organizational policy, or pride
in the local schools (Sutthoff, 1960). Brumbaugh adapted the Local-Cosmo-
politan Index developed by Sutthoff to public school teachers but failed
to find an expected difference between the attributes of locals and cosmo-

politans with regard to district reorganization (Brumbaugh, 1963).
The Model

The model which folloﬁs is less inclusive than the rationale,
It isolates selected concepts associated with the superintendent and
principal for invasstigation. Tenure, succession, and reference group
orientation constitute the independent variables. Innovation serves as
£i12 dependent variable.

The major hypotheses are:

1. The rate of innovation in an organization is inversely
related to the tenure of the administrator.

2. The rate of innovation in an organization will be
greater if the successor to the administrator is
from outside the organization than 1f he is from
inside the organizatiomn.

3. The rate of innovation will be greater if the admin-

istrator has a '"cosmopolitan orientation' than if
he has a "local orientation.’

Perceived need for change and perceived power to innovate are
treated as'intervening variables used to explain the relationship between
the independent variables (tenure, succession pattern, and orientation)
and the dependent variable (innovation). The relationships between the

intervening variables and the independent and dependent variables formed

the minor hypotheses which follow:

N
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IThe administrator's perceivad need for change will be
inversely related to his tenure.

The administrator's perceived need for change will be
greater if he succeeded to his position from outside
the organization than if he was promoted from within
the organization.

The administrator's perceived need for change will
be greater if he has a cosmopolitan orientation than
if he has a local orientation.

The administrator's perceived power to innovate will
be greater if he succeeded to his position from out-
side the organization than if he was promoted from
within the organization.

The level of innovation is expected to be greater when
the administrator has a high perceived need for change
and a high perceived power to innovate than when the
administrator has either a low perceived need for
change or a low perceived power to innovate, or both.

31
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Independent Intervening Dependent
Variables Variables Variable
Orientation of thé
Administrator
N
Tenure of the Perceived Need
Administrator for Change
> Innovation
Succession Perceived Power
Pattern to Innovate

e

Figure 1

RELATIONSHIPS PREDICTED IN THE MINOR

HYPOTHESES



CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

This study utilizes data collected in the senior author's earlier
investigation of the superintendent and innovation (Reynolds, 1965).
Questionnaires were sent to superintendents and principals in 183 Missouri
and Illinois school districts. The districts included in the sample pro-
vided both elementary and secondary education and were accredited by the
North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. Accredita-
tion was used as & criterion to avoid extreme differences in size and
expenditure level,

Questionnaires were sent to superintendents and principals in 79
Missouri and 104 Tllinois districts in April of 1965. Replies were re-
ceived from 444, or 81 per cent of the 549 superintendents and principals.

Table 2 shows the returns by sub-group.

TABLE 2

QUESTIONNATRE RETURNS CATEGORIZED BY POSITION OF RECIPIENT

Number Number Per cent
sent Returned Returned
Superintendent 183 147 80.3
Secondaryv Principal 183 159 86.9
Elementary Principal 183 138 75.4

All groups 549 444 80.9
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The questionnair: sent to the principals and the superintendents
were identical with respect to information concerning tenure, succession
pattern, and reference group orientation. The superintendents' question-
naire included questions to obtain information about the size and expen-
diture level of the district. The principals' questionnaire included

questions relating to the measure of the dependent variable, innovation,
The Independent Variables

Tenure

Tenure was determined by the principal's or superintendeat's re-
port of the number of years he had served in his present position includ-
ing the present year &s one. Since innovation was considered for a period
of years rather than for a single year, it was necessary to convert the
tenure scores to an average for the innovation period. The average tenure

(Ty) was calculated by the formula:

Ta = In + Tn-1 + Tn-2 4 Th-3

X
where T, = tenure in 1964-65 if tenure~2
Tn-1 ™ tenure in 1963-64 if tenure=>2
Tn-2 = tenure in 1962-63 if tenure 22
Tp-3 ™ tenure in 1961-62 if tenure 22
x = the number of tenure scores appearing in the numerator

The statistical procedures used in this study include simple,
multiple, and partial correlation and analysis of covariance. The average
tenure scores were dichotomized when the analysis of covariance was used.
When the average tenure score was 5.5 years or less the principals and
superintendents were assigned to a category called "'short tenure.' When

the average tenure score was greater than 5.5, the assignment was to a
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category called "loag tenure.”

Dichotomization was used because the
effect of tenure upon innovation was not expected to be linear. it was
anticipated that the administrator of short tenure would relate to the
organization in a manner different from the administrator of long tenure.
However, the effect was expected to diminish such that after the early

vears (operationalized as 5.0 vears) little difference would be expected

from vear to vear,
Succession

The principal and superintendent were asked to indicate the
position and schonol district of his emplovment immediatelv prior to
assuming nis preseﬁt position. This provided the information needed to
categorize both the principal and superintendent as either an "inside

successor' or an 'outside succesgsor."

Local-Cosmopolitan Orientation

Nine items designed to measure lccal-cosmopolitan orientation
were included in the questionnaire sent to principals and superintendents.
The first three items are adaptations from the Index of Local-Cosmopolitan
Orientation developed by Sutthoff (1960) and later used by Brumbaugh (1963).
The nine items pertained to such things as convencion attendance, reading
habits, sources of information about new practices, and relative concern
about local and national issues in education.

The earlier study of the superintendent (Reynolds, 1965), utilized
a principal axis factor analysis and an oblique rotation to develop a

seven item scale for local-cosmopolitan reference group orientation of
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superintendents. Normalized factor scores for each superintendeat were
obtained from the rotated factor loadings.

| Identical Procedures were used to determine whether separate
analyses of the elementary and secondary principals' responses would yield
factor structures similar to those obtained for the superintendeat. It
was found that the original structure was not reproduced. This finding
led to the conclusion that local-cosmopolitan orientation as operational-
ized is not unidimensional, and therefore that it can be better wmeasured
by a cumulative scale.

The scale used in the analysis was composed of 8 items (numbers
1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9). TItem two was omitted because it was either not
anagwered by a large number of respondents or a qualification was added
to the response. Each of the remaining eight items was dichotomized to
form two groups which were as nearly equal as possible.

Scores for each superintendent and principal were determined by
counting the number of times he responded to an item in a cosmopolitan
fashion. The scores obtained ranged froh zero (no items answered in a
cosmopolitan manner) to eight (all items answered in a cosmopolitan manner).
Table 3 shows the distribution of scores for each of the three groups of
respondents, superintendents, elementary principals, and secondary
principals,

When the analysis of cevariance was used the local -cosmopolitan
scores were dichotomized. Principals and superintendents with sceores
of 3 or less were considered as local, scores of 4 or more were placed

in the cosmopolitan category.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL-COSMOPOLITAN SCORES

Local Cosmopolitan
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Superintendent 6 11 11 25 15 14 8 3 1
Elementary Principa} 12 18 36 21 12 8 1 2 0
v
Secondary Principal 6 14 17 21 16 19 12 4 1
Total 24 43 w4 67 43 41 21 9 2

The Intervening Variables

The intervening variables discussed below are used in the
superintendent’'s analysis but not in the elementary and secondary prin-
cipals' analyses or in the joint analysis. The '"perceived need for change'
was measured by asking the superintendent to indicate the amount of
change (extensive, moderate, minor, or no change) that he considered
desirable in relation to each of 12 specific areas. The directioas asked

that financial limitations and possible resistance from the board, staff,

or community, be ignored. The items were as follows:
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l. Elementary curriculum content and materials

2. Secondary curriculum content and materials

3. Education technology (programmed instruction, educational
TV, language laboratories, etc.)

4. Physical facilities

5. Patterns of time use (''vear around' schools, flexible
scheduling, etc.)

6. Teacher role definition (team teaching, teacher aides,
etc.) .

7. Classroom composition (large group instruction, ungrade
primary, etc.)

8. Supplementary services (transportation, adult educationm,
etc.)

9, Structural changes in the pattern of administrative
organization

10. Procedures for evaluating the educationa’® program
11. Teacher selection and induction procedures
12. In-service educational programs

The items for measuring the 'perceived power to innovate' related

to the amount of difficulty (great, considerable, minor, and no difficulty)

that the superintendent felt he would have in getting a series of changes

adopted.

The introductory statement and the 9 items are as follows:

The superintendent can; by virtue of his position
training, and experience; influence the decisions

that are made in his district. The superintendent,
however, does not have absolute power in his district.
The board of education, community pressure, and staff
resistance may limit his range of control. In view
of these factors, how much difficulty would vou have
in getting each of the following adopted? Assume you
considered them desirable practices.

l. A 5% increase in the local tax rate

2. A 15% increase in the local tax rate

3. A major change in teacher role definition (team
teaching, teacher aides, etc.)

4. A major curriculum change

5. A change in educational technology (Programmed
instruction, educational TV, etc.)

6. A major improvement in physical facilities

7. A significant change in teacher selection and
induction procedures

8. A new pattern of time use (year around school,
flexible scheduling, etc.)

9. A change in pupil assignment patterns (large
group instruction, ungraded rrimacy, etc.)
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The items for me&suring ''perceived need for change' and the items
designed to measure ''perceived power to innovate' were analvzed by a single
factor analvsis. If the items from the two scales loaded highlv on sep-
arate factors, it would be possible to conclude that thev were measuring
two separate domains. Further, if each item designed to measure ''perceived
need for change'" had a high loading on a single factor it could be
concluded that each item was contributing to a common scale. A similar
interpretation could be made if the items pertaining to 'perceived power
to innovate" loaded on a single factor.

A factor analysis was performed of the 21 x 21 correlation mairix
formed by the intercorrelations of the raw scores of the 150 superinten-
dents on the 21 items. The principal axis factor analyvsis vielded 6 factors
with eigenvalues greater than one. These factors had a cumulative eigen-
value of 12.33 and accounted for 59 per cent of the total variance.

Rotation to a factorially invariant solution was performed using
oblimax criterion, and rotations for 2, 3, 4 and 6 factors were compared.
The 2 factor oblique solution was chosen as the preferred factorial des-
cription of the correlation matrix. The reasons for this were as follows:

1) While 6 factors with eigenvalues greater than one were

extracted by the principal axis method, 57 per cent of
the variance explained by the 6 factors was attributed
to factors 1 and 2.

2) The incremental portion of the variance explained by
each successive factor showed & large decrease after
the second factor. This was the largest change be-
tween any two successive factors.

3) A comparison of the distribution of factor loadings
for 2, 3, 4 and 6 factors indicated that the items
divide in a "cleaner" fashion on the two-factor

solution, i.e., an item high on factor one was low
on factor two, and vice versa.
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The loadings of the 21 items on the two factor oblique rotation

are given in Table 4. The princiral axis factors are given in Appendix

B.
TABLE 4
ROTATED ITEM FACTOR MATRIX FOR THE 21 ITEMS FROM
THE "PERCEIVED NEED FOR CHRANGE' AND "'PERCEIVED
POWER TO INNOVATE'' SCALES
(N = 150)
Factor
Original
Ttem Number T TI1 h?
10f 70 12 47
g 68 17 50
e 62 07 38
1 54 -08 25
j 54 -05 31
h 53 04 29
c 53 =05 29
b 52 17 30
i 51 03 27
k 50 -06 28
a 49 03 25
d 23 -09 08
1llc 05 81 67

e 14 77 61
i 14 74 54
4 03 60 36
d =05 54 32
h 13 51 27
b -24 35 17
a -24 3s 17
f -13 34 14

Eigenvalue® 3.8¢ 3.10

aComput:ed from the original unrotated factors.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

41

The Depeadent Variable

The measures of secondary and elementary innovatiom were derived
from information provided by the questionnaires sent to the principals.
The principals were asked to report the adoption status of 19 elementary
and 23 secondary innovations selected from practices being diffused through
schools such as those in Missouri and Iilinois. In order to obtain
variability in the scores on the dependent variable, an uttempt was made
to include both innovations which most schools were thionght to have
adopted and innovations which only a few schools wouid have adopted.

Each principal was asked to indicate whether or not each innova-
tion had been adopted in his building, and if so, the vear in which it
had become a part of the regular school program. Innovations adopted
before the 1961-62 school year wecre reported in a single category, 'before
tine 1901-62 school year,' on the grounds that the precisc time of intro-
duction could not be dccurately reported for more than four years in the
past. The other response categories were: in 1961-62, 1962-63, 1963-64,
1964-65, and not adopted. Copics of the questionnaire sent to principals
are included in Appendix A.

Table 5 presents a list of the elementary innovations and reports
the number of disiricts adopting a given practice in each of the time
periods. Secondary innovations are shown in a similar maanner in Table 6.

Eleven of the original 4l items, 5 elementary and 6 secondary,
were eliminated from the final analysis because of the small variance
in the response to these items. The items that wzre eliminated are

preceded by an asterisk in Tables 5 and 6.



TABLE 5

THE NUMBER OF DISTRICTS ALOPTING 19 ELEMENTARY
TNNOVATIONS DURING EACH OF 5 TIME PERiODS

(N = 138)
Total
Before 1961- 1962- 1963- 1964- Adopted
Tnnovation 1960 1962 1963 1964 1965 by 1965
¥ Music Teacher 121 2 3 2 4 132
Modern Math 8 12 16 41 33 110
Phvsical Education Teacher 71 4 8 5 95
Art Teacher 75 8 4 3 93
Overhead Projectors 13 3 10 25 40 91
Departmentalization 40 4 € 11 7 69
Photozopy Machine 5 1 4 11 28 49
Elementary Guidance 17 3 8 i1 7 46
Duty Free lunch periods 26 2 3 4 6 41
Programmed Instruction 6 3 11 14 4 38
Foreign Language 20 6 2 6 2 36
Ungraded Primary 11 2 4 0 6 23
Team Teaching 5 6 1 6 2 30
Large Group Instruction 10 2 3 1 11 . 28
Teacher Aides 2 2 1 7 17
* Merit Pay 6 1 2 1 1 11
* Test Admission to kinder-
garten 3 1 0 1
1.B.M. Grade Reporting 1 0 1 4] 2 4
* Closed Circuit Television 0 1 0 2 0

*The astertsk indicates items omitted from the final analysis
because of their low variance.




TABLE 6

THE NUMBER CF DISTRICTS ADOPTING 23 SECONDARY
INNOVATIONS DURING EACH OF 5 TIME PERIODS

(R = 159)
Total
Before 1961- 1962- 1963- 1964- Adopted
Tanovation 1960 1962 1963 1964 1965 by 1965

* Counseling 127 15 5 5 4 156
* Free Period 153 0 1 0 1 155
* Driver Education 139 5 2 2 3 151
Overhead Projectors 49 17 31 27 20 144
Grouping 106 14 11 4 7 142
Photocopy Machiie 48 25 26 21 16 136
Modern Mathematics 27 15 40 23 22 128
Language Laboratories 35 13 26 18 17 109
Remedial Reading 52 13 11 12 13 101
New Science Programs 21 18 16 18 24 97
Sumzaer School 56 5 14 7 3 85
Programmed Instruction 7 23 15 10 60
Team Teaching 8 16 7 13 52
Algebra in Grade Eight 21 9 10 3 50
Large Group Instruction 10 4 16 7 8 45
Teacher Aides 7 7 6 7 7 34
1.B.M. Grade Reporting 9 4 5 0 16 34
Structural Linguistics 1 3 5 9 14 32
I.B.M. Scheduling 7 6 3 2 10 28
Russian 11 5 2 1 2 21

* Merit Payv 9 3 0 1 1 14
* Modular Scheduling 1 2 2 2 8
* Closed Circuit Television 2 0 1 1 3 7

*The asterisk indicates items omitted from the final analysf;—
because of their low variance.
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The measure of innovativeness of secondary and elementary schools
was determined bv dividing the number of innovations bv the number of
innovations possible and multiplying bv 1000 to eliminate the decimal.
This measure is called 'the innovation-ratio.”" The use of the number
of innovations per year was ruled out because this procedure penalized
a school which had made a large number of innovations prior to the four
vear period investigated. The ratio was felt to remove any bias against
previously innovative schools near the '"ceiling" of the measure.

In order to match the procedure used to determine the average
tenure of the principal (see page 34) the innovation-ratio {IR) was
computed by the formula:

Ln+ Iy + T2 + 153
Pn + P + Pn_z + Pn_3

IR =
n-1

where I, = the number of innovations adopted in 1964-65, and
tenure 2.

I,-1 = the number of innovations adopted in 1963-64, and
tenure 2.
In-Z = the number of innovations adopted in 1962-63, and
tenure 2.
n-3 = the number of innovations adopted in 1961-62, and
tenure 2.
P, = the number of innovations that had not been adopted
prior to 1964-65, and tenure 2.

P .1 = the number of innovations that had not been adopted
prior to 1963-64, and tenure 2.
P -2 = the number of innovations thaf: had not been adopted

prior to 1962-63, and tenure 2.

