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Abstract

The first purpose of this survey research study is to administer the Brown and Sheppard

survey to establish its reliability and whether it is useful in explaining leadership

practices in schools. Bush (1995) categorizes each of the six models: formal, collegial,

cultural, subjective, political or ambiguity, as either descriptive or normative in nature.

Therefore, a second purpose of the study is to determine the validity of these

categorizations. A third and final purpose of the research study is to detennine which

models exist in the schools studied and how consistent the existing models are with the

emerging concept of the learning organization. All teachers and administrators currently

working in the four schools in this province were asked to complete a sixty-item

questionnaire. Sixty-one individuals were surveyed and the response rate was sixty-seven

percent. The survey was., indeed, reliable with the removal of five items to increase the

reliability of formal and subjective models. The study confirmed that the leadership

constructs described by Bush were useful for discussing leadership in schools. The

prevailing models of leadership in the schools were as follows: School One, cultural,

School Two, fonnal, School Three, cultural and collegial and School Four, has no

descriptive model of leadership practice. The prevailing model of leadership in three

schools was categorized as descriptive in this specific study. All models ofleadership in

School Four were nonnative; therefore, a descriptive, observable model ofleadership did

not exist. The disciplines associated with the development ofleaming organizations:

personal mastery, mental models, systems thinking, team learning, and shared vision

were investigated in an attempt to discover whether elements of management associated



with organizationalleaming were present in any of the four schools in the study. The

existence of these specific elements of management may provide the necessary

framework to achieve the development and maintenance ofa learning organization.

Leadership for effective, positive change will require leaders with the ability to motivate

others to actively participate in culture building and maintenance. The elements of

management associated with orgarnzationallearning are present in two of the schools in

this study.
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CHAPTER'

INTRODUCTION

Conlext of the Problem

Successful restructuring of the current education system depends on many factors.

As the Royal Commission of Inquiry into Delivery of Programs and Services in Primary,

Elementary, Secondary Education (1992) assens, "competent leadership is critical for

any major restructuring to work. but it will need to be developed and nurtured, and steps

will have to be taken to identify appropriate models, skills, and potential leaders" (p.

211). The problem is that definitions of"competent leadership" vary, and the past has

shown that it is difficult to "identify appropriate models. skills, and potential leaders."

Leilhwood and Duke (1998) point out that "educational administralion scholars have

devoted considerable time over this century trying to understand school leadership and

leaders" (p. I). They maintain that much ofwhat has been learned about leadership in

schools "has not depended on any clear, agreed upon definitions of the concept, as

essential as this would seem at first glance'" (p. 2). They argue that the lack ofconsensus

about the precise meaning of leadership reflects its high degree ofcomplexity and that the

more complex the concept, the less precise it can be. They conclude, "Whereas simple

concepts are typically open to crisp definition, complex concepts are usually defined

vaguely" (p. 3).

This vagueness in defining leadership has serious implications for restruauring

efforts. How can the recommendations of the Royal Commission be followed if there is



no common understanding ofwhat competent leadership is? The uncertainty surrounding

current efforts at reform make definitions very unclear. In Newfoundland and Labrador,

the reduction of 27 school boards to 10 means that district boundaries are enlarged and

the district office staff has increased responsibilities. The relationship between schools

and the district office has changed, as schools are required to become more site-based,

working in partnership with school councils. Within such schools, what is likely to be

the prevailing model of leadership? Is there any way to measure what the leadership

approach is in the school? If the recommendation of the Royal Commission is to be

followed, an obvious first step is to find such a measure.

Purpose of the Study

Tony Bush (1995) attempted to define models ofleadership in his book,~

of Educational Management. Brown and Sheppard (1996) used Bush's six models of

leadership in order to develop a survey that would measure leadership, as defined by

Bush. Ifreliable, this survey instrument could help schools define the leadership

approach being used. Since the survey was in its developmental stage, the first step

required that the instrument be tested. Therefore., the first purpose of this study was to

administer the Brown and Sheppard survey to four schools to see if it was reliable and;

therefore, useful in explaining leadership practices in schools.

Bush created six models of leadership: formal, political, ambiguity, cultural,

collegial, and subjective. Then, he categorized them as being either descriptive



(describing current practice) or normative (idealistic and not found in practice). A second

purpose of the study was to determine the validity of these categorizations.

The third purpose of this study was (a) to detennine which models existed in each

school and (b) how consistent the existing models were with the emerging concept of the

school as a learning organization?

Resean::h Questions

The research questions, which guided the study, are:

I. How reliable is the survey instrument?

2. Bush's six models are categorized as descriptive or nonnative. Are these

categories accurate?

3. What models of leadership exist in the schools studied? How consistent are

these existing models with the current concept of schools as learning

organizations?

Definition or Terms

The following definitions are commonly used throughout the study:

Leadership: Dwight D. Eisenhower (cited in Bolman & Deal, 1991) defined

leadership as "the ability to decide what is to be done and then get others to want to do it"

(p. 406). Bush, in defining educational management, quotes Hoyle's (1981) definition:

"management is a continuous process through which members ofan organization seek to

co-ordinate their activities and utilize their resources in order to fulfil the various tasks of



the organization as efficiently as possible" (p. 8). Bush uses educational leadership and

educational management synonymously, a practice which will be continued in this thesis.