P, .3 = the number of innovations that had not been adopted
prior to 1961-62, and tenure 2.
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The secondary innovation scores have a range of .Q00 to .500,
a mean of .126, and a standard deviation of .086. The clementary
innovation scores have a range of .000 to .429, a mean of .1l05, and a

standard deviation of .095.
Control Variables

In order to assess the true relationship between the independent
and dependent variables it was considered necessary to inctroduce two
variables, expenditure per pupil and district size, as controls. Pre-
vious research has suggested, with some exceptions, that low expenditure
level und small size decrease the extent of innovation in a district.
Expenditure per pupil was included as an item in the superintendent's
questionnaire. The superintendent was also asked to report the number
I
of teachers and the pupil enrollment of the district. The number of
teachers was chosen as the measure of dis‘rict size because it was thought
that most problems related to innovation are more closcly associated
with the size of the staff than with the number of pupils in the district.
It would be more difficult to introduce modern mathematics to 90 pupils
taught by three different teachers than it would if they were taught by

a single teacher. The choice between staff size and number of pupils is

of little consequence since the two variables corrclate .98.
Statistical Analysis

The choice of statistical techniques was based upon a desire to

determine the amount of variance in innovation that could be accounted

ERIC
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for by each of the independent variables, exclusive of the effect of any
correlation between the independent variables. A technique was needed
which would also permit the intreduction of statistical controls for the
difference in innovacion scores due to differences in district size and
expenditure level. Both the analysis of covariance and the more general
multiple regression analysis were appropriate for making the desired tesats,

The more widely used procedures, analysis of variance and analysis
of covariance, are special cases of multiple linear regression (Bottenberg
and Ward, 1963). Whiteside and Jennings (1963) have demonstrated that
the results obtained by the analysis of variance and multiple linear
regression are identical. The regression model was chosen because of
its greater flexibility and because the available computer program per-
mitted the use of unequal cell entries.

The analysis utilized the General Linear Hypothe;is Program written
by McKinnev and Shumate, October 1, 1963, and made available through the
Washington University Computation Center, which is supported by National
Science Foundation Grant G-222196.

A 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of covariance design was used in which the
two control variables served as covariates. Covariance had the advantages
of utilizing a8 more familiar form for reporting the results and provid-
ing information about both '"main effects'" and "interactions."

In summary, the tenure of the administrator was designiated as
Factor A and the two levels (short tenure and long tenure) as A, and AZ’
the succession pattern as Factor B and the two levels (insid>» and outside)
as B; and By, and the orientation as Factor C with the two levels (local
and cosmopolitan) as C} and Cy. The eigiit treatments were represented

as follows:
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Treatment Tenure Succession Orientation
A13,C; Short Inside Local
A1B,Cy Short Inside Cosmopolitan
A1B5Cy Short Outside Local
A1BoCy Short Outside Cosmopolitan
AyB,Cy Long Inside _ Local
A9B,CHy Long Inside Cosmopolitan
AyBoCy Long Outside Local
AgB,oCy Long Outside Cosmopolitan

"Table 7 shows the number of cases assigned to each of the eight
cells for the elementary, secondary and superintendent's analyses. The
elementary and secondary analyses include 110 and 109 principals respec-

tively., Ninety-four cases were included in the superintendent's analysis.

TABLE 7

THE DISTRIBUTION OF CASES AMONG TREATMENT
CONDITIONS FOR THE ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE

Number of Cases

Superintendent Elementary Secondary

Treatment Analysis Analysis Analysis
AlBlCl 16 24 21
A;B,C, o 4 10
A}B,Cy 6 19 15
A1BoC, 12 0 25
A9B,Cy 16 25 12
A,B,Cy 8 0 10
ApBoCy 16 19 9
A,B,Cy 15 7 7

Total 94 110 109
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Tn the superintendent's analvsis similar proceduyres were used
to test the hvpntheses concerning the relationships between independent
and intervening variables. A 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance derign was
used, Cell assignments were identical to those reported for the major
hvpotheses,

The relationship between the intervening and dependent variables
utilizes a t-test of the difference between means. Superintendents who
were low on either perceived need for change or perceived power to inno-
vate or both were crnsidered as one growp and snperintendents whe ;erp
high on bnth measures constituted the second group,

The methodology ontlined in thir chapter apnlies to the procedures
nsed with the analvais of the superintendent's and principal's data.
These analveesr are presented in Chapters TV and V. The nature of the
joint analyvsis required mndification in both the tenuwre and innovarion
measuvres, Thege alterarions are discussed at the beginning of Chapter

vT.
Supnlementarv Variables .

The variables naed in the hvpntheses nf the <tudy have been de-
scribed. Data were al=o collerted relative tn the variabies presented
below:

Bnilgingmflfg refere to the mimber of teachers in an elem-
entarv or secondary school,.

Prfnpi2§1's or Superintendent's age was reported in 5 cate-

gories: 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 or more.

Roard Attitude Toward Change was reported by sunerintendents.
Each superintendent rated the eagevnese of his board to
adopt new educational practices, A seven point gcale
ranging from hesitant to eager was used.

ERIC
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Superintendent's Attitude Toward Change was reported by
elementary and secondary principals. Each principal
indicated the eagerness of nis superintendent to adopt
new educational practices by checking a seven point
scale which varied from hesitant to eager.

Superintendent's aAspiration Level was measured by
nine items which are adaptations of those used by
Gross, Mason and McEachera (1958, p. 352). The
items included relate to the superintendent's inter~-
est in obtaining a superintendency in a larger
district, being more influential in professional
organizations, and enhancing his reputation in the
community or with professional colleagues.

Other information gathered, but not included in the present
analysis consisted of data related to: tax rate, enrollment, assessed
valuation per pupil, salary, training level, dand recency of education.
Information about the amount of influence the superintendent could
exert to errcome resistance from other administrators, teachers, the

board of education, and the community was also collected.
Supplementary Procedures

The procedures which have been outlined were used to test the
hypotheses of the study., They are, however, not well suited to the
identification of additional variables which influence innovation. Sim=
ple correlation coefficieats provide a convenient means for taking an
exploratory look at the data. For this reason, and because the simple
correlations form the basis for more sophisticated types of regression
analysis, the correlation matrices are includgd.

Multiple regression will be used to examine the relationship
between a single dependent variable and a number of independent vari-
ables. Partial correlation indicates the correlation between two vari-

ables when the effects of the other variables have been controlled.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Multiple correlation, on the otner hand, indicates how much of the
variance in the dependent variable can be explained by a group of in-
dependent variables acting together.

It should be noted that one of the variables, succession pattern,
used in the multiple regression is dichotomous. While this practice is
somewhat uncommon, it is completely appropriate. As Guilford (1965,

p. 322) explains, computer programs for Pearson Product Moment Correla-
tions yield point biserial correlations between continuous and
dichotomized variables. The point biserial correlation is a product
moment correlation and can be used in combination with other product mom-
ent coefficients in a multiple regression equation (Walker and Lev, 1953,
p. 2062).

The usefulness of partial correlation may be increased through
the use of step-wise regression. This procedure provides a standard
analysis and then eliminates the independent variables, one-by-one,
until only those that have a significant relationship with the dependent
variable are included in the final analysis.

The concern of the study is not limited to the testing of hypot-
heses or the identification of variables that relate to ianovation, but
also includes the development of a causal model that will explain the
innovative behavior of school districts. The methods nf causal inference
are particularly appropriate for this purpose. The discussion of re-
lationships presented in Chapters IV and V makes use of this approach.

A few general statements about causal inference and its relation
to regression analysis can not hope to do justice to this technique.

The discussicn that follows is intended to provide only a brief intro-
duction to the procedure as it is used in this study. More complete

consideration of this approach is given by Blalock (1964).
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When the relationship between two variables, X and Y, is decreased
by the introduction of a third variable Z, two alternative explanations
are possible: a) the initial correlation is caused by one or more outside
variables and the relationship is spurious, or b) the procesc by which
X leads to Y has been traced.

This may be diagrammed as follows:

Case 1 Case 2

Case 1 is an example of a spurious relationship between X and Y,
while Case 2 is an example of the situation where the manner in which X
relates to Y has been traced. The choice between the two explanations
rests upon logical rather than statistical grounds. The critical issue
is the direction of causality between X and Z. 1In bouth cases the intro-
duction of Z in a regression analysis in which Y is considered the
dependent variable, results in- the same decrease in the magnitude of
the relationship between X and Y.

The joint secondary and elementary analysis presented in Chapter
VI con;iders variables associated with the superintendent and the prin-
cipal simultaneously., Multiple correlation is used to examine the
relative contribution of the two sets of variables. Attention is also
given to tge total amount of the variance in secondary and elementary

innovation that can be explained by all of the relevant variables includ-

ed in the study.



CHAPTER TV
THE PRINCIPAL'S ANALYSTS

The exnected relatinnchips between the tenure <uccession pattern,
and reference group orienration of the orincipal and the innovarion-ratio
are stated in the following hvpotheses:

1. The rate of {nnovation in an organization is inverselv
related to the tenure of the princinal.

2. The rate of innovation in an eorganizatinn will be
greater if the successor toa the princinal is from
ourside rhe organization than if he is from inside
the organization,
3. The rate of innavation will be greater if the principal has
a "cosmopolitan orientation'" than if he has a "local
orientstion."
An analveis of covariance design. calrulated by means of the
miltiple linear regression model was used to test the hvoatheres,
Thig prorediure permitred a determination of the unigue variance assoc-
iated with each of the independent wvariables and a determination of

interaction effects between the independent variables. The hypotheses

were tezted separately for secondary and elementary principals.
The Secondarv Principal's Analysis

Before testing the hvpotheses it 18 appropriate to examine the
relationshin between independent variables and to consider the effect
of the control varjables upon the analysia. The relarionships among
tenure. suecession pattern, and reference group orientation are shown

in Table 8.
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TABLE 8

STMPLE CORRELATTON BETWEEN THE 3 TNDEPENDENT VARTABLES

Tenure Succesgion
Suweression -.05
Orientatinn .02 .20*

*
Signi ficant ar the .05 level (two-tailed test)

Tt should be noted that tenure, success{on pattern; and reference
group orienation are relativelv independent of each other., While the
correlation between succession and reference gRroup orientation is
aignificant, only 4% of the variance 18 explained.

The relationship between the control variables, expenditure level
and size. and the independent and dependent variables of the study are
ghown in Table 9.

TABLE 9

THE STMPLE CORRELATTON OF TRE CONTROL VARTABLES
WITH THE OTHER VARTABLES OF THE STIDY

TS Rl LI sy

Devendent
Tndependent Variables Variable
Control Variable Tenure Succession Orientation Tnnovation
Expendi ture .04 .06 .08 27
*
Size -.01 -.17 .21 .13

*Significanr at the .05 level (two-tailed teat)
*Significant atr the .01 Jevel (two-tailed test)
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In order for a covariate tn influence the results, it must relate
to one or more independent wvariables and also to the dependent variable.
Although the correlations are small, it was felt that they were sufficient
to justify retention of expenditure and siZe as covariates. This had
the further advantage of providing an analysis that was parallel te
the original superintendent's analysis (Reynolds, 1965).

Principals were assigned to the eight cells according to the
procedvres outlined in Chapter III. The number of cases and the

means and standard deviations for each cell are given in Table 10.

TABLE 10

SIIMMARY OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH OF
THE EIGHT CELLS TN THE SECONDARY PRINCIPALS ANALYSIS

Short Tenure Long Tenure
Inside Outside Inside Outside
Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos.
Cell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
N 21 10 14 25 12 10 10 7
Mean 115 110 103 187 82 119 095 132
Std. Dev. J4 76 77 104 54 52 53 50

Test of the Hvpotheses

The results of the analvsis of covariance are shown in Table 11.



TABLE 11.

ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE SIMMMARY TABI.E OF STGNTFTCANCE OF DTFFERENCE
TN TNNOVATTON AMONG SECONDARY PRTNCIPALS WHO DTFFER TN TENIRE,
SUICCESSION PATTERN, AND REFERENCE GROUP ORTENTATTON.®

S of Mean
Souwrce of Variation Sqrares d.f. Square F
A: Tennre 10600.& 1 10690.4 1.R3
B: Surcessinn Pattern 32450.2 1 32450,2 5. 56%
C: Orientation 8980.6 1 8980.6 1,54
AxB: Tennre x Swnccession 1440,8 1 1440, 8 .25
AxC: Ternure x Orientation 1382.0 1 1382.0 .24
BxC: Succesrinn x Orientat{ion 19396,7 1 19396.7 3.33
AXBxC: Tenisre x Succession X Orientation 3074.9 1 3074.9 .53
Within; 577362.5 99 5831.9
Adjveted Tntal 654778.1 106
Covar T: Exnenditure 4.7 1 14,7 .00
Covar TT: Size 85R52.3 1 RSRS2,3  14.72**
Tnral 740645.1 108

*SizniFiranr atr the .08 level (nne~tailed test)
Significant at the .01 level (ene-tailed test)

8A mnlriple linear regression analveis was used ro perform the
calenlatiens for this rable.
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The first hypothesis stated that there is an inverse relation-
ship betweeu the tenure of the principal and the innovation-ratio. The
F-ratio for tenure is 1.83. This is not significant; therefore, the
hypothesis was not confirmed. We must conclude that the tenure of the
principal does not relate to innovation when succession pattern, refer-
ence group orientation, expenditure, and size are controlled.

The second hypothesis predicts that the rate of innovation will
be greater if the successor to the principal is from outside the organ=-
ization than if he is from inside the organization. The F-ratio of 5.56
is significant at the .05 level, and it was concluded that succession
pattern relaﬁes to the level of innovation wnen the variance due to
tenure, reference group orientation, size and expenditure is removed.

The mean innovation scores for insiders and outsiders were used
to determine the direction of the relationship between succession patiern
and innovation. The mean for 53 insiders was 107.1 and the mean for 57
outsiders was l4i.%. Since this difference is in the predicted direction,
the hypothesis i8 contirmed.

The third hypothesis indicates that the rate of innovation wili
be greater if the principal has a ‘'cosmopolitan’’ orientation than if he
has a "'local' orientation. The F-ratio of 1.54 is not significant. The
hypothesis was not confirmed and it was concluded that the reference
group orientation of the principal does not relate t¢ innovation whep
tenure, succession, size and expenditure are controlled. ‘

No interaction effects were predicted in the hypothesis. The
first and second order interactions reported in Table 1l were not

significant,
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The analysis indicates that only one of the three hypothesis re-
lated to secondary principals was confirmed., The rate oi innovation is

greater when the principal is an ocutside successor.

Discussion of the Secondary Principals' Analysis

Table 12 presents a matrix of the simple correlacions among the
variables considered in the analysis of secondary innovation. Three

variables relate to secondary innovation; these variables are principal's
reference group orientation (r = .35**), district size (r = .33**), and
principal's succession pattern (r = .19%y.

The hypothesis that predicted that short tenure principais would
be mnre innovative was not confirmed. However, the cxisting relationship
was in the predicted direction. The correlations between tenure and the
cther variables used in the analysis of covariance are small (expenditure
= .04, size = -.0l, succession = ~.06, orientation = .02); therefore,
the lack of relationship can not be attributed to the intercorrelations.
With regard to the secondary principal it must De concluded that tenure
is not an important determinant of innovation. The relationship between
tentre and innovation is not affected materially by the age of the prin-
cipal. This would necessitate age correlating with both tenure (r = .60)
and with innovation (r = -.02).

The succession pattern of the secondary principal was shown to
be significantly zelated to innovation. The simple correlation of .19

is significant at the .05 level. Outside successors are associated with

greater innovation. Table 12 also indicates that outsiders are more
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cosmopolitan (r = .21) and that there is a slight tendency for larger
districts to promote from within the system (r = -.17).

The intercorrelations among size, succession pattern, and refer-
ence group orientation are sufficiently high that it is difficult to -
adequately consider their relationships with innovation in isolation.,
The simple correlations are shown in Figure 2., It may be noted that

all correlations are significant at the .05 level (designated by*) or

the .01 level (designated by **).
*
Succession =17 Size
S 22%
. .
.21 .33%%
.15%
Orientation Innovation

.35%%

SIMPLE CORRELATIONS AMONG SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN,
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION AND INNOVATION -~

FIGURE 2

¥In order to apply the techniques of causal inference, attention
muest first be given to establishing the direction of causality between
variables. The correlations indicate the extent to which two measures
vary together, but do not indicate a cause and effect relationship.

The rationale presented the argument that succession and local=~

cosmopolitan orientation are causes of innovation. The reverse argument
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would indicate that innovation causes outside succession or causes the
administrator to become cosmopolitan seems less plausable. In Figure

the lines connecting succession pattern and innovation and connecting

reference group orientation and innovation have been changed to arrows
which indicate the direction of causality,

It is not reasonable to expect that the size of a district in-
creases as a consequence of innovation, but it is reasonable tobexpect
that the size of a district might affect the amount of innovation that
occurs., Size is viewed as a cause cof innovation,

To argue that large and small districts follow different employ-
ment practices and that large districts tend to promote from within and
that small districts tend to employ outsiders is entirely plausable,

To argue the reverse, districts that employ outside principals become
small, is not plausable. Size is viewed as a cause of succession pattern.

It is more reasonable to argue that large districts hire princi-
pals who are cosmopolitan, than to argue that having a cosmopolitan prin-
cipal causes a district to become large. Size is considered to be a cause
of reference group orientation.

The direction of causality between succession pattern and r¢ference
group orientation presents a more difficult problem. It may be argued
that outside successors are more cosmopolitan because they have had a
broader range of contacts than inside successors. This possibility is
accepted and orientation is viewed as beingxcaused by succession patterny

It may also be argued that persons with a cosmopolitan orienta-

tion are less ''place-bound" and that they are therafore more likely to
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move from one district to another, thus becoming outside successors.

This possibility is also accepted and succession pattern is viewed as
being caused by reference group orientation, The second argument appears
to be the stronger; however, in order to allow for both possibilities,
the relationship is considered to be reciprocal, and succession pattern

and reference group orientation are connected by two arrows in Figure 3

-.17"
Succession <€ : Size
A
.21* .33
v ,
Orientation € ™) Innovation
«35

DIRECTIONS OF CAUSALITY AMONG SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN,
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION AND INNOVATION

FIGURE 3

Attention 1s now given to determining which of the relationships
shown in Figure 3 are real and which are spurious. This will be done
by considering the change in the relationship between 2 variables when
one or more others are introduced as controls.