Formal Models: Assume that organizations are hierarchical systems in which

managers pursue agreed upon goals through rational processes. Managers/leaders

possess legitimized authority due to their formal positions within the organization and

are; therefore, accountable to sponsoring bodies for activity within the institution.

Subjective Models: Assume that individuals within the organization create that

organization. Participants are thought to interpret situations in different ways, and these

interpretations are influenced by differences in perceptions derived from their personal

backgrounds and values. Organizations have different meanings for each individual

member and therefore, exist only in the experiences of those members.

Ambiguity Models: Assume that turmoil and unpredictability are pre~eminent

features of organizations. Objectives of institutions and their processes are

misunderstood and uncertain. Participation in policy-making is fluid as members decide

on decisions in which they wish to become involved.

Cultural Models: Assume that beliefs, values and ideology are the crux of the

organization. Individuals hold specific ideas and values, which influence their own

behaviour and their interpretation of the behaviour of other members. Norms become

shared traditions, which arc communicated and reinforced by symbols and ritual within

the group.

Collegial Models: Assume that policy and decisions in organizations are

determined through a process ofdiscussion, which leads to consensus. All members of



the organization share power within the context ofan assumption that they have a mutual

understanding of the objectives of the organization.

Political Models: Assume lIlat in organizations, policy and decisions emerge

through processes ofbargaining and negotiation.

Normative Models: Bush (1995) commented that "Theories tend to be nonnative

in that they reflect beliefs about the nature ofeducational institutions and the behaviour

of individuals within them" (p. 21). Theorists express views concerning how schools

should be managed rather than describing the organizational structure or managerial

aspects of these institutions (Bush, 1995). Essentially normative models are idealistic

and promoted rather than found in practice.

Descriptive Models: Bush (1995) commented that descriptive theories or

explanatory theories "are based on, or supported by, observalion of practice in

educational institutions" (p. 22). Descriptive models are based on what exists in practice

rather than what ought to be.

Personal Mastery: Senge (1990) described personal mastery as the discipline of

relentlessly illuminating and deepening one's personal vision, focusing energies,

developing patience, and seeing reality more impartially.

Vision: The following description by Bennis (1984) best describes how the term

vision is used in this thesis. Vision is a desired slale of affairs, which clarifies the current

situation and induces commitment to the future.



Mental Model: A set of well-established generalizations and assumptions, which

influences each individual's actions and perspective ofhislher surroundings (Senge,

1990).



CHAPTERn

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter will include a review of the current literature related to Bush's six

models ofleadcrship: formal, collegial, political, subjective, ambiguity, and cultural. As

well, literature focusing on the emerging concept ofleaming organizations is reviewed.

Bush's SiJ: Models

Bush's work evolved while studying the education system in Great Britain. Bush

(1995) devised a theoretical framework ofsix models of leadership: formal, collegial,

political, subjective, ambiguity, and cultural in an attempt to describe administrative

practices. Formal models of leadership dominated early stages of theory development in

educational management and the remaining five models developed as a response to

perceptions ofdifficulties or weaknesses which appeared inherent in conventional theory

(Bush, 1995). A discussion of the six models will describe the main features of each, the

implications for leadership, and the limitations concerning each model. The models,

although different, provide a comprehensive portrait of the nature of management within

educational institutions (Bush, 1995) in most western industrialized countries.

Formal Models

Bush (1995) contends that formal models of leadership are mainly descriptive in

nature. Bush (1995) specifies that descriptive models of leadership are explanatory and



observations of practices in schools support their existence. Formal models, therefore,

describe the characteristics ofa particular theory and are based on what exists in practice.

Hoy and Miskel (1996) disagree and argue that formal models are highly normative in

that standardization of behavior and expectations are ensured and that this formalization

regulates work performance (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). This description of formal models as

normative contradicts Bush's (1995) view. Bush (1995) argues that these formal models

are so standardized as a part of normal practice that they simply become "the way things

work around here." Organizations are systems, which may be open or closed (Bush,

1996; Hoy & Miskel, 1996). The official structure of the organization is predominant in

formal models of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1996). Formal structure

promotes discipline and decision making based on facts rather than emotions or feelings

(Hoy & Miskel, 1996) enabling rational managerial decision making logically aimed at

achieving predetermined organizational goals (Bush, 1996; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Formal

models ofleadership rely on rules, hierarchy of authority, technical competence,

specialization (Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Shafritz & OU, 1996) and management protocols

(Sergiovanni, 1995).

Within the framework offonnal models leaders have ultimate knowledge and

authority thereby establishing objectives and policies in a top-down manner (Bush,

1995). Leadership within formal models is designated based on formal position within

the organization (Bush, 1995). Leadership, which is strictly based on characteristics of

formal models, may only perpetuate hierarchy, authority and subordination within

organizations.