In Chapter III (page 51) it was indicated that a relationship
between two variables may be considered spurious if a third variable
is the cause of both, This situation is shown in Figure 4 . Under

these conditions, the correlation between x and y should approximate zero
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when z is introduced as a control (rxy 2 ™ 0). If the relationship that

remains when 2z is controlied is significant, the relation is real.

CASE 1 WHERE THE RELATION BETIWEEN
X AND Y IS SPURIOUS

FIGURE 4

When the relationship between x, y, and z is like that shown in
Figure 5, the relationship between % and y is real and z is an interven-
ing variable which traces the process by which x and y are related., As
in the first case, the correlation between x and y should approximate

zero when z is introduced as a control variable (rxy z = 0). The choice

CASE 2 WHERE Z IS AN
INTERVENING VARIABLE

FIGURE >

between Case 1 and Case 2 is established on logical rather than statisti-
cal grounds., The directions of causality determined above govern the

choice in each case,
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Following coneervative practice, the medel which {e least faver-

able to the relationchin being establicehed will be used. Thus, when
examining enccession pattern the model i< diagrammed ac shown in Fignre

6.

Srtecession Size
*
.21 .33%%
Y
Orientation Innovation

.35

CAUISAT, RETATTONSHTPS FOR EXAMINTNG
SUCCESSTON PATTERN

FIGURE 6

Stnce the relationship between size and local cesmnpolitan orien-
tation is not relevant to the consideration of mncceszion pattern, the
model mav be simplified as shown in Figure 7. A double arrow is used

to represent the relationship in question.
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S . -.17% o
uccession & Size

4\

.21* L33%%
19*
A\
Orientation s > Innovation
.35

THE SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL
FOR SUCCESSION PATTERN

FIGURE 7

In Figure 7 there are two examples of a4 Casc 1 reclaticeaship.
The relationship between succession pattern and innovation may be caused
by a third variable, size, which is forrelated withh botih the independent
variable and the dependent variable. The second example is similar ex-
cept that the third variable is reference group orientation.

If the relationship between succession pattern and innovation is
significant when size and reference group orientation are controlled,
the relatcionship is real. 1If, ou the other hand, it is not significant;
it must be concluded that the relationship between succession and innova-

tion is spurious. Table 13 shows the results of such a regression.
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TABLE 13

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
INNOVATION AND SUCCESSION, REFERENCE
GROUP ORIENTATION AND SIZE

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
. *
Succession .190 2.11 .20
Reference Group Orientation .24l 2.66 .25%F
Size .315 3.50 J32%

Multiple RZ = ,21

*:Sign%f?cant at the .05 level (one—ta%led test)
Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

The correlation between succession and innovation was increased
from .19 to .20 when the outside variables were introduced. The relation-
ship is real and does not result from the inter-correlations with size
and orientation.

Following the procedures used in the consideration of succession
pattern, the relations of concern in an investigation of orientation may

be diagrammed in « manner shown in Figure 8.
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Succession Size

21" .33%* .
| A \\l’
Orientation > Innovation

L35%¥

THE SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL FOR
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

FIGURE 8

The relationship between orientation and innovation may be caused
by the outside variables size and succession pattern. If this is the
case, coghnﬁ&ling for size and succession should cause the resulting
partial correlation between orientation anq innovation to approximate
zero; i.e., fail to be significant.

Since the variables used in the consideration of succession pat-~
tern and orientation are the same, Table 13 may be used for both examin-
ations. The introduction of the outside variables causes the correlation
to decrease from .35 to .25 (significant at the .0l level). Since the
cerrelation remains significant, it is concluded that the relatimaship
between orientation and innovation is real.

Table 11, based upon an analysis of covariance design, indicates
that the relationship between orientation and innovation is not signifi-
cant (F = 1.54) and Table 13, based upon partial correlation, indicates

that the relationship between orientation and innovation is significant at

the .0l level., 1In order to make the analysis comparable it is necessary
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to add expenditure level and tenure to the regression analysis. Table
shows the results of such an addition. When these two variables are

added, orientation remains significant at the .0l level.

TABLE 14

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EXPENDITURE, SIZE,
TENURE, SUCCESSION PATTERN, AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Expenditure .002 .026 .00
Size .311 3.452 .32
Tenure -.123 -1.428 - 14
Succession .181 ' 2.010 .19
Orientation . 246 2.714 .26%%

Multiple R2 = 24

_*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)

“"Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

The conflicting results are caused by the nature of the andlyses.
A major dificrence in the two forms is the type of data that is used.
The analysis of covariance uses continuous data for the covariates and
dichotomous scores for the indepcudent variables, while partial correla-
tion uses continuous data for all variables. Since succession is
dichotomous in both analyses, similar results were expccted and found.
““1In the case of reference group orientation, the analysis utilizing par-
tial correlation is more sensitive to the data; therefore, a stronger

relationship was found.
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The analysis, utilizing partial correlation suggests that refer-
ence group orientation receive further attention in the development of
models which attempt to explain innovation.,

Table 14 indicates that the relationship between size and sec-
ondary innovation is significant when the effect of expenditure, tenure,
succession pattern, and reference group orlentation is controlled, Sec-
ondary scnools located in larger districts are more innovative than
secondary schools which are a part of smaller systems,

The three variables whose simple correlations with innovation
were siznificant are the same as the three variables that were found to
relate significantly when the effect of the other variables was partialed
out. The principal's succession pattern and reference group orientation
and district size are related to secondary innovation.

District expenditure level does not relate (r = .04) to the
level of innovation. It is also interesting to notc that this variable
hears little relationship to any of the other variables considered in
the analysis of secondary innovation,

The amount of variance in secondary innovation that can be
explained by the variables of the study is considered in the joint

secondary analysis presented in Chapter VI,
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The Elementary Principal‘s Analysis

The relationship between tenure, succession pattern, and reference

group orientation are shown in Table 15.

TABLE 15

SIMPLE CORRELATIONS AMONG THE 3 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Tenure Succession
Succession -.02
Orientation .00 .08

The relationships among the independent variables are small and
not significant. Because of the low inter-correlations, removing the
variance due to one independent variable will have little effect upon
the others.

The relationships between expenditure level and size and each of
the other variables of the study are shown in Table 16. The largest
relationship, .21, is betwecen expenditure and reference group orienta-
tion. Expenditure alsc rclates to innovation-ratio, While the relation-
ships for expenditure and size are small, these variables were retained as
control variables in order that the form of analysis used for the super-

intendent, secondary principal and clementary principal would be identical.
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TABLE 16

THE STMPLE CORRELATION OF THE COMTROL VARIABLES
WITH THE OTHER VARTABLES OF THE STIDY

Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Control Variable Tenure Succeszion Orientation Innovation
*
Expendi ture -.01 ~-.02 .28 .12
Size .03 -.10 .09 .05

*Significanr at the .05 level (two-tailed test)

Elementary principals uere assigned to the 8 cells according to
the procedures outlined in Chapter I1T7. A number of cases and the means

and standard deviations are presented in Table 17.

TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVTATTIONS FOR EACH OF
THE EIGHT CELLS IN THE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS ARALYSIS

- - — - e - e — —_—

Short Tenure ‘ Long Tenure
Inside Outside Inside | Qutside
Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos,
Cell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
N 24 4 19 6 25 6 19 7
Mean 118 168 143 187 70 57 80 109

Std. Dev. 139 124 108 50 43 26 S4 64
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Test of the Hypotheses

The results of the analysis of covariance are shown in Table 18.
TABLE 18

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE
IN INNOVATZION AMONG ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS WHO DIFFER IN TENURE,
SUCCESSION PATTERN, AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION& '

Sum of Mean
Source of Variation Squares d.f. square F
A: Tenure 101165.4 1 101165.4 12,48™"
B: Succession Pattern 20597.0 1  20597.0 2.54
C: Orientation 3713.5 1 3713.5 46
AxB: Tenure x Succession 699.1 1 599.1 .09
AxC: Tenure x Orientation 6314.5 1 6314.5 .78
ng: Succession X Orientation 5405.4 1 5405.4 .67
AxBxC: Tenure x Succession x Orientation 2259.5 1 2259.5 .28
Within: 810302.0 100 &103.¢
Adjucted Total: 950456.4 107
Covar 1 - Expeaditure 20789.6 1 20789.6 2.57
Covar I1 - Size 5833.6 1 5833.6 .72
Total 977079.6 109

*#Significant at the .05 level {one-tailed test)
Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

8A muitiple linear regression analysis was used to perform the
calculations rfor this table.
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The first hypothesis predicted an inverse relationship between
the tenure of the principal and the innovation ratio. The F-ratio of
12,40 associated with the first hypothesis is significant at the .01 level.
The hypothesis was confirmed and it was concluded that the tenure
of the principal relates to innovation when succession pattern, ;eference
group orientation, expenditure, and size are controlled.

The mean innovation score for the 53 short tenure principals is
135.7, and the mean for the 57 long tenure principals is 76.7. Since
the difference is in the predicted direction it is concluded that the
first hypothesis was confirmed.

The second hypothesis predicts that the rate of innovation will
be greater if the successor to the principal is from outside the organ-
ization than 1if he is from inside the organization. An F-ratio of 2.54

is associalted with the second hypothesis. This ratio is not sufficient

\
\

to support the hypothesis. The succession pattern of the elementary
principal does not~re1ate to innovation when tenure, referencé group
orientation, expenditure level, and size are controlled.

The third hypothesis indicates that the ratc of innovation will
be greater if the principal has a ''cosmopolitan’ orientation than if
he has a 'local" orientation. An F-ratio of .46 is associated with
the third hypothesis. Tuis ratio is not significant and the hypothesis
is not supported. The reference group orientation of the elementary
principal does not relate to innovation when tenure, succession pattern,
expenditure level, and size are controlled.

No interaction effects were predicted in the hypotlieses. The
first and second order interactions reported in Table 18 were not sig-

nificant.
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The analysis indicates that only one of the three hypotheses
related to elementary principals was confirmed. The rate of innovation
is greater for short tenure elementary principals than for long tenure

elementary principals.

Discussion of the Elementary Principal's Analysis

Table 19 presents a matrix of the simple correlations among
the variables considered in the analysis of elementary innovation. It
may .2 noted that 3 variables relate to elementary innovation. These
variables, in order of the strength of the relationship are: principal's

Fek .. ' Hk ,
age (-.29"7), principal's tenure (-.29""), and reference group orienta-
. *
tion (.177).

In the secondary analysis size, succession pattern, and refercnce
group orientation were considered jointly because of the significant inter-
corrclations between these variables. Figure 9 shows the level of these
relationships for elementary innovation. In view of the size of the inter-

correlations, a similar approach to the analysis is not meaningful,

Size

Succession

.08 .00

Orientation " Innovation
17:\'

' THE SIMPLE CORRELATIONS AMONG DISTRICT SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION, AND ELEMENTARY INNOVATION

FIGURE 9
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A step-wise regression was used to determine the relationship
between ecach of the 8 variables included in the correlation matrix and
elementary ianovation. This procedursz considers all eight variables and
then eliminates variables one at a time until only those that have a
significant relationship with the independent variable remain. The total
amouni of variance that can be accounted for by the weighted set of
variables is indicated by the multiple corvelation squared (often referred

\

to as the coefficient of determination).

Table 20 shows the results of tne regressioa}analysis for the
8 variables with elementary innovation serving as the dépendent variable.
The partial correlation shows the streagth of the relationship between an

independent variable and elementary irnovation when the influence of the

other 7 independent variables is climinated.
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TABLE 20

REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETUEEN
8 YARIABLES AND ELEMENTARY INNOVATION

Beta

Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Expenditure Level .060 934 .06
District Size .065 094 .07
Buildiag Size -.072 -.760 -.07
Principal's Perception of Superin- A

tendent's Attitude Toward Change .021 .221 .02
Principal's Age -.156 -1.433 -.14
Principal's Tenure -.207 -1.917 -.15%
Principal's Succession Pattern .120 s 1.257 .12
‘Principal's Reference Group Orientation .l&44 1.505 .15

Multiple R% = .16

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)

The relationship between the elementary principal's tenure and
innovation (-.lSﬁ is the only significant relationship. However, a more
complete picture of the relationship of the indepeadent and dependent
variables may be obtained by tracing the manner in which the indepensent

variables are eliminated (see Table 21).
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TABLE 21

STEY-WISE REGRESSILUN FOR 8 VARIABLES
RELATED TO ELEMENTARY INNOVATION

loss in remaining
a predictive- predictive-

Elimination Variable t-value® nessP nescC
first Principal's Perception .222 .1 ~15.8

of Superintendent's

Attitude toward change
second Expenditure Level .637 A 15.4

\

third District Size .734 .4 15.0
fourth Building Size .853 .0 14.4
fifth Principal's Succession 1.095 1.0 13.4

9This is the t-value from the last regression prior to the
elimination of the variable

bThis indicates the difference between the percent of the
variance explained when the variable is included and when it is not.

CThis indicates the percent of the variance ‘that is accounted
for by the remaining variables in the regression.

The é;incipal's perception of the superintendent's attitude toward
change has the lowest t-value and is therefore the first to be eliminated.
The elimination of this variable causes a loss in predictive efficiency
of only .1%. After its elimination, 15.8% of the variance is explained
by the other 7 variables,

The step-wise regression climinated five of the eight variables.
The partial correlations for the 3 remaining variables, age, tenure, and
reference group orientation; are shown in Table 22. All three partial

correlations are significant at the .05 level.



TABLE 22

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR 3 VARIABLES THAT
RELATE TO ELEMENTARY INNOVATION

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Principal's Age .011 -1.79 . -.168*
Principal's Tenure " .01l -1.81 - 172%
Principal's Reference Gioup . 005 1.31 172"

Orientation

Multiple RZ = .13

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)

In the preceding analysis, it was again shown that the succession
pattern of the elementary principal is not significantly related to
innovation. It should, however, be noted that Ghe difference whi:zh
existed was in the predicted direction. That is, outside successors
were associated with a highef level of innovation. b

This analysis, like the earlier analysis of covariance, demon-
strated rhat the tenure of the principal relates to the level of innova-
tion. It should, however, be noted that the strength of the relationship
was reduced when the age of the principal was taken into consideration.

The analysis indicates that the age of the principal relates to
the level of innovation. This relationship remains significant when
tenure is controlled. This finding suggeésts the value of considering

age in models that attempt to explain innovation.
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The step-wise regression demonstrated that tihe reierence group
orientation of the elementary principal relates to innovation. This
relationsiiip was not significant in the analysis of covariance. The
difference in findings results from the increased sensitiviﬁy of the re-
gression analys®s. The significant partial correlation associated with
reference group orientation indicates that this concopt is useful in
examining elementary innovati n.

The simple correlations between elerentary innovation and the
3 independent variables were significant. These same variables;
age, tenure, and reference group orieatation; were also shown to be
significantly related when the c¢ffect of the other variables was par-
tailed out. Two of the variables which related significantly with
secondary innovation were not found to be related tu elementary inrova-
tion. These 2 variables are district size, and the principal's succes-
sion pattern. Two other variables, the principal's age and his tenure,
were found to relate only to elementary innovation. Further attention

to these findings is given in Chapter VII.



CHAPTER V
THE SUPERINTEN_.ENT'S ANALYSTS
b

This chapter examines the relationship between variables associated
with the superintendent and district innovation. This is a re-analysis
of the data used in an earlier study by Revnoids (1965). The three major
hvpotheses from L. earlier study are retested using the new local-
cosmopolitan scale. Ti.is measure was developed when it was found tha.
the factor siructure of the original measure could not be replicated with
the data for elementarv and secondary principals (see page 36). The
anzlvsis related to the intervening variﬁbles, perceived need for change
snd perceived power to innovate, has Seen re-formulated to more adequatelv
test the model.

The analvsis is reported in threg parts. The first part tests

the hvpotheses which state expected relationships between the independent

and the dependent variables. These are diagrammed in Figure 10.

Tndependent Dependent
Variables Variable
Tenure
“

Succession District

~—  Tanovation
Reference Group /
Jrientation
FIGURE 10

RELATIONSHIPS EXAMINED TN PART 1
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The second part considers the relationships between the indepen-

dent and intervening variables, as diagrammed in Figure ll.

Tndependent Intervening
Variables Variables
Tenure

\

Succession Change
Reference Group //
Orientation
Tenure
Succession Power

Reference Group
Orientation

FIGURE }]

RELATIONSHIPS EXAMINED TN PART 2

The third part examines the relationship between the intervening

and dependent variables, as diagrammed in Figure 12,

Intervening Dependent
Variables Variable
Change
Tnnovation
Pover
FIGURE 12

RELATIONSHIPS EXAMINED TN PART 3
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Part I: Relationship B: tween Independent
and Dcpendent Variables
The expected relationship betweea the tenure, Succ:zssion pattern,
and rcference group orientation of the superintendent and *he innovation-
ratio are stated in the fnllowing hypotheses:

1, The rate of innovation in ar t(rganization is inversely
related to the tenure of the superintendent.

2. The rate of innovation in an organization will be
greater if the successor to the superintenc-nt is
from outside the organization than if he is from
inside the organization.
3. The rate cf innovation will be greater if the superinten-
dent has a ''cosmopolitan orientation' than if he has a
"local oriecntation."
Before testing the hypotheses it is appropriatc to examine the
relationship betueen independent varisbles and to consider the effect
of the control variables upon the analysis. The relationships among

tenure, succession pattern, and reference group orientation are shown

in Table 23.
TABLE 23

SIMPLE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE 3 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Tenure Succession
Succession ~.02
. . *
Orientation -.05 .25

iéignificant at the .05 level (two-tailed test)
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Tenure is independent of the other two variables. The correla-
tion between succession and refsrence group orientation is significant.
As might be expected, insiders tend to have a locsl reference group
orientation and outsiders tund to have a cosmopolztuu orientation. The
intercorreciation between these two independen:i variables will alter the
relationships found between the independent and depender: wa. “ables.

The relaticnship of the control variables to the independent and
dependent variables is given in iable 24, The corrclations between expen-
diture and reference group ori: 1tation and between size and innovation
are significant.

A control variable will influence the results il it relates to
one or more independent variables and alse to the dependent variable.

The size of the correlations is suificient to justify retention of both

control variables as covariates in the analysis.

TABLE 24

THE SIMPLE CORRELATION OF THE CONTROL VARIABLES
WITH THE CTHER VARIABLES OF THE STUDY

Dependent
Independent Variables Variable
Control Variable Tenure Succession Orientation Innovation
Expenditure .08 .14 22" .13
size .15 .02 .16 .30%*

.*Significant at the .05 level (two-tailed test)
"*Significant at the .0l level (two-tailed test)
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The statistical proccdures of the original analysis were fol-
lowed. An analysis of covariance design, calculated by means of the
multiple lineaxr regression model was used to test the hypotheses. The
superintendents were ussigned to the eizht cells according to the pro-
cedures outline4 in Chapter I1II. The number of c¢.%s¢< and the means and

standard deviations for each cell are given in Table 25.

TABLE 25

N

SUMMARY OF MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACE OF THE
EIGHT CELLS IN THE SUPERINTENDENT'S ANALYSIS

Short Tenure Long Tenure
Inside Outside Inside Outside
Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos.
Cell 1 2 3 4 5 0 7 8
N 16 6 7 12 lé 7 14" 16
Mean 86.7 90.1 158.7 154.3 84.6 94,7 100.4 ™M19.7
Std. Dev. 52.8 63.5 92.7 71.5 30.0 46.4 46.3 60.3

Test of the Hypotheses by Analysis of Covariance

The results of the analysis of covariance are shown in Table 26.

The first hypothesis stated that therc is an inverse relationship
between the tenure of the superintendent and the irnovation ratio. The
F-ratio of 6.77 is significant at the .05 level and it is concluded that
the tenure of the superintendent relates to innovation when succession

pattern, reference group orientatiomn, expenditure, and size are controlled.
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TABLE 26

ANATYSTS OF COVARTANCE SITMMARY TABLE OF STGNTFICANCE OF DYFFERENCE
TN TNNOVATTON AMONG SVPERTNTENDENTS WWO DIFFER TN TENIRE,
SUCCESSTON PATTERN, AND REFERANCE GROUP ORTENTATTON,8

. ——— v ——— et ———

Sum of Mean
Somrce of Variation Squares d.f. Square F
A: Ternre JR9RR.6 1 1R9RK,A 6.77*
B: Sucressinn Pattern 39088.2 1 3908R.2  13,94%*
C: Orfertation 047.8 1 047.8 .02
AxB: Ternre x Succeasion 13744.6 1 13746.6 4.50%
AxC; Tenure x Orientation 1415.9 1 1415.9 .52
BxC: Suwecession x Orfentation 248,2 24R,2 .09
AxBxC: Tenure x Snccession x Orientation 698.1 1 69R.1 - .25
Within: 235470.3 85 2770.7
Adijnsted Toral 309701.7 92
fnvar T: Expenditure 3459.1 3459,1 1.23
Covar TT: Size 40506.0 1 40506.0 14,45 "
Total 353666.8 94

*
Signi ficant ar the ,05 level (one-tailed test)
Significant &t the .01 level (one~tailed test)

85 mnl;iéle linear regressinn anatvaia was wsed tn perform the
ralculariong/éir rhir table.
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1

The mean innovation score for the 41 short tenure superintendents
is 122.5, anda the mean for the 53 long tenure superintendents is 100.6.
Since the difference is in the predicted directicp, it is concluded that
the first hypothesis was confirmed.

The second hypothesis predicted that the rate of innovation will
be greater .if the successor to the superintendent is from outside the
organization than if he is from inside the organization. The F-ratio
of 13.94 is significant at the .05 level. It was concluded that sq;ces—
sion pattern relates to the level of innovation when the variance due
to tenure, reference group orientation, size, and expenditure is removed.

The mean innovation scores for insiders and outsiders were used
to determiﬁe the direction of the relationship between succession pattern

Al

and innovation. The mean fir 45 insiders was 89.6 and the mean for 49
outsiders was 128.2. Since thic difference is in the predicted direction,
the hypothesis is confirmed. |

The third hypothesis indicated that the rate of innovation will
be greater if the superintendent has a ''cosmopolitan' orientation than
if he has a '""local” orientation. The F-ratio of .02 is not significant;
therefore, the hypothesis was not confirmed and it was concluded that
the reference group orientation of the»superintendent does not relate
to innovation when tenure, succession pattern, size, and expenditure are
controlled.

The F-ratio for the interaction between average tenure and suc-
cession pattegn, F = 4,90, was statistically significant at the .05 level
of confidence. The nature of the interaction is shown in Figure 13.

For}”insiders" the rate of innovation increases during the first

years in the position and then drops slowly over time. The pattern for
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“outsiders" indicates a high initial level of innovation and a pattern
of decreasing innovation over time. The effect of tenure upon innovation

rate is dependent upon the succession pattern of the superintendent.

170

160

.150 \

. 140 \

.130 Mo

.120 S

Innovation-Ratieo
/

.110 S - —
™~
100 // \\\\\\\
-090 N . ~§‘
.080 .
-2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Average Tenure

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN TENURE
AND SUCCESSION PATTERN

FIGURE 13
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Further Examination of District Innovation

The analysis of covariance has been used to determine the rela-
tionship between the independent and dependent variables. Two 'main-
effects,'" tenure and succession, and one interaction were found, tenure
X succession. It should also be noted that one of the covariates, size,
was related significantly to innovation (F = 14.45, significant at the
.01 level).

Additional insights may be gained by examining the simple cor-
relations between variables related to the superintendents' analysis
(see Table 27) and by the use of partial correlation. The latter statis~
tical approach has the advantage of providing a convenient means for
examining the effect of adding or eliminating a variable from the analysis.
Jt also has the advantage of permitting more complete use of the avail-
able data since it utilizes continuous tenure and reference group orien~
tation scores.

The inclusion of additional variables and the increased sensitivity
of the analysis may cause an alteration in the conclusions based upon
the analysis of covariance. Since district size is an important determin-
ant of innovation it will no longer be considered as a control variable.
District size will be viewed along with the other variables as an inde;en-
dent variable.

The matrix of simple correlations between variables related to
the superintendent's analysis is given in Table 27. These relatioaships
are used in the discussion which follows.

The analysis of covariance found that tenure effects innovation

directly and indirectly. Younger superintendents were found to bhe

!
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associated with greater innovation. The length of time a superintendent
has served also determines the extent and manner in which succession
pattern influences innovation. Table 27 indicates that tenure and age
correlate .48 (significant at the .0l level). The strength of this
relagionship suggests the value of cons}dering age and tenure togéther.

The simple correlations among aée, tenure, and innovation arF
shown in Figure 14,
Age

=.23

Innovation

Tenure

THE SIMPLE RELATIONSHIP AMONG
AGE, TENURE AND INNOVATION

FIGURE 14

The relative importance of age and tenure is revealed when con-

; )
sideration is given to the correlation between age and innovation with

tenure partialed out. These correlations are shown in Table 28.

i
The correlation between age and innovation decreases from -.23

to -.20 when tenure is introduéed. This comparison also indicates that
the correlation between tenure a:d innovation decreases from =-,12 to
-.0l when age is introduced. The amount of relationship that remains
when the third variable is introduced indicates that age, rather than

tenure, is important in innovation. (See the discussion of statistical

inference ia Chapter III, page 5l). It is concluded that the tenure
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TABLE 28 ’

THE PARTIAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN AGE AND INNOVATION
+ AND BETWEEY TENURE AND 1INNOVATION

Beta
Variable Veight t-value Partial r
., !
Age -.224 -1.920% -.20
Tenure -.014 - .123 -.0l

Multiple R? = .05

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)

main effect found in Table 26 (page 85) is spurious and results from the
]

relatfonships between age and tenure and between age and innovation.
Following the pattern used in the secondary principal's analysis;
size, succession pattern, and reference group orientation will be con-
sidered jointly. This procedure is followed because of the intercorrela-
tions between these variables. The causal relationships and the simple
correlations are shown in Figure 15. The direction of causality was
established by reasoning dimilar to that presented in Chapter 1V (see

i

pages 02 to 63), 3
Figure 16 shows the simplified causal model for ecxamining succes-
sion pattern. Size is omitted from the model because it does not relate
to succession pattern (r = .03)., The relation between succession pattern
may be real or spurious. It is real if the relationship remains signifi-

cant when reference group orientation serves as a control variable.

Table 29 shows this analysis.
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!

Successio'ﬂn —————————— 03 __3ize
\
.25%% .30%*
\'4 \ 4
Orientation > Innovation
L27%*

THE CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP AMCNG SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN,
REFERENCE GRGUP ORIENTATION AND INNOVATION

FIGURE 15
Succession I
' /N
L32%*
Orientation —>» > Innovation
277

THE SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL
FOR SUCCESSION PATTERN

FIGURE 16
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TABLE 29 -

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INNOVATION
AND SUCCESSION PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

' Beta
Variable _ Weight t-value Psrtial r
Succession pattern + 2606 2.04 Y i
Reference group orientation .198 1.27 .20™

Multiple RZ = .14

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
**Significant at the .0l level {one-tailed test)

The simple correlation between succession pattern and innovation
is .32 and the partial correlation is .27. Both correlations are sig-
nificant. It is concluded that succession pattern relates to innovation.
This is consistent with the findings reported in Table 26 (see page 85).

The c;usal model for examining reference group orientation is
shown in Figure 17. The simple correlation between reference group
orientation and innovation is .27 (significant at the .0l level). This
relationship may be spurious and be caused by two external variables,
size and succession pattern.

The partial correlations for orientation, succession, and size
are shown in Table 30. The partial correlation for rcference group
orientation is .16 {(not significant). This indicates that the relation-
ship which exists when size and succession pattern are controlled may

result from chance factors., Reference group orientation will receive

further attention in connection with the intervening variables.



Succession Size

25 30"
\ ) \ Y
Oricntation — Innovation
.27

THE SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL FOR
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

FIGURE 17

TABLE 30

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INNOVATION AND
SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

Beta
Variable Weight t~value Partial r
Size .269 2.85 29
. *k
Succession Pattern 271 2.79 .28
]
Reference Group Orientation .152 1.54 .16

Multiple R? = .21

L*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
“*Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)
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The preceding discussion has established that the superintendent's
age and succe;sion pattern and the size of the district influence innova-
tion. It has alsc been shown that the superintendent's tecnure determines
the way succession effects innovation. Although the supcrintendent's
refercnce group orientation was not found to relate to innovation, the.
, relationship was found to be sufficient to merit further investigation.

Part 2: Relationships Between Independent
and Intervening Variables

The expected relationships between the tenurc, succession pattern,

and reference group orientation of the superintendent and the superin-
tendent's perceived need for change are stated in the fnllowing minor
hypotheses:

a. The superintendent's perceived need for change will be
inversely related to his tenure.

b. The superintendent's perceived need for change will be
greater if he succeeded to the superintendency from a
position outside the organization than if he was pro-
moted from within the organization.

c. The superintendent's perceived need for change will

be greater if he has a cosmopolitan orientation than
if he has a local orientation.

The expected relationship between the tenure, succession pattern,
and reference group orientaticn ©f the superintendent and the superin-
tendcent's perceived power to innovate arc stated in the loliowing minor
hypothesis:

d. The superintenden.'s perceived power to innovate will

be greater il he succecded to the superintendency from

a position outside the organization than if he was
promoted from within the organization.

O
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Hvpotheses a, b, ¢ and d are identical to the minor hvpentheses
stated in the earlier studv bv Revnolds (1965, p. 34-35). The form
of analvsis used to test the relationships between the three indepen-
dent variables and each of the intervening variables was a 2 x 2 x 2
analysis of variance design. Cell designations and frequencies are
identical te those used in the test of the major hvpotheses. No con-

trol variables: were used in this analysis. '

Relationship between Tndependent Variables and Percei{ved Need for Change

The number nf cases, the means, and standard deviations for each

cell are given in Table 31.

TABLE 31

SUMMARY OF PERCETVZD NEED FOR CHANGE MEANS AND STANDARD
DEVIATTONS FOR SUPERINTENDENTS WHO DTFFER IN TENURE,
SUCCESSTON PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATTON

Short Tenure Long Tenure
Tnside Outside Inside Outside
TL.ocal Cos. Local Cos. Local Ceos. Local Cosn.
Cel) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
N 16 6 7 12 16 7 14 16
' Mean 447 509 362 697 353 449 570 592

Std. Dev. 275 267 295 289 250 273 291 281
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The relationship of renure, succession pattern and reference

group orientation tn perceived need for change is shown in Table 32.

TABLE 32

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE SVIMMARY TABLE OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN
PERCETVED NEED FOR CHANGE AMONG SUPERINTENDENTS wHO DIFFER TN
TENURE, SUCCESSTCN PATTERN, AND REFERENCE GROUP ORTENTATTON®

Sum of Mean
Source of Variation Squares d.f, Square F
A: Tenure 3178.0 1 .3178.0 .04
B: Successinn Pattern 269535.90 1 269535.0 3,51
C: Orientation 334187.0 1 334187.0 4.36*
AxB: Tenure x Succession 84335.0 1 84335.0 1.10
AxC: Tenure x Orientation 97607.0 1 97607.0 1.27
BxC: Succession x Orientation '49272.0 1 49272.0 0.64

AxBxC: Tenure x Succession x Orientation 151415.0 1 151415.0 1.97

: Within: 6596473.0 86 76702.3

‘

Total 989529.0 93

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

8 A multiple linear regression analvsis was used to perform the
calculations for this table. ’

The first minor hypothesis predicted that the superintendent's
perceived reed for change will be greater for short tenure superintendents
than for long te;ure superintendents. The F-ratio of .04 is net gufficient
to reject the null hvpothesis. The hypothesis is not supported and it

is concluded that tenure is not related to the superintendent's perceived

need for change.
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The second minor hypothesis stated that the superintendent's per-
ceived need for change will be greater for superintendents who are out-
sidets than for superintendents who are insiders. Since the F-ratio of
3.51 is not sufficient to reject the’null hypothesis, it is concluded
that succession pattern does not relate to perceived need for change.

1

The hypothesis is not supported.

The third minor hypothesis indicated that the superintendent's

perceived need for change will be greater if he has a cosmopolitan

orientation than if he has a iocal orientation. The F-ratio of 4.36%

is significant at the .05 level. It is concluded that reference group
orientation relates to perceived need for change.

The 53 local superintendents had & mean score of 415.3 on the
perceived need for change scale and 41 cosmopolitan superintendents had
a mean score of 616.8, This difference is in the predicted direction.

The hypothesis is confirmed.
Discussion

The simple correlation between tenure and perceived need for
change is =-.12, The fact that this relationship does not exist is con-
sistent with the earlier finding that the relationship between tenure
and innovation was spurious. The simple correlation hetween the superin-
tendent's age and his perceived need for change is not significant (r = -.06).
Altbough it was found in Part I that the superintendent's age and ianova-
tion are related, the nature of this relationship can not be attributed

to the effect of age upon the superintendent's perceived need for chaage.
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The practice of considering succession pattern; reference group
orientation, and size tegerher will be rontinued in the examination of
their velavionship with the ‘ntervening variables, Figrre 18 chows the
simple cnrrelationt. Tt mav be noted that all relaticnships except the

one between size and succession pattern are fignificant. This relation-

ship is gnite small and dnes ant receive further artention,

Sncces|ioN —— = - — = - — - 03 —_ = = — g Size
A
.25 .19*
\V
Orientation > Need for Change

STMPLE CORRELATTONS AMONG STZE, SVCCESSTON PATTERN, REFERENCE
GROUP ORIENTATTON, AND PERCETVED NEED FOR CHANGE

FIGURE 18

The simplified mndel for examining the relationship between suc-
cession pattern and perceived need for change is shown in Figure 19,
The issue in thisg case is whether the relationship between succession
pattern and perceived need for ihange is real or an artifact of the ve~-
lationships between orientation and succession pattern and between orien-
tation &nd perceived need for change. This was tested bv a regression
model in which perceived need for change is predicted by both succession

pattern and reference group orientaticon. The results are shown in Table

33.
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Succession

AN

&%
.25 \\.

. 26%F

*k

Orientation . v Neced for Change
.37 '

SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL
FOR SUCCESSION PATTERN

FIGURE 19
TABLE 33

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED NEED FOR
CHANGE AND SUCCESSION PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

Beta
Variable Weight t~value Partial r
Succession Pattern .180 1.82 .19%
Reference Group Orientation .327 3.31 .33**

Multiple rRZ = .17

'2Significant at the .05 level (one-~tailed test)
""Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

The relationship between succession pattern and perceived need
for change is .19 (significant at the .05 level) when reference group
orientation serves as a control, Thus the relationship is considered

real.
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The model for considering the relationship between successicn
pattern and perceived need for change is shown in Figure 20. The ap-
propriate test for determining whether the relationship between reference
group orientation and perceived need for change is spurious involves con-
sidering size and succession pattern as control variables. fhe results

of this analysis are shown in Table 34.