Bush (1995) describes several limitations offonnal models of leadership: formal

models stress authority which is exercised as a product of one's official position within

the organization and leaders are subsequently accountable for the activities within their

organizations. The top·down management which focuses exclusively on official

authority ignores professional independence and does not acknowledge conflict; and

formal models focus on the organization as an entity and ignore or underestimate the

contribution of individuals while placing strict emphasis on accountability (Bush, 1995).

A final limitation of formal models of leadership is the assumption of bureaucratic

stability which is definitely incompatible with rapid change (Bush, 1995). Such

limitations signify that total subscription to formal models will not produce leaders

adequately prepared to deal with change.

Bush (1995) describes five components of formal models: structural, systems,

bureaucratic, rational, and hierarchical theories, each ofwhich emphasizes various

characteristics of formal models of leadership.

Structuralr

From a structural perspective, organizations exist primarily to accomplish

established goals (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Structural theorists propose that in order to

accomplish these goals there is a panicular one-best-structure (Bolman & Deal, 1991;

Bush, 1995). A structure is the outline of the desired pattern ofexpectations, activities,

and, interactions among managers, employees, and customers (Bolman & Deal, 1991).

As a result ofstructure, stability is assumed and must be maintained (Bush, 1995).
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Coordination and control are accomplished through fonnal authority, impersonal rules

and specialization of tasks (80lman & Deal, 1991; Bush. 1995) and are described as

integral 10 organizational turbulence within which individual preferences are constrained

by nonns of rationality (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995). Problems or instabilities

within the organization are viewed as flaws, which can be ameliorated by editing the

existing organizational structure (Balman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995).

Systems

Systems theories stress organizational unity and integrity in which all behaviour is

pan ofan interconnected and complex social system (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995;

Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Scott, 1987; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Organizations anempt to

maintain their existing fonn for as long as possible in order to maintain equilibrium or

homeostasis (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Bolman and

Deal (1991) contend that organizations cannot remain static within changing

environments jf they want to survive. Organizations must remain dynamic in an attempt

to maintain balance. Hierarchical arrangement is utilized as a measure to ensure that

organizational stability is maintained (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Systems may be open or

closed (Bush, 1995); however, open systems are more susceptible to growth, change and

adaptation, and indeed, stable existence (Scott, 1987).

Bureaucratic

Bolman and Deal (1991) describe bureaucratic organizations as patrimonial, in

which a single individual possesses unlimited authority by vinue of the position.
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Bureaucracies contain hierarchical authority structures through which organizational

goals are achieved (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Hoy & ~1iskel. 1996; Scott,

1987; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Division of labor, specialization, differentiation, values

expertise, and career orientation are achieved through formalized rules, regulations,

expectations, and specific roles for each individual (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995;

Hoy & Miskel, 1996, Scott, 1987; Shafritz& Ott, 1996). Impersonal relationships exist

which provides for neutral decision making processes (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush,

1995; Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Bureaucratic theories are also highly

rational (Bush, 1995) in nature.

Sergiovanni (1995) comments that "'bureaucratic authority has a place in the most

progressive ofschools" (p. 115). Sergiovanni (1995) makes several assumptions about

the bureaucratic organization of schools: teachers are subordinates in hierarchical

organization; principals are trustworthy but not necessarily teachers; the goals and

interests of teachers and principals may ditTer. encouraging vigilance on behalfof the

principal; hierarchy equals expertise; and external accountability is most effective.

Rational

Rational theorists view organizations as formal instruments designed specifically

to achieve organizational goals (Hoy & Miskel. 1996). Rational theories are highly

nonnative and leaders usually decide who should be involved in the decision making

process (Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Bush. 1995). Great emphasis is placed upon the

limitations of individual decision-making (Hoy & Miske!. 1996). Leaders decide who
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should be involved in decisions based on their level ofexpertise and any amount of

valuable information that individuals could possibly bring to bear on the decision. All

decisions are directly made and are based upon specific goals (Hoy & Miskel, 1996) and

objective. impartial facts (Bush, 1995). Rational theories emphasize rational, purposeful,

disciplined behaviour within organizations (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Rules, authority,

compliance, regulations, and jurisdiction are also emphasized (Hoy & Miskel, 1996).

Hierarchical

Hierarchical theories attempt to achieve formal control and coordination vertically

through policies, commands, rules, planning. and accountability systems (Bo1man &

Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995). This arrangement aftop-down communication (Bush, 1995)

enables managers/supervisors to exercise a stringent level of hierarchically arranged

legitimate power used to shape the behaviour ofothers (Bolman & Deal, 1991).

Collegial Models

Bush contends lIlat collegial models of leadership are highly normative (Bush,

1995) in schools; that is, they are idealistic rather than founded in practice. Collegiality

refers to the existence ofstrong levels ofcollaboration among and between teachers and

principals which is characterized by mutual respect, cooperation, shared work values, and

conversations concerning the process of teaching and learning emerging from the

school's purpose and professional standards (Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995). In other words,

schools with high levels ofcollegiality have strong professional cultures held together
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with shared work norms, all of which contribute to extraordinary performance and

increased commitment (Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995), while providing opportunities for

continuous improvement and career long learning (Fullan, 1991).

Stoll and Fink (1996) describe collegiality as simply: "we're working on this

together" (p. 93). Common values held by all members of the organization enable staff

members to have a common view and agreement of organizational goals (Bush, 1995).