Succession Size
i
716™
*%
.25 197
.26%%
_ % Vv
Orientation 3;** 77 Need for Change

SIMPLIFIED CAUSAL MODEL FOR ORIENTATION

FIGURE 20

TABLE 34

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED NEED FOR
CHANGE AND SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Size .132 1.37 .14
/ *
Succession Pattern .182 1.85 .19
Reference Group Orientation .305 3.06 .31**

Multiple RZ = .19

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
**Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)
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The simple correlatinn of .37 was redured to .31 when the other
twn variables were intronduced. The rednctrion is small and the vartial
correlation {8 significant: therefare, it i8 conrluded that tne relation-
ship is real.

Tt shmuild be noted that the corvelation between size and per-
reived need for change 18 reduced from ,19 to .14 when succession pattern
and reference groubp orientarion are introdrced. The latter cnrrelation
is not significant.

The rednetion in the relationship between size and verceived
nred for change swggests that orientation mav serve as an intervening
variable between ciZe and pnerceived need fnr change. As an intrrvening
variable, perceived need for change traces the process bv which size
relates to perceived need for change.

The ariginal model which dercribed the relationship between
tenure, succession pattern and reference group orientation on the one
hand and perceived need for change on the ather has been reformulated.

The new farmmlation is diagrammed in Figure 21.

Sneccession Pattern
| \ Np_p d fnr
/ Change
Size > Reference Group Orientation

THE REFORMUTATED MODET, FOR
PERCETVED NEED FOR CHANGE

FTGURE 21
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The ability of the reformulated model to describe the way the
other variables of the study relate to perceived uced ror change may be
examined by a step-wise regression. In this regression, perceived need
for change is the dependent variable and the other v;}iables form the
set of independent variables. It is expected that those variables which
are not included in the final formulation of the model will be eliminated
first. Because of the indirect nature of the relationship of size to
perceived need for change, it should be eliminated. Table:35 shows the

order in which the variables are climinated and the ¢-value {rom the last

regression that inciuded the variable eliminated.
TABLE 35

VARIABLES ELIMINATED FROM STEP-WISE REGRESSION WITH
PERCEIVED NEED FOR CHANGE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

loss in remaining
Order of predic- predic-
Elimination Variable t~valued tivene’s tiveness®
first Board attitude .113 .0 20.8

toward change

second Age -.198 .1 20.7
third Aspiration level -.138 .0 20.7
fourtn Expenditure -.832 L6 : 20.1
fifth Tenure ~1.275 1.5 18.0
sixth District Size -1.373 i.7 16.9

4This is the t-value from the last regression prior to the
elimination of the variable

bPThis indicates the difference between the percent of the
variance explained when the variable is included and when it is not.

CThis indicates the percent of the variance that is accounted
for by the remaining variables in the regrescion.
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The variables not included in Figure 21 were climinated first.
After these variables were eliminated, size was dropped. Both succession
pattern and reference group orientation were significant and thus includ-
ed in tpe final regression. The partial correlations and associated

t-values for these variables are ,shown in Table 36.
TABLE 36

VARIABLES RETAINED IN A STEP-WISE REGRESSION WITH PERCEIVED
NEED FOR CHANGE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Beta
Variablc Weight t-value Partial r
Succession Pattern . 130 1.819 .19*
. . *%
Reference Group Orientation .327 3.3i0 .33

Multiple RZ = .17

Kooy o - .
Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
k*Significant at tne .0l level (one-tailed test)
The results of the stcp-wise regression indicate that the model
shoun in Figure 21 explains the data. It also indicates that there
arc additional undiscovered variables which serve to influcnce the

superintendent’'s perceived need for change.
{

Relationship between Independent Variables and Perceived Power tv Innovate

The number of cases and the means and standard deviations for

eacit ccll are givean in Table 37.
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TABLEC 37
SUMMARY OF PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE MEANS AND STANDARD

DEVIATIONS FOR SUPERINTENDENTS WHO DIFFER IN TENURE,
SUCCESSION PATTERN AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION
i

Short Tenure Long Tenure
Inside Outside Inside Outside
Local Cos. Local Cos. Local Cos, Local Cos.
1
Cell 1 2 31 4 5 9 7 3
N 16 0 7 12 16 7 14 16
Mean 499 558 558 539 426 725 340 632
std. Dev. 155 218 271 297 282 207 261 229

The relationship of tenure, succession pattern, and reference
group orientation to perceived:power to innovate is shown in Table 38.
The fourth minor hypothesis predicted that the superintendent's
perceived power to innovate will be greater for superintcndents who are
outsiders than for superintendents who are insiders. The F-ratio of
.40 is not sufficient to reject the null hypothesis. The hypothesis is
not confirmed and it is concluded that succession pattern is not related

to the superintendent's percecived power to innovate.



106
TABLE 38
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

IN PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE AMONG SUPERINTENDENTS WHO DIFFER
IN TENURE, SUCCESSICH PATTERN, AND REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATIONG

Sum of Mean ‘
Source of Variation Squares d.f. Square F
A: Tonure 1278.0 1 1278.0 .02
B: Succession pattern 23683.0 1 23633.0 <40
C: Orientation 501288.0 1 501288.0 8.42%*
AxB: Tenure x Succession 60706.0 1 60706.0 1.02
AxC: Tenure x Orientation 382303.0 1 382303.0  6.42%*
BxC: Succession x Orientation 9153.0 1 8153.0 .15
AXBxC: Tenure X Succession x Orientation 6195.0 1 0195.0 .10
Within: 5118428.0 86  59516.6
Total - 984606.0 93 ‘

\

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
**Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

8A multiple linear regression analysis was used to perform the
calculations for this table.

Discussion

The simple correlation between tenure and perceived power to
innovate is .09. This is consistent with the earlier finding that the
relationship between tenure and innovation was spurious. The correlation
between the superintendent's age and his perceived power to innovate is

nct significant (r = =-.02). As in the case of perceived need for change,
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the nature of the relationship between age and innovation can not be

explained by the effect of age upon the superintendent's perceived power

to innovate. Figure 22 shows the simple correlations amoag succession
L}

pattern, size, reference group orientation, and perceived power to

innovate.
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SIMPLE CORRELATIONS AMONG SIZE, SUCCESSION PATTERN,
REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION, AND
PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE

FIGURE 22

Since succession pattern does not relate to perccived power to
inrnovate it is dropped from further consideration ia the analysis of per-
ceived power fo innovate.

The ;imple correlation matrix presented in Table 27 (see page 89 )
indicates that board attitude toward change correlates .42 (significant
at the .01 level) with perceived power to innovate. The size of this re-
lationship indicates that it should receive further zttention. Board

attitude toward change replaces succession pattern in Figure 23 and is

considered with size and refercnce group orientation.
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SIMPLE CORRELATION AMONG SIZE, REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION,
BOARD ATTITUDE TOWARD CHANGE AND PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE

FIGURE 23

Table 39 presents the results of a regression that includes board
attitude toward change, reference group orientation, and size. The cor-
relation between board attitude toward change (as perccived by the super-
intendent) and perceived power to innovate is reduced from .42 to .37 -
(significant at the .0l level). It is concluded that this relationship
is real. The correlation between reference group oricentation and per-
ceived power to innovate is reduced from .30 to .27 (significant at the
.0l level). It is concluded that this relationship is also real.

The simple correlation of .27 between district size and perceived
power to innovate is decreased Lo .13 when the other two ;ariables are
included. The partial correlation is not significant. It is concluded
that board attitude toward change and the superintendent's reference
group orientation serve as intervening variables which trace the manner

in which size affects perceived power to innovate.
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TABLE 39
PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERVEIVED

POWER TO INNOVATE AND SIZE, REFERENCE GROUP ORIENTATION,
AND BOARD ATTITUDE TOWARD CHANGE

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Size .119 '1.24 .13
Reference Group Orientation . 249 2.71 L27%%
Board Attitude Toward Change  .304 3.84 377

Multiple R% = .26

*Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
**Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

The original model used to describe the relationship between the
independent variables and perceived power to innovate has been altered

as shown in Figure 24.

Reflerence Group

. /////////;;7 Orientation

Perceived Power

/////////;;7 To Innovate

Size

Board Attitude
Toward Change

THE ALTERED MODEL FOR PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE

FIGURE 24

RO
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In Figure 24, it may be noted that perceived power to innovate
is a ifunction of two relationsiiips not included in the original formula-
tion of tic model. Two concepts, the superintendent's reierence group
orientation and the board's attitude Loward chaage, relate significantly
to puerceived power to innovate. '

The ability of the reformulated model to describe the way the
other variables of the study relate to perceived power to innovate is
examined by a step-wise regression. In this regression, perceived power
to ianovate is the dependent variable and the other variables form the
independent variables. It is expected that those variables which are
not included in the final formulation of the model will be eliminated
first, Because of the indirect nature of the reiatiunship between size
and perceived power to innovate, it should be eliminated. Table 40
shows the order in which the variables are eliminated apd the t-value
from the last regression that included the variable eliminated.

Five variables were eliminated from the step-wise cegression.
Three significant variables were retained in the [inal regression. The
partial correlations and associated t-values for these variables are
shown in Table 41. Reference group orientation and board attitude toward
change were retained in the regression as expected. The third variable
that relates to the superintendent's perceived power to innovate is
district expenditure level. The model for perceived power to innovate

(Figurce 25) shows a reformulated model which includes expenditure level

as a determinant of perceived power to innovate.
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TABLE 40

VARTABLES ELIMINATED FRG., STEP-WISE REGRESSION UITH PERCEIVED
POWER TO INNOVATE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

loss in remaining

Order of predéctive- predictive-
Elimination Variable , t-value? ness ness®

first Succession Pattern - .212 .1 3L.7
second Asgpiration level -1.232 1.2 30.5
third Age , ~1.226 1.2 29.3
fourth Tenure 1.063 .9 28.4
fifth District size 1.296 1.3 27.1

4This is the t-valuve from the last regression prior to the
elimination of the variable

PThis indicates the differcnce between the percent of the
variance explained when the variable is included and whern it is not

CThis indicates the percent of the variance that is accounted
for by the remaining variables in the regression

TABLE 41

VARIABLES RETAINED IN A STEP-WISE REGRESSION WITH PERCEIVED
POWER TO INNOVATE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABRLE

Beta
Variable : © Weight t-value Partial r
, : *
Expenditure .009 ~1.68 - L7
*% '
Board Orientation .008 4,22 W4l
Reference Group Orientation .009 3.25 .32**

Multiple RZ = ,27
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THE REFORMULATED MODEL FOR PERCEIVED
POWER TO INNOVATE

FIGURE 25

Since board attitude toward change and expenditure level were
not incorporated in the original model or in the rationale presented in
Chapter I1I, coasideration should be given to the way in which they effect
perceived power to innovate,

"When the board of education's attitude toward change is favorable,
tae superintendent has a higher perceived power to innovate. This re-
lationship is rather straight forward. The superintendent serves at the
pleasure of the board. Thus, the board has a very real power over the
superintendent. The board may also influence decisions through its con-~
trol over policies, budgets, buildings, and materials.

A low district expenditure level serves to limit innovation. The

earlier study by Reynolds (1965) demonstrated that innovation is inhibited
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when expenditure is less than $400 or $450 per pupil. The adoption of
many of the innovations sampled in this study involve increased district:
costs.
Part 3: Relationship Betwee& Intervening
and Dependent Variables

The expected relationship between the intervening variables and
the dependent variable is stated as follows:

The level of innovation is expected to be greater when

the superintendent has a high perceived need for change

and a high perceived power to innovate than wnen the

superintendent has either a low perceived need for

change or a low perceived power to innovate, or both.

The hypothesis stated above replaces three minor hypotheses of
the earlier study by Reynolds (1965, p. 35). The reformulated hypothesis
more adequately reflects the idea that perceived need for change and
perceived power to innovate are both necessary conditions for the occur-
rence of innovation and that neither is a sufficient condition.

Table 42 presents the number of cases and the means and standard
deviations for four groups of superintendents who differ in perceived>
need for change and perceived power to innovate. The meain innovation
scores for groups 1, 2, and 3 do not differ markedly. A t-test of the
difference between means indicated that none of the differences were
significant. This finding justifies cecmbining the'three groups.

The hypothesis predicits that superintendents who have high scores
cn both measures, perceived need for change and perceived power to inne-
vate, will have a higher innovation ratio than superintendents who do
not have é high score on both measures. The t-value of 2.58 (see Table

43) is significant at the .0l level and thus sufficient to reject the
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null hypothesis of no significant difference between the means. The
hypothesis was confirmed and it was concluded that the level of iannova-

’

tion is greater when the superintendent has a high perceived need for

change and a high perceived power to innovate,

TABLE 42

' 1 INNOVATION MEANS FOR SUPERINTENDENTS WHO DIFFER IN PERCEIVED

NEED FOR CHANGE AND PERCEIVED FOWER TO INNOVATE

Low Need for Change High Need for Change
Low Power High Power Low Power High Power
N 22 23 20 29
Mean 94.3 98.8 105.3 133.5
Std. Dev. 48.5 63.06 40.2 73.8
TABLE 43

RESULTS OF T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN INNOVATION
SCORES FOR GROUPS 1, 2 AND 3 AND GROUP 4

N Mean T-Value
Groups 1, 2, 3 65 99.3
2.58%*
Group 4 29 133.5

**Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

Group 1 = Low Perceived Need for Change; Low Power to Innovate
Group 2 Low Perceived Need for Chaage; High Power to Innovate
Group 3 = High Perceived Need for Change; Low Power to Innovate
Group 4 High Perceived Need for Change; High Power to Innovate
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The Reformulated Model

The findings relative to the superintendent's analysis are sum-
marized graphically in Figure 26 which more adequately explains the
data than the original formulation presented at the beginning of the
chapter. This model combines the relationships considered in this

chapter into a single model.

Succession

Need fo;\
Change

e
S  _

\\\\\‘\\\Board Attitude

toward Change =™ —————— Power ‘J

Innovation
Local -Cosmo.

‘Expenditure

THE REFORMULATED INNOVATION MODEL
FIGURE 26

It may be noted that the superintendent's age was found to relate
to innovation but that it is not included in the reformulated model. Age
was not related to either perceived need for change or peirceived power to
innovate. It is concluded that age relates to one or more unidentified

intervening variables.



CRAPTER VI
THE JOINT ANALYSIS

This chapter is concerned with an examination of the total amount
of variarce in secondary and eleme«tary innovation tha* can be explained
by three sets of variables. The three sets relate to: (a) the ruperinten-
dent, (b) the principal, and (c) the district. This part of the study
is exploratorv in nature and does not include the testing of hypotheses,
The relative contribution of the three sets of variables will asasist
in determining the most appropriate unit of analysis for studying
innovation.

Consideration is also given to the total amount of variance in
elementary and secondary innovation that can bebexplained bv the var-
iables measured in the study. This will include identifcation of the
relative contribution made by each variable, Tt will also help to
determine the degree to which the concepts tenure, sSuccession pattern,
and reference group orientation are useful in considering innovation
rates.

The nature of the joint analysis required modification in both
the tenure and innovation measures. These modifications are outlined

i 1in the following section.
Methodological Considerations

Two joint analyses were performed. The first was a joint secon-
dary analysis which considered data related to the superintendent and
the secondary principal and a joint elementary enalvsis which considered

data related to the superintendent and the elementary principal. Two
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new derendent variables, joint sccondary innovation-ratio and joint
@lementary innovation-ratio, were developed.

The joint innovation-ratios, like the innovation-ratios described
earlier, were based upon the number of innovations divided by the number
of innovations possible. The result was multiplied by 1000 to eliminate
the decimal. Since data concerning the innovations adopted during a four
year period had been collected, the maximum base period used in the
calculating of the innovation-ratio wdgs four years, The f{irst year of
tenure for a superintendent or principal was excluded because there was
no way of determining whether he or his predecessor was responsible for
the adoption of a new practice. When the tenure of cither the superin-
tendent or principal (after elimination of the first year) was less than
four ycars a shorter time period was used in calculating the innovation-
ratio.

The joint secondary innovation scores have a range of 000 to 500,
a mean of 124.8, and a standard deviation of 91.0. The joint elementary

innovation scores have a range of 000 to 625, a mean of 111.8, and a

standard deviation of 97.5. The joint secondary analysis includes 101

schools and the joint elementary analysis, 98 schools,

The change in the base period for calculating innovation-ratios
made it necessary to recalculate average tenure scores for superinten-
dents and principals. The tenure score represents the administrator's
average tenure during the period considered.

Multiple correlation was used to determine the amouht of variance
in the dependent variable that could be explained by various sets of in-

dependent variables. This procedure weights the independent variables
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to maximize the correlation with the dependent variable (joint secondary
innovation ratio or joint elemecntary innovation ratic).

The partial correlation coefficient and the associated t-value
were used to determine the siguificance of individual variables in the
sets. The partial correlation coefficient indicates the relationship
between an independent variable and dependent variable when the effect

of the other independent variables in the set is removed.
Analysis and Discussion

The analysis reported in tinis chapter will be divided into two
major parts. The first pertains to the joint secondary analysis and the
second, to the joint elementary analysis. Each analysis includes an
investigation ot the comparative amount of variance that can be explained
by three attributes of the superintendent; tenure, succession pattern,

and refecrence group orientation; and by the same attributes of the prin-

v
cipal. Attention will also be given to the total amount of variance

in secondary and elementary innovation that can be explained by all of

the variables of the study.