Bush (1995) further comments that cooperation should be expected when all members of

an organization share common values. Barth (1990) adds that cooperation may emerge

from mutual assistance, sharing, orientation toward the school as a whole, along with

being spontaneous, voluntary, unscheduled, unpredictable, and development oriented.

Sergiovanni and Moore (1989) agree that collegial relationships among adults

within the school setting are quite low. An examination of the literature on classroom life

(Barrett. 1991; Fullan. 1992; Hargreaves, 1994; Levine, 1985; Schlechty, 1990;

Sergiovanni, 1995) also lends suppon to the conclusion that teaching is a solitary

occupation which isolates teachers "who are used to being concerned only with their own

classroom" (Ainscow & Hopkins, 1992, p. 81). Collegiality; therefore, is seen as

necessary if individual teachers are to learn to work more collaboratively with colleagues

(Ainscow & Hopkins, 1992), while developing more cohesive, professional relationships

within the school (Joyce, 1991) through the scheduling of increased amounts oftime

outside ofclassrooms (Hargreaves, 1994). Joyce (1991) argues that a reduction in actual

time spent within the classroom can also serve to connect teachers more closely with

surrounding neighborhoods. Collegiality and collaboration are seen as necessary
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components, ensuring that teachers benefit from experiences and attain personal and

professional growth during their teaching careers (Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989).

Collegiality oflhis type is facilitated in settings where individuals share a common

mission, communicate openly, engage in case conferencing, written commentaries., and

modeling specific. desirable behaviors and teaching strategies (Sergiovanni & Moore.,

1989).

Collegiality has several merits warranting its facilitation and maintenance.

Lieberman and Miller (1990) describe schools with strong collaborative cultures:

"teachers and administrators frequently observe each other teaching and provide each

other with useful evaluations ... Teachers and administrators plan, design, research,

evaluate, and prepare teaching materials together" (cited in Herman & Hennan, 1993, p.

85). Little (1981) was an early researcher on nonns of collegiality, and subsequent

studies have shown that these nonns can be developed under certain conditions (cited in

Sergiovanni, 1990). Examples of these conditions include expectations ofcooperation

among teachers, instances when those expectations are clearly communicated by the

principal, and when leaders are responsive to the input and needs of professional

colleagues (Bush, 1995), enabling them to share and develop professional expertise

together (Hargreaves, 1994; Levine, 1985). It is argued that such shared nonns of

professionalism allow teachers to have a broader view of the teaching role (Levine, 1985)

which leads to increased risk-taking and a commitment towards continuous improvement

(Hargreaves, 1994). Expressions ofcollegiality among teachers must be nurtured and
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rewarded in order for a model of collegial practice (Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995) and teacher

development (Hargreaves, 1994) to emerge.

Decision making processes also have very important implications when

discussing collegial models of leadership. Decisions are predominantly reached using

consensus, (Caldwell & Wood, 1992) thereby reducing conflict, allowing all members an

opportunity to participate and contribute toward policy formation within the organization

(Bush, 1995). Hennan and Herman (1993) suggest that in order to develop professional

climates of collegiality, a philosophical shift towards this model must precede shared

decision making. Collaborative processes are seen as providing better, more useful tools

for shared decision making which will raise the commitment and performance orall

concerned (Dembowski, O'Connell & Osborne, 1996). Such staffs would have a

common view oforganizalional goals (Bush, 1995) and, although decisions are made as

close to each teacher's own classroom as possible (Sergiovanni, 1994), learning to solve

problems as a team would reduce nonns of individuality (Joyce, 1991). This would

provide teachers with the ability to make decisions collectively on assessment,

curriculum, strategies, (Sergiovanni, 1994) planning, needs assessments, (Levine, 1984)

and collaborative processes; therefore, enabling success (Fullan, 1992; Hargreaves,

1989).

Leadership within the collegial model becomes increasingly important when

collegiality is seen as a prerequisite to increasing professional climates in schools

(Herman & Hennan, 1993) in which leaders share strengths (Watkins, 1984). Baldridge

et. a1. (1978) describe lhe leader as "first among equals" (p. 45), meaning that leadership
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is shared with other individuals within the organization (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). The

kind of leadership provided by principals influences the collegial norm structure of the

school (Sergiovanni, 1995). Expertise rather than formal position is emphasized (Bush,

1995) enabling the formal leader to lead through example (Hargreaves, 1989) and

effectively share leadership (Hargreaves, 1994; Sergiovanni, 1995; Stoll & Fink, 1996).

The issue of the principal as sole instroetionalleader is important in this model (Herman

& Herman, 1993), and conflict will inevitably arise if the term "leader" is used

interchangeably with "boss," creating few opportunities for tcacher empowerment

(Fullan, 1991; Herman & Herman, 1993). Schlechty (1990) maintains that the challenge

for leaders, within collegial models is to recognize that the structure of schools creates a

need for collegial support and that collegiality is a reality of school life. Collegiality is

actively pursued by leaders in an attempt to facilitate participative management (Bush,

1995) and to maintain standards of excellence (Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989) by showing

and modeling respect and understanding while working with lasting cultures of teaching

(Hargreaves, 1989). Hargreaves (1994) further comments that "shared decision making

and staff consultation are among the process factors which are repeatedly identified as

colTelating with positive school outcomes in studies ofschool effectiveness" (p. 186)

Hargreaves (1989) distinguishes between genuine collegiality and what he calls

"contrived collegiality," the latter being a bold, creative means of introducing more

collaboration in schools. Contrived collegiality, according to Hargreaves (1991)

is characterized by a set of formal, specific bureaucratic procedures ... It can be

seen in initiatives such as peer coaching, mentor teaching, joint planning in
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specially provided rooms, formally scheduled meetings and clear job descriptions

and training programs for those in consultative roles. (cited in Fullan, 1991, p.

136)

He argues that many characteristics ofcontrived collegiality exist in the teaching

profession, Hargreaves (1994) maintained that ifworking conditions such as imposed,

compulsory attendance where activities are administratively regulated are less effective

approaches to developing collaborative cultures. Attempts to develop collaboration

among colleagues. using this contrived approach, may serve to increase rather than

decrease feelings of isolation and discontent with the decision making and evaluation

practices of the organization. Hargreaves (1989) believes that collegial support and

partnership can not be mandated and such practices cannot be described as collaborative

cultures. True collaboration must be fostered and facilitated (Bush, 1995; Hargreaves,

1989).

Fullan (1992) argues that collaborative cultures are achieved through the

extraordinary efforts of individuals. His position is that reform initiatives can only

proceed with suppol1.ive, collaborative relationships among staff members, allowing them

to become their own change agents (Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). Collaboration,

cooperation and trust are seen as all.important aspects ofgroup decision making.

"Collaboration and collegiality are seen as forming vital bridges between school

improvement and teacher development" (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 186). Hargreaves (1989)

also contends that collaboration might provide great challenges for leaders who must

facilitate rather than control. Collegiality among teachers and principals is characterized
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by a mutual respect for one another as individuals with different experiences and

contributions to make (Sergiovanni. 1995, p. 135). Schools mllst move towards greater

degrees ofcollaboration as it will be increasingly necessary when dealing with school

boards and school councils (Bums & Smith, 1996), and without attention toward mutual

respect, improvements will be very difficult to accomplish.

The collegial model of leadership is also seen as having several limitations. Bush

(1995) sees the collegial model as too normative, slow, and cumbersome. Hargreaves

(1994) shows that educator's underestimate the time required for individuals to make

decisions through a process of consensus and that timelincs are overly exaggerated.

Hargreaves (1994) also points out that often, it is assumed that each individual teacher

understands the meaning and importance ofcollegiality. while this is often not true.

(Bush, 1995) also maintains that leaders are loyal to external agencies, as well as

teachers, which may create a conflict ofaccountability.

Political Model~

Bush identifies political models as descriptive in nature. Political models assume

that in organizations, policy and decisions emerge through processes of bargaining and

negotiation (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Various interest

groups develop and fonn alliances, which allow them to compete for scarce

organizational resources (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Shafritz & On, 1996) by

yielding power over other groups and individuals within the organization (Bush, 1995;

Calhoun, Meyer & Scott, 1990). Power often shifts between individuals and groups,
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depending on the goals and priorities within the organization, where "'individuals,

interest groups and coalitions have their own purposes and act towards their

achievement" (Bush, 1995, p. 76). Complex systems of individuals and coalitions or

interest groups within organizations each have their own beliefs, interests, preferences.

values. perspectives, and perceptions (Bush, 1995; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). All of these

characteristics affect individual, and indeed, group behaviour.

Power extends in all directions (Shafritz & Ott, 1996) and is described as a

relationship among people (Bush, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 1996), Power is a fundamental

concept for understanding behaviour in organizations (Bush, 1995; Shafritz & Ott, 1996).

All individuals at all levels of the education system have power (Fullan & Stiegelbauer,

1991; Gorton & Snowden, 1993) and the potential for teachers and formal leaders to

compete for this power (Dunlop & Goldman, 1991) exists. Exercising this power when

certain conditions exist is the test ofappropriate usage of power (Dunlop & Goldman,

1991). Therefore, power relations exist in every organization, especially schools (Bush,

1995). Hoy & Miskel (1996) contend that a political model is not suitable for schools,

arguing eloquently that teaching and learning may become secondary. Bush (1995)

counteracts such an argument by arguing that the micro-politics associated with schools

allows essential perspectives for discussion and study. Bush would argue that suitability

for schools is not the predominant issue, rather, the issue becomes recognizing and

dealing with political patterns and activity within the school system.

Two limitations of political models are noteworthy. Political models concentrate

on the inevitability ofconflict (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Conflict, in political models is
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often viewed as a naturally occurring phenomenon in which power accrues to dominant

coalitions rather than being the preserve of formal leaders (Bolman & Deal, J99l; Bush,

1995). Unfortunately the language associated with discussions ofpower, such as

domination, manipulation and conflict, focus on politics and underestimates rational

processes and the significance ofcollaboration (Belman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995).

Political models while overstating the inevitability of conflict, are overly pessimistic.