Joint Secondary Analysis

Table 44 shows the results of a regression analysis in which the
superintendent's tenure, succession pattern, and reference group orienta-
tion represent the independent variables and joint secondary innovation,
the dependent variable, A similar regression for secondary principals
is given in Table 45. A regression involving the 3 variables relating
to the superintendent and the 3 variables relating to the sccondary

principal is presented in Table 46.
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TABLE 44

THE VARIANCE TN SECONDARY TNNOVATION EXPLATNED BY
THREE VARTABILES RELATED TO THE SUPERTNTENDENT

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Superintendent's tenure .039 .40 .04
Superintendent's succession 174 1.72 a7*
Superintendent's reference group .173 1.71 L17%
orientation
Multiple R? = .07
*_
Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
TABLE 45
THE VARTANCE TN SECONDARY TNNOVATTON EXPLATNED
BY THREE VARTABLES RETATED TO THE PRINCTPAL
Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Principal's tenure -.120 -1.31 -.13
Principal's sucression .130 1.41 .14
Principal's reference group .380 4.09 .3g**

orientation

Multiple RZ = .19

**Significant at the .01 level (one-tailed tesat),
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TABLE 46

THE VARTANCE TN SECONDARY TNNOVATION EXPLATNED BY 3
VARTABLES ASSOCTIATED WITH THE SUPERTNTENDENT AND
3 VARTABLES ASSOCTATED WITH THE PRINCIPAL

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Jartial r
Superintendent's tenure .050 .56 .06
Superintendent's succession .202 2.16 .22
Superintendent's reference group .136 1.46 .15
orientation

Principal's tenure -.164 -1.80 -.18*
Principal's succession .111 1.21 .12
Principal's reference group .372 4,08 .39**

orientation

Multiple R® = .26

*:Significant at the .05 level (nne-tailed test)
Significant at the .01 level (one-tailed test)

Scven per cent of the variance in the joint ianovation ratio is
explained by the 3 attributes of superintendents. Nineteen per cent of
the variance is explained by the 3 attributes of tlie sccondary principal.
This indicates that the effect of the principal upon secondary inuova-
tion is greater than the effect of the superintendent. It must, of
course, be recognized that this conclusion is based upon a considera-
tion of only 3 of many possible characterists of superinteadents and
principals. 1If another set of variables was considered, the conclusion

mignt be different.
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The two sets of variables together account for 20 per cent of
the variance (see Table 46). The 19 per cent and 7 per cent accounted
for by the principal aud superintendent respectively are almost totally
independent of each other.

Data were collected concerning 3 characteristics associated with
the district: expenditure level, district size (indicated by the number
of teachers), and secondary or elementary school size. Table 47 presents
the results of a regression involving these variables. The three variables
collectively account for 11 per ceat of the variaace., District size
accounts for most of this variance.

The fact that 3 variables associated with the district account
for 11 per cent of the variance indicates that models of innovation must
include consideration of district characteristics. Size has been iden-
tified as one of the important distriet characteristics. C(Contrary to
some other studies, expenditure was not found to be an important deter-

minanit oi innovation.

TABLE 47

THE VARIANCE IN SECONDARY INNOVATION EXPLAINED
BY 3 VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH THE DISTRICT

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Expenditure .006 .00 .01
District Size 360 3.06 .30%*
Building Size -.060 -..51 - .05

2

Multiple R® = .11

**Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed test)
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Table 48 snows the amount oi the variance in sccondary innovation
that is explained by each of tne 3 groups of variables. Gsince tne 3 groups
are not totally independent of each other the variancc explained by the
9 variables (34%) in a single analysis is less than the sum of the amounts
for tne three Broups considered separately (37%). Because the differences

are small, it is concluded that the sets are relatively independent of

eachh other.
TABLE 48

PERCENT OF THE VARIANCE IN SECONDARY INNOVATION
EXPLAINED BY 3 SETS OF VARIANCE

Percent of Variance

Class of Variables Explained
District Variables 11%
Superinteadent Variables 7%
Principal Variables L9%

The variables associated with the secondary principal proved to
be more useful in explainiag innovation in secondary schools than those
associated with the district or the superintendent. Because the latter
two groups of variables contribute in explaining secondary innovation,
it is concluded that all three categories of variables will be needed
in a complete model of the change process.

Attention is now ziven to the amount of the variance in secondary
innovation that can be accounted for by 16 variables. The four variables
(see Table 49) that have significant partial correlations explain 31
of the variance in secondary innovation. All 16 variables account for

40.0% of the variance.
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TABLE 49

SECONDARY INNOVATION PREDICTED BY 16 VARIABLES

Cumulative % of

Variable Partial rd8 Variance Accounted for
%k
Principal's Reference Group Orient. .31
*ok
District Size .30
*
Superintendent's Succession Pattern .23
*
Supt.'s Perception of Board Attitude .18 31.5
Toward Change
Principal's Succession Pattern .18 33.9
Principal's Tenure ‘ -.13 35.7
Superintendent's Perceived Need for .17 37.2
Change
Superintendent's Age -.18 38.5
Building Size -.11 39.1
Principal's Perception of Supt.'s -.09 39.4
Attitude Toward Change
Superintendent ‘s Reference Group .07 39.7
Orientation
Superintendent's Aspiration Level -.07 40.1
Superintendent's Tenure .05 40.4
Superintendent's Perceived Power to .05 40.5
Innovate
Principal's Age .05 40.6
Expenditure Level .02 40.6

*Significant at the .05 level (ome-tailed test)
Significant at the .0L level (one-tailed test)

4This represents the partial correlation for the full regression
which includes 16 variables.
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Joint Elementary Analysis

The results of a regression analysis in which the superintendeat's
tenure, succession pattern and reference group orientdation represent the
independent variables and joint elementary innovation represents? the
dependent variable are shown in Table 50.

Tnree per cent of the variance in the )oint elementary innovation
ratio is explained by the three variables related to the superintendent.
It may be noted that none of the variables is significantly related to
Joint elementary innovation. Table 51 shows the results of a regression
analysis which includes the elementary principal's teriure, succession
pattern and reference group orientation as independent variables and joint
elementary innovation as the dependent variable. The three variables in
combination explain ten per cent of the variance in elementary innovation.
Only one of the variables, the principal's tenure, is significantly re-

lated to the level of innovation in the elementary school.

TABLE 50

THE VARIANCE IN ELEMENTARY INNOVATION EXPLAINED BY
THREE VARIABLES RELATED TO THE SUPERINTENDENT

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Superintendent's Tenure -.074 - .72 -.07
Superintendent's Succession 1438 1.40 14
Superintendent's Reference 031 .29 .03

Group Orientation

Multiple RZ = .03
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TABLE 51

THE VARIANCE IN ELEMENTARY INNOVATION EXPLAINED
BY THREE VARIABLES RELATED TO THE PRINCIPAL

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
. Lk
Principal's tenure -.262 -2.69 -.2/
Principal's succession 141 1.43 .15
Principal's reference group .087 .89 .09

orientation

Multiple RZ = .10

**Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)

The three variables related to the superintendent and the three
variables relating to the principal have been combined into a single
regression. The results of this combination are shown in Table 52.

The two sets of variuables are almost totally independent of each other.
Therefore, the total amount of variance explained when the six are

included in a single regression is equal to the sum of thc separate aciiounis
of variance explained. Table 53 shows the results of a regression

analysis in which three attributes of the district serve as the independent
variables. These variables are expenditure level, district size, and
elementary school size. 7These three variables jointly account for three
per cent of the variance in the joint elementary innovation ratio. Noue

of the variables bears a significant relationship to the elementary inno-

vation ratio.
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TABLE 52

THE VARIANCE IN ELEMENTARY INNOVATION EXPLAINED BY 3
VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH THE SUPERINTENDENT AND
3 VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PRINCIPAL

Beta
Variable Weight t-value Partial r
Superintendent's tenure -.115 ~1.13 -.12
Superintendent's succession . 142 1l.44 .15
Superintendent's reference group .003 .03 .00
orientation
. . Jok
Principal's tenure -.260 ~2.65 -.27
Principal's successiorn 142 l1.44 .15
Principal's reference group 114 1.11 .12
orientation
Multiple R = .14
L
Significant at the .0l level (one-tailed test)
TABLE 53
THE VARIANCE IN ELEMENTARY INNOVATIGN EXPLAINED
BY 3 VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH THE DISTRICT
Beta
Variable Height t-value Partial r
Expenditure .161 1.56 .16
District Size .065 .04 .07
Building Size -.017 - .17 -.02

Multiple R? = .03
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Table 54 shows the amount of the variance in elementary inno-

vation that is explained by each of the three groups of variables.

TABLE 54

PERCENT OF THE VARIANCE IN ELEMENTARY INNOVATION
EXPLAINED BY 3 SETS OF VARIABLES

Percent of Variance

Class of Variables . Explained
"District Variables 3%
Superintendent Variables 3%
Principal Variables 10%

The variables associated with the elementary principal proved to
be more useful in explaining innovation in elementary schools than those
associated with the district or the superintendent. Although the amount
of variance explained by the two latter sets of variables is small, it is
felt that they may prove useful in a model of the change process. Addi-
tional research may ident;fy attributes of the superintendent oy the
district that have greater power to explain the rate of change in elem-
entary schools..

Attention is now given to the amount of the variance in elementary
innovation that can be accounted for by 16 variables. The results of a
regression in which joint elementary innovation serves as the dependent
variable and the other 16 variables of the study serve as independent
variables is‘shown in Table 55. Only one of the 16 variables is related

significantly to elementary innovation. This variable, principal’s tenure,
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i TABLE 35

ELEMENTARY INNOVATION PREDICTED BY 16 VARIABLES

Cumulative % of

Variable Partial r? Varian:2 Accounted for
Principal's Tenure -.20% 7.0
Superintendent's Age -.12 9.6
Superintendent's Succession Pattern .13 12.5
District Size .16 14.5
Principal's Succession Pattern .13 16.2
Expenditure Level ' 14 17.7
Superintendent's Reference Group

Orientation ~.11 18.2
Principal's Reference Group Orient. .11 18.7
Principal's Age -.10 19.2
Superintendent's Tenure -.08 19.7

Superintendent's Perception of
P

Board Crientation ~-.10 20.2
Building Size -.06 20.6
Superintendent's Perceived Power to

Innovate .07 20.9
Superintendent's Perceived Need for

Change .06 21.2
Principal's Perception of Superinten-

dent's Attitude Toward Change .04 21.%
Superintendent's Aspiration Level .00 .4

*Significant at the.05 level (one-tailed test)

aThis represents the partial correlation for the full regression
which includes 16 variables.
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correlates -.20 with innovatioa (significant at the .05 level). When the
16 variables are considered together, they account for 21.4 per cent of

the variance in the dependent variable.




CHAPTER VII

DISCUSSION

This chapter will attempt to view a number of issues raised in
the opening chapter. These issues relate to:

a) the ability of the concepts included in the study
to contribure to an innovatica model

b) the appropriateness of the reformulated model for
examining building innovation

c) determination of whether the building or district
serves as the most appropriate unit of analysis

for investigating innovation

d) the relative importance of the superintendent and
principal in determining the rate of innovation

e) conclusions

The Individual Concepts

This portion of the discussion is concerned with a consideration
of each of the concepts of the study. Each is considered across the three

innovation levels.

Tenure
The rationale for the study (see page 24) stated the expected
relationship between tenure aad innovation as follows:

The administrator of long tenure is expected to see less need
for change than the administrator of short tenure because he
has often played an important part in the formulation of the
existing program and may therefore have a greater commitment
to it. His involvement in the interpersonal structure and his
loyalty to the schocl system and its traditions are also ex-
pected to be greater and thus to further diminish his percep-
tion of the need for change.
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The findings relative to tenure differ for the 3 analyses. TFor
the secondary principal the relationship was not found; for the elemeniary
principal tenure was significant; and for the superintendent it was sig-
nificant, but was later shown to be spurious. The expected relationship
between tenure and perceived need for change did not exist.

In general, the findings do not support the rationale. If long
and short tenure administrators relate to the organization differently,
it is in ways thdt do not influence innovation in a systematic fashion.
Two findings do, however, suggests that tenure receive further attention
in the development of models that attempt to explain innovation. The
first is the relationship which was found for elementary principals, and
the second is in the interaction between tenure and succession in the

superintendent's analysis.

Age

Consideration of the effect of tenure led to an examination of
the relationship between age and innovation. It was shown that a signifi-
cant correlation was present for elementary principals and for superin-
tendents. A similar relationship was not found for secondary principals.
If it were not for the small correlation between age and perceived need
for change (-.06) it might be argued that administrators become more
conservative as they get older and therefore see less need for change.

The adoption of a new practice includes an ceclement of risk taking.
Those who initiate change run the risk of failure. The way in which the
age of the administrator affects innovation may relate to differences in
the willingness of older and younger administrators to take risks. The

psychological attributes of older persons may not be conducive to risk



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

132
taking. «an older administrator often has more at stake because he often
A

has a better job and a higher salary, he may have more to lose than the
younger man. His personal responsibilities may also be greater, thus
increasing his desire for security. The higher level of attainment also
tends to limit the number of equal positions available to him.

There is often a lot of work involved in initiating a new program.
The younger administrator may be more likely to have the necessary
initiative and physical ennrgy to cngage in the development of new pro-
grams.

It is also possible that age effects the way the administrator
is perceived by others. Superintendents and principals have an important
influence upon the climate for change in a district or building. Older
administrators may be perceived by other staff members as being less orien-
ted toward change. This may be more a function of a stereotype which
associated age with consexvatism than of a real difference. 1In either
case, others in the system may initiate change less often when the admin-
istrator is older. It was found that the age of the superintendent and
the principal's perception of his attitude toward change were negatively

correlated (r = -.21, significant at the .05 level).

Succession

The rationale (see page 27) stated the expected relationship between
succession as follows:

The outside successor may at least during the early stages
of the succession cycle see a greater need for change
because, like the administrator of short tenure, he will
not have played a significant part in the development

of the program of the school system. The outsider's
knowledge of the program in another district provides

him with a basis of comparison. A belief in the program
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of his former district may result in a desire to implement
tt.at program in his present district. He will also have
little involvement in the interpersonal structure. The
outsider may not only nave little commitment to the tra-
ditions but may even lack knowledge of them.

The outsider is expected to have during the first [ew years

of his tenure, a greater scnse of power to innovaie than the

insider. Carlson said that there are different conditions

of employment and differential expectations for iusiders

and outsiders (Carlson, 1961, p. 226). The insider is hired

with the understanding chat he will keep thinys as they are,

while the outsider may be expected to make changes. The
difference in expectations arises from differential satis-
factions with the previous administration; i.e¢., when the
board is satisfied it may employ either an insider or an
outsider, but when it is dissatisfied it will turn to an
outsider,

The succession pattern of the superintendent and the secondary
principal were found to relate to the level of innovation. The findings
relative to the elementary principal were in the predicted direction,
but wvere not significant.

The superintendent's succession pattern was related to his per-
ceived need for change, but was not related to his perceived power to
innovate. These findings support the rationale, i.e., outside succes-

sors are associated with higher levels of innovation because they per-

ceive a greater need for change.

Reference Group Orientation

The rationale of the study discussed the expected relationship
between reference group orientation and innovation as follows:

The administrator who has a cosmopolitan reference group
orientation is expected to see a greater neced for change
because of an increased awareness of alternatives to the
existing program. This is expected to occur as a result
of greater interest in events outside the local school
system. His orientation will bring him into earlier con-
tact with ideas as a result of more extensive reading and
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more frequent personal contact with persons external to the
local system,

Because the cosmopolitan is more concerned with a reference

group outside his immediate cnvironment, he may have less

local involvement and therefore be less concerned about

keeping things "as they are.” The cosmopolitan may seek

an increase in status within the profassion through the

visibility acquired by the initiation of ‘'new'" programs.

Persons outside the local district will be more impressed

by the initiation of new programs than by the effective

administration of the existing program (see pagc 28),.

The simple correlations between the reference group orientation
of the admipistrator and the level of innovation was {ound to be sig-
nificant at the .0l level for elementary and secondary principals and
for superintendents. In the case of the secondary principal, the
correlation remained significant when the effect of the other variables
was partialed out.

Superintendents with cosmopolitan reference group orientations
see themselves as having greater power to innovate than superintendents
with local reference group orientations. Locals and cosmopolitans prob-
ably have different perceptions of the nature and extent of the resis-
tance that exists within the community and within the school system.
Locals see less need for change and probabily tend to associate with others
of like views. Cosmopolitans, on the other hand, are probably more aware
of the feelings of other cosmopolitans. If this pattern of association
exists, it may cause the local to overestimate the resistance to change
and thus to underestimate his own potential for introducing innovations.
Cosmopolitans, by contrast, may underestimate the resistance and over-
estimate their power,

The difference between locals and cosmopolitans may not be

limited to their perceptions of the situation. They may also behave
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differently under the same circumstances. Both groups oi administra-
tors probably consider the personal consequences of influence attempts.
For the local, these consequences are viewed in terms of the reaction
of persons within the school system and in terms of the local community.
Their concern with local reactions is likely to cause them to be less
willing to effect changes that will create conflict.

Cosmopolitans, on the othcr hand, are less likely to demand
consensus before acting. They are more likely to view their power in
terms of final results. Even though the attainment of these results
may involve conflict, it is thodght that they will be more willing to

bring the full powers of their position to bear upon the problem.

172}
-
N
n

The size of the school district was found to be significantly
related to secondary and district innovation. It did not relate to
elementary innovation. When the objective is to find the relatioaship
between attributes of the principal or superintendent and innovation,
size may be considered a contanimate. However, when the purpose is to
develop an innovation model, size becomes one of the concepts that
should be included.