(Bolman & Deal, 1991) and are concerned, primarily, with the influence of interest

groups and their affect on decision-making (Bush, 1995; Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Often

win/lose power struggles occur when interests and concerns of various interest groups are

of no consequence to one another (Treslan., 1993). Therefore, a lack ofemphasis is

placed on the significance of the collaborative process (Bolman & Deal. 1996; Bush.

1995).

Describing schools as political organizations encourages an examination of the

various interest groups and leadership present. When schools are engaging in

restructuring initiatives, such as is the case in Newfoundland and Labrador. resistance to

change is to be expected. Constantly resisting change creates negative politics (FuJlan &

Stiegelbauer. 1991), which may prove counterproductive in school settings. Positive

politics; however, focuses on selecting priorities for implementation while examining

other potential priorities (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). Positive political climates seem

much more suitable for school environments.

Bush (1995) concludes that political models provide an accurate description and

analysis of behaviour and events in schools. He argues that "the acceptance that



21

competing interests may lead to conflict, and that differential power ultimately

detennines the outcome is a persuasive element in the analysis ofcducational

institutions" (p. 90). He maintains that an emphasis on power as a substantial

determinant of policy outcomes, for many teachers, is convincing and fits their daily

experiences better than any other model of leadership; that the political perspective, with

its emphasis on conflict, may provide a valuable counterbalance to the idealism of

collegial models. A recurring pattern ofdiscussion with representatives of power blocks

to secure a measure of agreement suggests that power may be used positively to bring

about improvement (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991). Covey (1990) maintains that leaders

and followers can achieve acceptable outcomes by believing in specific goals; therefore,

reconceptualizing leadership (Stoll & Fink, 1996). Glickman (1991) argues that Schools

with democratic environments do not collapse under the weight of power struggles

among interest groups. but rather, "power is achieved by giving it away rather than

struggling for more" (p. 9). McAJindon (1981) contends that there is a tremendous

difference between leadership and being in a position of power. Power must be

facilitative rather than instrumental, transforming it into power which accomplishes or

helps others, emphasizing the accomplishments of individuals rather than what they are

doing (Sergiovanni. 1995). Lee (1997) adds that, "leadership, power, and influence are

about what you are and what you can do, your capabilities and your character" (p. 14).

Bush (1995) conceptualizes that in order "to achieve acceptable outcomes, leaders

become mediators who anempt to build coalitions in suppon ofpolitics" (p. 88)
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Subjective Models

Bush (1995) describes subjective models of leadership as nonnative:

Subjective models assume that organizations are the creations of the people

within them. Participants are thought 10 interpret situations in different ways and

their individual perceptions are derived from their background and values.

Organizations have different meanings for each of their members and exist only in

the experiences of those members. (p. 93)

Subjective models focus on beliefs and perceptions of individuals within organizations.

Therefore, problems are expected and are due to the conflicting beliefs of individuals.

Subjective models are rooted in phenomenology focusing on the meanings

individuals place on specific phenomena (Bush, 1995). This view is quite different from

the models of leadership previously discussed. Individuals construct his/her own reality

on the basis of personal beliefs, values, goals, morals, and experiences which shape the

nature of meanings placed on specific events (Bush, 1995), Individuals can understand

organizations through their interpretation of events around them (Bush, 1995).

Interpretations of events among individuals may vary significantly. Organizations are not

things, rather, they are invented social reality (Greenfield, 1975) which may be created

and manipulaled by people who are responsible for them and change them (Greenfield,

1986).

Greenfield (1975) is crilical of the fact thal individuals talked about organizations

as though they were real; as though distinct from the actions, feelings and purposes of the

people within the organization. The structure ofsubjective models is the emphasis on the
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interactions among individuals (Bush, 1995). Greenfield expressed an underlying

principle in 1975: "the organization as an entity striving to achieve a single goal or set of

goals is resolved into the meaningful actions of individuals. Organizations do nol think,

act, have goals or make decisions" (p. 84). Organizations exist because individuals work

together to create them and they do not recognize them as valid entities outside ofwhat

individuals perceive them to be (Bush, 1995). Reasonably, then, solutions cannot be

created by changing structures, the beliefs of individuals within the organization must be

examined (GTeenfield. 1975).

Organizations operating through a subjective model often appear to lack

consensus (Greenfield, 1986). Inevitably conflict arises in organizations surrounding

perceived goals (Bush, 1995). Administrators bring people and resources together so that

the goals of the organization may be met (Greenfield, 1975). Leadership within

subjective organizations may present a challenge since leadership is derived from

personal qualities rather than formal authority (Bush, 1995) through which administrators

accomplish the goals of the organization while representing personal values. This

presents leaders with an open invitation to impose their own, personal, constructed reality

upon other members within the organization (Bush, 1995). Organizational goals direct

activities and goals must be adaptable in order for the organization to survive (Greenfield,

1975). Administration is all about power and powerful individuals (Greenfield, 1975)

where unfortunately, goals then, are nothing more than the stated policy of those with

power in the organization (Bush, 1995).
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Bush (1995) outlines several limitations to subjective models ofleadership. Since

organizations are not acknowledged as having any implicit reality. they are difficult to

systematically analyze (Bush. 1995). He (1995) argues that another serious criticism of

subjective models is that they tend to provide few guidelines for administrators, instead

focusing on all individuals, to the detriment of administrators. Bush reasoned that

subjective models are not ideal as a sole model of leadership within the organization

since multiple interpretations and realities within organizations negate the existence of an

ultimate reaJity.