The size of the school district relates to many other aspects
of the district. The way it influences innovation is, in part, shown
in the reformulated model. Large districts tend to have more cosmopolitan
superintendents and boards which have a more positive attitude toward
change. These relationships do not account for the full impact of size
upon innovation. As more inclusive models are developed, district size

should receive further attention.
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Size may serve as an indirect measure of the degree of urban-
ization. Larger school districts tend to be located in urban centers.
It is possible that large and small school districts near these centers
occupy a different position in the flow of communicatioit about new
practices. Information about new practices is more likely to be passed
from one district to another in these districts. The opportunity for
contact with new ideas eminating from colleges and universities may aiso
be greater. It is also expected that commercial agencies will give great-
est attention to the larger districts. This increases information about
alternatives to the existing program.

The size of the district is probably related to the characteris-
tics of the professional staff. Larger districts may have more highly
trained personnel. Size may also effect the assignment of personnel in
the district. Large districts are more likely to have specialists
who are familar with new programs in their area. The availability of
such people not only increases the probability of a district being aware
of a new practice, but also provides the expertise needed for adopting
some of the more sophisticated innovations.

The size of the district relates to the feasibility of adopting
some of the innovations included in this study. I1.B.M. scheduling and
grade reporting, for example, are probably not practical for a small

school district.

Board Attitude Toward Change

Board attitude toward change was found to be a uscful concept
in explaining the innovative behavior of a school district. The board
of education's power to exercise control over policies, budgets, and

Q
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personnel make it possible to control the nature and extent of change.
The board's authority serves to limit the administrator's power to
innovate.

The magnitude of the board's influence cannot be fully determined
by examining the number of innovations they reject. Superintendents sel-
dom propose innovations that they think will be rejected. To propose
an innovation and have it rejected results in a loss of power and influ-

ence for the advocate (see page 21).

Expenditure Level

The expenditure level deserves consideration in models of innova-
tion. Low expenditure serves to inhibit innovation, however nigh
expenditure does not guarantee innovation. When expenditures are low,
some types of innovation are not feasible. A number of innovations
included in this study involved increased cost.

Expenditure may also have a less direct effect upon innovation. It
is reasonable to expect that districts which are faced with major finan-
cial difficulties or problems associated with rapid growth may be so
concerned with these problems that there is little time to consider
innovation.

The intervening variables, perceived need for change and per-
ceived power to innovate, were found to relate significantly to both the
independent and the dependent variables. The rationale for the study
stated that perceived need for change and perceived power to innovate
are necessary, but not sufficient conditions, for the occurance of
innovation. The findings of the study support this.

The original model was reformulated to include the additional var-
iables found to be important. The relationships are diagrammed in Figure 27.

Q
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Succession

Need fo;\

Change
/ > ———— Innovation

Local-Cosmo.,

Size

i\\\\“\\ Board Attitude _____ * Power

: toward Change

Expenditure
THE REFORMULATED INNOVATION MODEL

FIGURE 27

The Model and Building Innovation

The analysis of secondary and elementary innovation was designed
0 determine whether or not the model that relates attributes of the
superintendent to district innovation could be extended to the principal
and building innovation. This question is considered in relation to the
reformulated model for district innovation (see Figure 27).

The succession pattern and reference group orientation of sezond-
ary principals was found to relate to innovation. District size was also
found to be associated with secondary innovation. The relationships

that were found for secondary principals are similar to those found for
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superintendents. The only exception is age whicn was found to be impor-
tant for superintendents, but not for secondary principals.

The findings pertaining to the principal's tenure, succession
pattern and reference group orientation are similar to tﬂose for the
superintendent. Although the intervening variables were not measured
for the principals; it is reasonable to expect that they, like the
independent variables, would have been found to relate in a manner similar
to that found for superintendents. It now seems reasonable to conclude
that the reformulated model and the associated rationale is applicable
to sccondary principals.

In the case of elementary innovation, thea principal's succession
pattern and reference group orientation were not found to relate signifi-
cantly to innovaticn. Reference group orientation was significant in
the step-wise regression, but not in the other analyses and succession
pattern was not significant.

The failure of succession pattern and reference group orientation
to relate more strongly to innovation may result from either a lack of
relationship between these variables and the intervening variables or
from a lack of relationship between the intervening and dependent
variable,

It is believed that the principal's succession pattern and ref-
erence group orientation affect his perceived need for change and per-
ceived power to innovate in a manner similar to that of the secondary
principal and the superintendent, but that the relationship of perceived

need for change and perceived power to innovate to innovation is weaker,
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The program of many districts appears to reflect the freling that
the elemen;ary program should be the same in the various buildings. If
this is true, a decision to innovate must be implemented in all units
in the district. This requires agreement between buildings or the approval
of a superordinate (coordinator of elementary education, assistant super-
intendent, superintendent, etc.). This reasoning leads to the conclusion
that elementary principals have a lower perceived power to inmovate than
secondary principals. Individually, elementary principals are not
significant determiners of innovation in their building.

The argument advanced above would seem to apply in the case of
secondary schools when there is more than one high school in a district.
This condition did not exist in most of the districts included in the
sample. The desire for uniformity between units that encompass the same
grade span facilitates program articulation and avoids the problem of
explaining to the public the reason for differences between buildings.

The argument advanced above leads to the following untested
hypothesis:

Tae principal's power to innovate is inversely related

to the number of administrative units (buildings) in the
district providing education at the same grade level.

The Best Unit of Analysis

One of the purposes of the study was to determine whether the
district or the building served as the more appropriate unit of analysis
for investigations of innovation. This may be considered by viewing the
amount of variance accounted for by different groups of variables.

Thirteen variables accounted for 38.6 per cent of the variance in

secondary innovaticn. The 7 variables that are associated with the
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superintendent or characteristics of the district account for 23.8% of
the variance and 6 variables associated with the principal or the
building account for 20.8% of the variance. This finding indicates that
the two groups of factors are of approximately equal importance and that
they explain unique portions of the variance.

The best strategy for investigating secondary innovation would
seem to be one which considers the building as the unit of analysis and
the district as the supra-system of consequence. The analysis should
include variables associated with both the superintendent and the dis-
trict on the one hand and the principal and the building on the other.
To omit either group is to leave out important factors which add
materially to understanding.

In the case of elementary innovation, 13 variablcs account for
20.8% of the variance. The 7 variables associated with the superinten-
dent or the district acccunt for 9.1% of the variance and the 6 variables
associated with the principal oxr the building account for 11.7% ~f the
variance. As in the case of secondary innovation, the two sets of
factors are of approximately equal importance. The fact that the total
variance explained is equal to the sum of the variance explained by the
two groups of variables indicates that they explain different portions
of the total variance.

The most appropriate strategy fsr investigating elementary innova-
tion would seem to be one which permits the inclusion of both district
and building variables. This may be done by considering the building
as the basic unit of analysis, bu*~ including district factors as a part

of the analysis.
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The .19 correlation between elementary and sccondary innovation

suggests inat change at these two levels should receive separate attention.

The aunalysis of either secondary or elementary innovation should include

data related to both the district and the building.

The Relative Importance of the Superintendent and Principal

The relative importance of the principal and superintendent in
innqvation was examined in Chapter VI by considering the relative amount
of variance that could be explained by 3 attributes of the superintendent
and by the same attributes of the principal. The variables associated
with the superintendent accounted for 7% of the variance in secondary
innovation and those related to the principal accounted for 19%. For
elementary innovation the amounts accounted for were: superintendent, 37%;
and principal, 107%.

The analysis supports the conclusion that the affect of the prin-
cipal upon the number of new practices adopted within a building is
greater than the effect of the superintendent. The .clatively small
amount of the variance explained by these attributes argues for the
importance of seeking additional attributes that are related. It also
suggests the need for a4 broader approach which will include consideration
of additional staff members.

The degree to which factors associated with the principal relate
to building innovation depends upon the autonomy of individual schools.
This autonomy is thought to be inversely related to the number of units
providing education at a particular grade level.

There seems to be a desire in many districts to keep the program

similar in all buildings providing education on the same level. Where
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this is true, decisions can not be made by the principals acting indivi-
dually. Decisions must be made by the principals acting jointly or by

a superordinate who has authority over all elementary schools, In either
casc, the autonomy of the princiral is limited.

In large districts the most important person in determining
elementary innovation may occupy a position in the bureaucratic structure
between that of the superinteandent and the priacipal. Data for examining
the role of such administrators is not included in this study. This
possibility argues for a generalized model that can be applied to any

member of the staff.

Conclusions

The rationale of the study is based upon the assumption that the
superintendent and principal play a significant role in the adoption of
anew practices. While this assumption was not tested directly, it is made
tenable by the fact that hypotheses based upon this assumption were sup-
perted by the data.

The administrator's behavior relative to the adoption of new prac-
tices was thought to depend upon his perceived need for change and per-
ceived power to innovate. Change was expected to occur only when the
administrator both perceived a need for change and saw himself as having
the power to bring about the change. The findings of the study demonstrate
the value of these concepts.

An administrator's perceived need for change and perceived power
to innovate are thought to be determined by personal attributes, charac-
teristics of the organization, and the interaction betwecn the individual

and institutional variables. The institutional and individual dimensions
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of organizational behavior are similar to the nomothetic and idiographic
dimensions of social behavior which were developed by Getzels and Guba
(1957). The Getzels and Guba model may prove useful in developing a more
gencral model of innovation. Such a model would have the advantage of
viewing change as a special case of organizational behavior. This would
make it possible to view innovation in the context of a broader theoretical
framework.

A more general model would facilitate consideration of the part
played by other persons in the social system. Other administrators and
persons who do not occupy administrative positions may have an important
role in the adoption of ncw practices. It may be usciul to focus upon
the role performed by various persons rather than upon their formal posi-
tion.

The concept ''perceived power to innovate' suggests the importance
of considering the environment in which the individual and the institution
exist. Numerous authors have indicated that the impetus for change usually
comes from outside the social system. Changes external to the organi-
zation disturb the equilibrium which exists between the school and its
environment. The creation of a new conditicn of equilibrium is aﬁtained
through changes in the educational institution.

The 3 independent variables: tenure, succession pattern, and
refercnce group orientation, related to the dependent variable in cne or
more of the analyses. None of these was found to be significant in all
of the analyses, It is felt that these attributes of the administrator
have been shown to be of some value in examining the relationship between
the individual and the institution. The independent variables may also

assist in the understanding of how others respond to the administrator.
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The rationale for the study indicated that tenure, succession
patiern and reference group orientation were expected to effect the
administrator's knowledge of alternatives, commitment to the existing
program, and integration into the social system. It may be useful in
futurc studies to develop measures of these hypothetical comstructs. This
would help to fill a gap in the chain of reasoning. Other characteris-
tics of the individual which might be investigated includc open-minded-
ness, dogmatism, rigidity, and conservatism.

It may be useful in future attempts to devciop a imodel to con-
sider the change process as having two major componcuts: a) the formation
of individual attitudes toward change, and b) the decision-making process
involved in adoptiug a new practice. The reclationship between these two
dimensions and those of the Getzels-Guba model are obvious.

Throughout the study, the relationships between individual variables
and innovation have been small. Each individual variable accounted for only
a small portion ¢f the total variance. Collectively, the variables account-
ed for 41 per cent of the variance in secondary innovation and 21 per cent
of the variance in elementary ihnovation. This is interpreted as indicat-
ing that the process of change is complicated and that it has many facets.
It is further thought that the study succeeded in identifying a number of

important aspects of the change process.
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6. How many times have you attenced tho Natlonal AASA Convention at Atlantic Clty in the last flve years?..._______r
7. 'Renk the following {n torms of their Importance to you:

a., to ba highly thought of dy professionals ovsr & wice goograoshic areas.

v, * to ba hignly thought of by fellow sudarintendents in Ths state,

¢, 1o bo highly theugnt of by locai mombsrs of Tna school staff,

d., to be highiy thought of by nembars of tne iocal community,

Ist 2nd 3rd 4tn

8, Throusgh which of tho following sources do you normally tirst hear about new educational practices? List the throc mo3-
important In orcer ' .

Ist 2nd 3rd —

2. university parsons

5, locul orcfsssional maetings

c, iccal board mumbers or Citlzons \
¢. rooorts mace ut regiona! or natlonal profassional meatings

3« J0ouidr publisned sources (Llfe, Tima, etc,)

¢, visits to othor schools

5¢ locel staff mamdbers

he orofessionsl dunlishod sourcas (Ph! Daita Kzppan, Ovarview, etc.iv
ie fallow suparintandonts In the ares

9, Wnich of tha sources (lstad above wouid be most likely to cause you to glve serious conslderation ‘to sdopting & new
practice? List the thres most Important In order

I8t 2ng 3rg
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{0y How much change in oach of tho faollowing arses wouid you considor cosirazie in your district? ignors tinaaciai
limitations and posslbie roslstance from tho bcurd of oacucotion, statf, or community,

KEY: EXT oxtenslve changa, MOO mocdorato:changey MIN minor chango, KO no changa;

400 %Mlu

0) Pattorns ot tims use ("year around” schocls, flexivls schadullng, etc.)

i | .
EXT | IhD |

| i !

- i ! !
a) Eiamontary curriculum centont und matariols i | i .
0} Soconcery curricufum convont anc matarizis ( f ; E
c) Ecucetion technalogy (programmad Inatructicn, sducaticnsl TV, isagusce ltasretorles, stc.i ‘ i . i

i ;
s R J i I
¢) Prysical facllltios i H
- B i
. : =
!

t) Teacher rols dotlnition (7oom toschlng, toachor blces, e7c,?

g) Ciassroom composition (largo group Instruction, uagragod primary, etce)

L
|

h) Suoplorontary servicos (Trensportation, adul+ cducation, eTc.)

i) Structural changaes in tho pattern of administrative oéganlza?lon

j) Procoduraes for evaluating tno oducatlons: progran

R S S R O

. . {
k) Toeachor selection and InducTion procadures ‘ i

i
i
H
|
I
1) In=sarvica educational progroms ) L I J

11, The superintoncaent can; by virtue of hils position, training, and oxperienco; infiucace tho decisions that are mace
in hls dlstrict, The supsrintuncant, howevor, dous not hawve absoiute power in his dlstricts The board ot oducation,
corwunity prossura, and statft roslstance may limlt his range of coantrol, !n view of these factors, how much ditfflcuity
would you have In getting each of the toliowlng acoptud? Assumd you consloered Tham deslrabio practlces, -

KEY: GR Great alfficulty, COM Considerable dlfficul?y; Min  ™inor dlfficul?y;_ﬁg_ No dlffliculty,

GR | CON | MiN

a) A 5% increoso in the local tox.rate -

h 3

o) 15% incroase in tho local tax rate t

c) A major changd in toachor rolo detinition (taam twachling, 7aachoﬁyaidos, stc.) [

¢) A major curricuiuwm chango

@) A changa in cducational tachnoiogy { programmag Instruction, oducationa: TV, etc.) } |

f} A major improvemant In physical faciiirias

>
9) A significant chengo in teachor soeloction end Inductlion procedures

R) A new nattarn of rime usa ( yoar around sciool, flexlzie schaduling, etc,)

i) A changa in oupil essignment patterns (largs gGrouy Instruction, ungraded primary, ofc,)

ERIC |
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12, It you conslcared ar Importsnt chzige in your cistrict to beo doslirabie, how much influance co you taci that you .Couia
exart to ovarcome resistenca frcm oach of the following sources?

KeYy CM Consiceres!y mora Than mes? suporintondants you know
S S:lently mora than moat sunerintencor™s
S +AbouT The sumd as most suparintendents
SL Siightiy less than most supsrintandonts
CL Conslderabiy iess than mosT superintanconts

i ot
remisw's Isejeu
TS
Girar zeministrators f ; T !
— :
Tuachors } by ‘I !
H ] 1 N
Board of Eoucation bl ;-_T
Cortunity _l f
i3, FHow Interostcd are you In doing The folicwing Tnings:
KEY: NOT Not at zll Inturestad
SLIGKT Stightly Intorosted
MOOZRATE Wwdsrataly Interestaas
VERY Vary Interosted
EXTREMELY Exrromgly Interastsd
!
| NOT SLIGKT | MODERATE ‘ VERY | EXTREMELY

z, Obtaining & supsrintondancy In & larger
schoo! systam,
N

b, Estaolisnlr; o good roputation smong my
profassional colloagues,

c., Somuday bucoming presldent of tha AASA, ’

" d, Ramaining In my pruosont position for the
remalncor of my carcar,

[UUSSSIE SN PPN SURISIEI— T

F-

T
~6e Toxing evary opportunity 'to advance my :
srotussional caresr, !

f, Taklng a more Important rolu in tny act=
fvitlgs of profussionai vgucations,
orgunizations, W

e Obtaining & superintendency which woulo
carry more prostiege.

R S (U ———

h, Obtaining mare recognitlion tor my work
" from cltizuns ot my commun|ty, J

-

ERIC
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JAMES A, RUVXGLLS
YNl ihe spunseroiip o

THI GRATDUATE INOTITUTE OF COUCATION
Washington Walvaersiry

. Ut mowik , M

Namg Schooi OisTrict

Enrolimant No, of Tsachors Tax Rate

Asa (circla): 20=29; 30-3%, 4&D=489; S0=%%; €0 or aure
Salary (clrcie): 5000-7599; 6GC0-699%; 10,000~11,599; 12,000=-:3,999, (4,000 or more

Numder ot contlinuous years 'a prosent position (COUNT Arosont yYeur as Onol

cemastar houcs

Highest cegrae hutd: Graduste cradiT boyond This degrea.
guartar hours

Year of most rocert formal oducaylon

Schools where training was rocelved

Nafg Of sches! Locawron

Position hala immediately prior Yo presunt positica:

Tities

District:

Location;

In qonaral, wouid you ssy your superintengont s oageﬁ 10 adopt now cducational practicos, Of is hy very hesitanrt to adopt
no« oractices?

b 2 3 4 5 6 7!