Ambiguity Models

Ambiguity models are identified as descriptive in nature by Bush, who contends

that ambiguous circumstances often exist in school settings panicularly throughout the

implemenlation ofchange initiatives. There is an absence ofclear goals (Bush, 1995),

policies, and long term objectives (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). Cohen and March (1974)

discuss ambiguity within organizations and state that inconsistency results if

organizational goals are unclear or arbitrary and that schools cannot operate effectively

without clear, shared goals and objectives. Ambiguity models are structured in a manner

in which inconsistent. unclear goals justity practically any behaviour, due to vagueness

(Bush, 1995). Furthermore, Bush (1995) comments that members within such

organizations may interpret and implement organizational goals in their own particular

manner, causing an inconsistent pattern of aims and goals.



25

Within this model, fragmentation and loose coupling are the norm. which is

consistent with organizations whose members have significant amounts ofautonomy

(Bush, 1995). Ambiguity models tend to exhibit an inconsistent, complex organizational

structure in which decisions and policies do not proceed in a top·down fashion (Bush,

1995). Potential decisions may be made by any individual within the organization (Bush,

1995) which may cause difficulties as no clear preference orderings have been

established (Scon, 1987). Decisions are often unplanned, problemalic, and confusing

(Bush, 1995) leading to preoccupations with the possibility of perspective failure (Bass &

Stogdill, 1990). Bass and Stogdill (1990) comment that focusing attention on failure in

this manner inhibits attention toward positive outcomes, especially in the absence ofclear

policies. goaJs., and long·tenn objectives.

Appointed leaders may experience difficulties due to resentment towards those

who represent higher authority, especially in instances where subordinates may favor

another individual as leader (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). This is consistent with the existence

of subgroups (Bush. 1995) within such an organization. The impersonal nature of

leadership roles often inhibits leaders from meeting the demands of their role (Bass &

Stogdill, 1990). Ambiguity of roles occurs when the leadership role is not clearly defined

and, unfortunately, deters leaders from fulfilling the expectations of "leader" (Bass &

Stogdill, 1990). Leaders with the ability to tolerate ambiguous circumstances are more

comfortable dealing with unstructured problems and uncertainty (Hughes, Gionett &

Curphy, 1993). Conversely, Hughes, Ginnett & Curphy (1993) propose that leaders with

low levels of tolerance for ambiguity might become quite anxious in similar situations.
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Leaders; therefore, within ambiguous settings. act behind the scenes, as catalysts (Bush,

1995) attempting to avoid role ambiguity (Bass & Stogdill, 1990) while remaining

professional and unobtrusive (Bush, 1995).

A limitation of ambiguity models is that they fail to elaborate on the structure and

hierarchy of the organization while at the same time they limit the acknowledgement and

function offonnal rules (Bush, 1995). Ambiguity models otTer insignificant practical

guidance regarding leadership (Bush, 1995) which may present unquestionable

difficulties in schools, as they are accountable to concerned stakeholders within the

education system.

Cultural Model~

Cultural models may be either descriptive or operational and normative (Bush,

1995; Calhoun, Meyer & Scott, 1990; Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Sergiovanni, 1995). Bush

(1995) contends that cultural models with a descriptive categorization "are based on, or

supported by, observation ofpractice in educational institutions'" (p. 22) whereas. cultural

models with a normative categorization "reflect beliefs about the nature ofeducational

institutions and the behaviour of individuals within them" (p. 21). Caring communities

are; therefore, created through a system of unwritten rules (Renihan, 1992) depicting

exactly what is and is not expected of individuals. Cultural models focus on the values,

beliefs, (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush. 1995; Gorton & Snowden, 1993; Herman &

Herman, 1993; Hesselbein, Goldsmith & Beckhard, 1996; Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Scott,

1987; Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995) and assumptions (Shafritz & On, 1996) shared by
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members of the organization. This gives individuals membership in a group much larger

than themselves (Hoy & Miske!, 1996). Ultimately, culture can be described as a

school's constructed reality (Sergiovanni, 1995) which represents the unwritten. feeling

part of the organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). The organization's culture consists of its

members assessment of what works and what does not (Hoy & Miskel, 1996) through

which collective meaning evolves (Liebennan, 1990) shaping one's very individuality

(Calhoun, Meyer & Scott, 1990).

Typically, culture is an expression of symbols, rituals., ceremonies (Bolman &

Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Gonon & Snowden, 1993; Lieberman, 1990; Sergiovanni. 1990,

1995); or customs, traditions, expectations, and shared meanings which support existing

norms and beliefs (Bush, 1995). Behavioral norms reduce uncertainty and anxiety

(Bolman & Deal, 1991) since individuals enter the organization possessing unique

values, attributes, needs, sentiments and motives which inevitably impacts organizational

life (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Those who embody the values and beliefs within the

organization often achieve herolheroine status (Bush, 1995; Hesselbein et al.. 1996;

Levine, 1984; Lieberman, 1990). School leaders build strong functional cultures which

are built and nurtured by leaders and members and emerge deliberately (Sergiovanni,

1995). Culture is unspoken (Covey, 1990) and serves to define unique qualities of

organizations (Bush. 1995) through distinguishing one organization from another (Hoy &

Miskel, 1996; Sergiovanni, 1995).