—

. PS
Hesltant Eager

Plaaso rfespond TO tho fallowing quastions by indicating with a chack mark In the blank of the steteront which more closely
idonti fies you,

i. Do you ususlly feol more sotistied with a profassionai myating In which there is a Giscussion about:

o controverslal aational gcucafﬁonnl issup
a controvaersial locai educarionai Issus

ERIC
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< U0 yOu wisuoily tusi mOce sotlsty o utTer & provutsionel raoTiAG wilcn feoTuras:

U SuTNYAACINS 13CaT SPvaKar

ah GLT3TanGing outsica speweaar

3o Scmo peopie heve soic thet principals are of Two *ypes, [rnGicaTu vy 8 singld ChaCk In -2 OF Tha biecnns which Tyoe, 9t
principal you aro liwo,

v b ema lirtle |'ks this I em very much 11k This

t i
! . ! . H
type ot princlpsl i tylu ot ariacipal |

:
i
PrinCige 5O 'S MOre 1ATeresTec 5 !
In local probioms .
‘
Prirncioal who ls more interested i [
in Probiums GvVarywhers ‘ J

4, Incicate the frequency wlth whlcn you reeo

AivoVs Usuaily Scrotimes Nowvor

"Eri SuiTa Koppon!

“Tho Siurontary Priacipel"
TTRG SUiLGTIR Of TRho NaSSPY
"Csoa.;ng kousu"

"Tha CoucsTiono! Fof'uﬂ‘."
"Tho NeA Journai ™

5, In tha lsst tive yoors, how many articios nave you writtea dor publ!cetion ln magazines like those 115t above?

6, hHow many Timas havo you aTTonced tho nutionul eitmenvary or secoadary priaclipsais® convention In the last flve YeIrST o

7. Rank the following In terms or thair [mportance *¢ you:
.a. To bs highly Thought ot by protfussionzls ovar a wlda goographlic srva,
b. to do highly thoughv of by fellow principais in the state.
c, To b higniy thouzat of by loca! mumbers of the school stati.
6. to bo bighly thought of Ly nemders Of The local communiTy,

Ist Znd 3rc 4rh

8. Through which of tho tollowing sources GO you normally +#irst hudr sbout now wducatlonai practices? Lisv the throe most
important la ordur

ist Znd 3rd

Ay uAivers ity D30NS

U, icCul protesiionai mectings

C. loCal boarc mumbery or citizens
" G, Fuports macu at ragional or nationai professional meevings
X. podeizr puoiishod SOources (Lifo, Tra, etce)

Ty ViSiTS TO O%hBr scheols
T gt local stati mamdors -

Ne orofussional pudlished sourcos (Pni Tulta Ka;pan, Ovirvica, otCer K
.i. tailow orincipdis [n the araa

9., vinich of tho sourcus |istad abovd wouic bo most likely TO Csusa vou 1O give sarfous considerarion to adopting & awew
oractical List thoe tnres mast Important In ordor

Is* - ’nd 3rg
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Placa & chéck mark To indicato The ysar {n which each of hu foliowing bocame s ragu.ar part of tha school 5rogrem in your
building, 1f-tho prectica has Since boon clscontinued wilte "DiS" In tne space inelcatlng the first yuer It wos no lonjer
usod, |t the practice has not boon usud in ycur pul idlng place & chack In the lest coiumne

School yuar teqinning
In Septomoor ot \
1961 | 1560 ort Nor :

*
|
} eorllor ] Usag

{. Mccorn Mathomatics: Now programs in msthomerics such as Vvhoso
covolopod vy tho School Marnomatics Study Group {5MSGY, Unlversity
of {llinois CommltTos on Schov!l Mathomatlcs (UISi4) end The Maryland
ap¢ Rall State ProgramS,

2. Algedra in Grade Eight: & full vear ot aigebre In wighth arace for
‘adlg students. it is noT nocossary thaT thils bo in vour bullalrg,)

3. Languago Ladorator,os: Tho simultaneous prasentsilon of taped
matorials To @ numbor of studonts .in a manner that facilltatus the
oral=-aura!l ajdroach to lanquanos,

. |

4, Sciance Programs: Now programs in sclonco such s tha followlngt
PSSC Pnysical Scionce Study Commitfee (Physics) CHEM study program
{Chamistry) BSCS dlologlcal scicneces curricuium study (Biology)

S. Programmad InsTruction: Tho use of curcicular material wnlch s
comzcs0d |nto a program and prosontsd TO the pupli by a book,
taaching macnlna, or rocordlag, In smali reinforcud stops which
accumulato,

r for oi

sTNe sil, or
MG giroup of

|
STU= :

6, Toam Teachirng: Two Or mora tecachers worklng Tog
a significant part, of The Instrucvion cf the sa
conts,

7. Marit Pay: A salury plan whilch lacerporaiss quality of service
as a part of the basls for datorminling tho seiary of Inglividusi
TO3ChoTs, -

8, Large group Instruction: The combination of classes to form
iargor units of InsTruction for spocific purposes,

"9, Tsachar Aldos: ' Tho use of non=certlfied porscnna! for thu pure i
2050 of asslsting tho Tuacnsirs.

10, I8 Grade Rogorting: 7ha usc of computsrs, contracted or
oparated by district parsonnel, for proparing grade reports for
serants, .

lis, 184 Scheduiing: The uso of computers, contractod or operated by
¢istrict pursonnal, for secrioning students Into classes or
croatlng tne mastor schodulcs

Structural Linqulstics: Programs utiilzlng structural }Inguls-
tles [a Engli sh In place of tradltional groﬂmar.

ERIC ~ .
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Schoo! yoar beglnning in

\ Soptembar of
- ii9é3 tigs2 1561 | 1960 ort fior
: | } aariler! Used

'

; 7
13, Closud Circult Talovision: Tho use of teievision progroms progucad . : ' 7
within tho locai schoal aistricr, i

id, Soduiar Schocduiing: Olviding the sches! day Into smatl +ims blocks
or macdulos, for axamaist 20 minute unlts, anc asslgning daltfercnt ) wt
cissses o veried numbar Gf Time unlts dopendlng upoa Tho purpose of |
of the class, . ’

15, Froo Pariod: Teachers have u "free" period for preperation, roiuxo-
Tion, atc,, ) :

16, Romodial Réading: A spacial organlzed reading progrom avaliable for ' N
remodlal casos, .

17, Counsatingt Tro assignmunt of a cartlfied counselor to provide
quicence sarvicos,

184 OGrouoing: Formation of instructlonal groups on the basls of ablilsy
anc/or prior achlevemoant,

19, Summar School: A summsr program of academic lastruction.

20, Ovornoad Projoctors: At ioost onc ovorhoad pioloctor Is avallabie
in tha bulldlng for the use of tho tcoochers,
. . ! -

21, Driver Tralnlng: Included In Tho curricuium, . .

22, Russian: Russian I5 incluued In vna currlcuium,

23, Photocooy Machine: A photccopy machlne is availaole, tor wse by
taachors, in the bullding, ’ .

List below any innovations which have been sdopted In the last flve yesrs that ore not laciuded In the iist prasantad adove,
Plasse Indlcate the year [n which I+ was sdopted and describs arlefiy, .

\

ERC o " -

", T
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14
e e e QUESTIONNAIRE PERTAINING 70
e o eouca*::o.w.:._cax.ucz

JAMES A, REVNOLDS
wndor the sponscrehip of
THE CRADUATE IRSTITUTE OF DUCAT\ON
Woshingteu Universlty
Ste Lovis , Mos

Namo Scrool i . _ district
Enrollmant Wo, ¢f Todcnurs i Tsx Rate

Ago (circlo): 25~29; 30-39; 26-49;' 50-59; 60'Qr mora -
Saiar& (c(rcle): 500C=799%; .8000~9999; 10,C00~1},99Y; }2,000-[3,999; 14,000 or mors
Number ot continuous years [a presont po;lTIon {count péason? ypér as ong)
Highast degree\nalcx _ . - Gréduaté cragit Boyonﬁ ?hié QGgrem;A,

i

semsstor hours
guartsr hours

Yoar of mosT racont formaj educatlon _ _ i ' ) ' . \

Schodls where trainlng was recaivad
- .
_Noma of school . Co Location N

Position held tmmedlafaly prlor to presunf posl.lon.

"\ . IIT'IG-

District:

Locaffon: »
In renaral, would you say your supsrlnfenden?"s oager ?o adopT now aducarlonal practlcas, or'is ha very nusxtan- 1c adopt

naw practices? -
I

12 s 4 s 6 [

Hesitant - ‘ - 2go

r.

259

Ploaso ruSpcnd to ths fo!!owing quas?lans by !ndicatlng with e crucx merk I The bnanx ot the sTatenenf which mora close!y '
idantities You. . - L

. Bo y0u usuaily feal mors satistiaod with o professlonal myating in uhiéh»fharo s a'dlscuséloh,abou?:“

o controversiai natlonal aducational Issuo
o controvarsiol local educational Issue
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- . 2. Do you usually feal more setistled cfter u profosslonsl maeting which fseatures:

an outsvanding local puaksr_._.._.__
an oufs.andang ouTS g8 SPUBRE I e —

T 3.7 Soma pooplo have sale that principsls e of two ypos. ‘Indicate by 2 slngle chock In gne ot the blor.ks which type, o’
principal you ore !lke. /

i 4 oam s Jitvle Ilke +his I am vory much ke this | «
typo of princlpal typo of principai
Principal who is\mare inturasted . .
In tocal prodloms
Princlpul who is moro Interesred
In probiems avorywhors '
4, Indicate the fraguency with whlch you read:
. “Aivays Usually Soratimos Novar
"Pnal Doive Happan®
"The Eiemontary Principsi” -
"Tna BulleTin of the NASSA! . . ‘
- "Cioar.ng Houso! :
"Tho Educstional Forum' . - . e

"fhe NEA Journai"

5. In the isst flvo years, how many ar?!cies‘havq you wrlTten ¢ pubilcation in megazinas llke these |isted above? ;

)

' 7

6, HoWw many Timds have you aTtondad ths nakional eiomsnfary or sebondury;ptiqclpais' convsntion In the last five yoars?

- .“ ®

7. Rank the foiIOW|ng In terms of thelr imporiance 1o you:
' a. o be h.ghly thought of by professlanafs ovar;a wida gaograph!c-area:‘
b, To ba highly fhoughf of by follow prlnclpé!s In the stave, ‘
C To o hlghly Thoughf of by loca! members of the school ;#aff.

d. o be highly Though? ‘of by membars of vio local comrun!ty, e s
; ; ‘ e T

st 20d 3rg__ 47h o ’ o : .

“ 8. Through whlch ot The foilowlng sourcas do you normally fJ‘s? hear sbowt Aow oducaTlonal prectices? LUlst Tha thrae m
nnpor?an? in ordor . . '

T oo C st 2nd . 3rd

a, univorsity parsons

5. local profasslonal maeTings

c. local boars rambars or ¢itlzons

d. roports mads aT raglonal or natlonal profass!onai mastings

a,. popuiar pudlishad sourcaes. (Llfe, Il_g, etc.) .

fo . visits to othar schools - -

g~ local staff mamdors :

h, orofsssional subl{snod sources (Phl volfa Awppan, Ovsrv!aw, ete,) - .

tollow oranclpals In Tha 3roa . _”” ) - o ‘ 

<

e
9, ”nuch of the scurcas |isted alove would be- mos? Ilkeiy To causo you o glve sorlous uo1s|dera1.on to sgopting a Bod
.oractice? List the Thrae most Fm,or‘ar? in order . ——— .

Ist, -__2nd _' 3rd- . I

ERIC
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Place & qnock'mark to indicsato tho year in which sach of tha folirwing boceme a renular paff ot the schooi pronram in your
bultging. - Tae cractica has since boun discontinued write "GIS” In tha spacs indiceting the Tlest year !t was no tonger
used. It vih. practice has notdboen Used in your bullding pisca & chack In The last columa,

Schoot yusr baglaniar In
Soptombar of

1964 11963 : 1952 [ 1961 | 1960 or | Not
' carlior | Used

I« Foraigr languago in Elumoprary:  Systematic Instruction oi foreiyn
ianguago to at least part of tho puplls-in Yho dicnonrary scnools.

2,  Jogpre Mathemdtrics: Now programs In maThomatlcs such bs those
dovolonad by the School Mavhematics Study Group (5¢45Gr, Universiry
of lllinois Committas on School Mathemstics (UICSM) and The
Marviang and Ball StaTte Programs., ’

3, Elemantary Guidance: Tho assigamony of one or more certitiod , . -
counsalors 7o provice guidanco sarvicos in aiomantary schools,

4. Ungracdacd Primarv: A primary unlt in which iradition’ai grodo latois : o
hava bocn abondonad and i which ihe students progrsss Troi ORO :
taval to anothar.at thair owa rato of spaod, . B -

5. Tost Admission to Kindargarton: ~ Admitting puplls 7o kindorgarton
on tha basis of tests Yo coTormino roadinoss rathor than a unliorm
ano or birth data roguiromant, .

* A . . .
' 6. Toem Teaching: Two or mora teachors working fagotner for all, or a .
significont part, of tha'Instruction of thu samo group of studants,

7. Morit Pay: A saiary plan which incorporatoss queilty of sarvico as
3 Jart of tho basis for dotarmining tho salary of Tndividual toachers, ' e

8. .Progremmod Instriction: The use of currlcular matarial which is ' : ' .
" comyosed InTo a program and presented to tha pupil’by a book, fTuaching . . 1
rmaching, or rocording, In small reinforcod stops which accumulato. : .

9. Large Grous Instruction: Tho combination of classes to ﬁ?rniéPrger
units of instruction for spacific purposes. - N s

16, Toachor ‘Aldos: Tho use ot non-certified porsonnoi for the purposs. of
2s5isting Tho toochsrs, s

tl. Closad Circuit Talovision: The use of talevislca programs produced - : . R o,
witnin tho loci. uchool district, . 7 : . |
(2;, 18 Grads Rosorting: Tho use of computors, contracted or opeﬁated - i M

by cistrict parsonnel, for proparing grado reports for.parents, K 3

[Elz:i(:j' o  ' . -; R - .
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o
A 1

U ‘ Schooi year boginning In
. September of oy
‘ V1954 {1963 |1562 ] 1961 {1960 or| tot | - I
13, Pnysical Education Toachor: Tho use of a spoc.al taacher !or ’ earjllor ysad
Tnstructing pupils in physical aducation.
14, Art Toachor: Tho uso of & spocial toachor for lastructing N
" pUNIIS Tn afT,. :

15, Music Toachor: The use of spoclal tsacher for instructing_.

. pudiis in muslc, B . . . i

16, Cutv Fras Lunch Poriods: Teachers do no? supsrvise puplls ' ' . T
. guring thalr lunch hour, . ' . . . w

17, Ovorhoad Prdlactors; At loast ohe overhead projector Is B .. . -

availabla, in the bullding for use by Toachars, . . ’ - [

18, 2taz Zaghlan: A photocopy machine is "avallable, In the -
building, for uso by toachers, . .

: |

- 19, D-Marfm-nallz tion:s A modiflication of "he so{f-conTalned

classroom at ong or more cgraca levalis, - : . |

- o

Lls1' below any mnova't‘ions wnich have been adopted In tho last flva yaars. that eare nof_lnéluded In the llst prosentad abova.

Piease Indicate the date when thesa Innovations were adoptad. -

B
. A
.
- I
\
.
7
ES
. il
. . .
§
i} 1
! . -
. AN 3
5 Ay kR
. o
T H
LI} . .‘}
3 0 ‘!“Z'
P
. 7
o - . - .- 1
) 5
4
}
I
. 2
Py o
-3
i
.
. ¥
. . . e . ol .é
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APPENDIX B

PRINCIPAL AXIS FACTOR MATRIX FOR THE 21 ITEMS FROM THE "PERCEIVED
NEED FOR CHANGE'" AND "PERCEIVED POWER TO INNOVATE'




TABLE 56

PRINCIPAL /XIS FACTOR MATRIX FOR THE 21 ITCEMS FROM THE “'2ERCEIVED
NEED FOR CHANGZ" AND "PZRCEIVED PCWER TO INNOVATE"

(N=150)
Variabie? Factox

e 1% 11X iv v Vi Vii - VII

10 a 47 15 06 =44 13 =17 28 06
10 b &7 28 . =08 =52 14 ~-13 29 06
1¢ ¢ 5& 06 1 .27 =24 27 10 =33
0 4 28 =04 -31 33 51 31 23 ~03
10 e 59 19 - 06 16 15 15 - 07 42
10 £ 63 25 =08 21 7 =17 =23 18 -03
10 ¢ é3 32 03 01 =22 G4 =21 «20
0 h 52 15 11 c7 24 ~36 =14 i4
10 1 5G 3 09 =11 43 =21 =29 15
16 3 55 07 13 -2 -2 26 -51 05
10 k 52 05 25 04 =05 32 -05 49
10 .1 50 G2 18 20 =21 32 40 34
11 a =35 23 67 16 26 06 i -05
11 b =34 25 . 66 1 35 =04 08 ~11
11 ¢ -24 78 -12 =05 15 00 =11 i3
11 a 25 S =46 25 04 -06 08 1z
i1 e ~-10 7% -18 29 04 =08 ol 16
11 % 24 28 48 il «41 =36 14 14
11 g -18 57 =30 17 Q05 =03 04 03
i1l h -07 51 12 =33 =21 42 13 ~23
11 1 -12 77 08 =28 =04 20 -17 ~09
eigenvaiue 3.50 3.10 1.73 i.2¢ 1l.21 1,12 .97 .93

——

&“The variable aumver corresponds to the item number in the super-
intendent’s questiocaaaire.