Morgan (1986) describes the structure oforganizations: "organization is always

shaped by underlying images and ideas; we organize as we imaginize" (cited in Shafritz
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& Ott, 1996, p. 462). This reiterates Sergiovanni's (1995) view ofschool culture as

constructed reality. Cultural models oforganization are open systems in constant

interaction with their environment (Shamtz & Ott, 1996) which has a profound impact on

the formation of the organizations beliefs and values (Bush, 1995).

Bush sees the organizational leader as mainly responsible for developing and

sustaining culture, which, Sergiovanni (1995) sees as giving the organization its unique

identity over time. Gorton and Snowden (1993) maintain that the leader must be very

clear about which ideals and values the school should promote, providing occasions to

reward behavior that exemplifies these ideals and values. Leaders; therefore, should have

well formulated values and beliefs that symbolize and embody the culture oflhe

organization (Bush, 1995; Levine, 1984). Fullan (1992) points out that developing

school culture is a subtle rather than a blatant business, but that leaders must manage and

transform the culture ofschools in order for them 10 benefit from improvement or

restructuring initiatives. Leaders must begin to think like change agents because the

problem is not just how to acquire new concepts and skills but unlearning things no

longer useful to the organization (Hesselbein et al., 1996).

Cultural models are not without specific concerns or limitations. These models

tend to condone the imposition ofa culture, by leaders, on other members within the

organization (Bush, 1995; Gonon & Snowden, 1993; Hesselbein et aI., 1996; Scott,

1987) which can lead to manipulation and control (Bush, 1995) thereby possibly

neglecting instruction and achievement. A5 suppon for this argument Bush (1995) writes

"shared cultures may be simply the shared values ofleaders imposed on less powerful
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participants" (p. 139). Researchers have found that organizations with strong cultures do

not necessarily inherit special claims to success and longevity (Hesselbein et at, 1996).

A final limitation to cultural models of leadership is that they may emphasize tribal

aspects of contemporary organizations, such as traditional views of organizational reality

(Bolman & Deal, 1991).

Learning Org2nizations

In comparing Bush (1995) with other theoretical perspectives, it becomes

apparent that there is considerable consensus in the literature that in order for schools 10

meet current challenges then they must become learning organizations. An inherent

component ofschools as learning organizations is a leadership approach that somehow

moves beyond anyone theoretical model but integrates a number of models. The

emerging concept of schools as learning organizations may provide a suitable theoretical

leadership approach to compare with Bush's six models.

Argyris and Schon (1978) express the view that organizational learning is not the

same as individual learning even when the individuals involved in the process of learning

belong to an organization. Senge (1990) accepts this view, and defines learning

organizations as those organizations where individuals are constantly expanding their

capacity to create the results they truly desire and are continually learning how to learn

together. Handy (1995) characterizes learning organizations as having the learning habit

which is supported by other theorists who conclude that the learning organization is built



30

on an assumption ofcompetence supported by forgiveness, togetherness, curiosity, and

trust.

Learning organizations as proposed by Senge (1990) are based on five disciplines:

personal mastery. mental models. shared vision, team learning, and systems thinking.

Each needs to be defined in the context of this study.

Prnonal Mastery

Personal mastery is the discipline ofclarifying and deepening one's personal

vision, focusing energy, seeing objective reality, and developing patience and it is the

spiritual foundation of the learning organization (Senge, 1990; Senge, Kleiner, Roberts,

Ross, & Smith, 1994). Lifelong generative learning (Covey, 1991; Covey, Mcrril1 &

Merrill, 1994; FullaR, 1993; Isaacson & Bamburg, 1992; O'Neil, 1995; Senge, 1990)

enables individuals to have a special purpose accompanying their visions and goals

(Senge, 1990). Senge (1990) views organizations learning through individuals learning.

Senge contends that if individuals are constantly engaging in activities which deepen

their own personal vision and engage in lifelong generative learning that this will

enhance personal capabilities and positively affect participation toward successfully

fulfilling organizational goals.

Menial Models

Senge (1990) cites Einstein: "Our theories determine what we measure" (p. 175).

MentaJ models are similar to theories, they shape individual actions (Senge, 1990; Senge

et. aI., 1994). Mental models are deeply ingrained assumptions or generalizations that
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influence how people understand and interact within their environments (Senge, 1990).

The discipline ofmental models could become a powerful new definition ofstaff

development roles in schools (Isaacson & Bamburg, 1992), since the discipline armental

models would force individuals to reexamine the way they do their work. Existing

mental models may present problems to organizations, according to Senge (1990), as

individuals are not always fully aware of them and failure to recognize or acknowledge

them may diminish efforts at systems thinking.

Shared Vision

Senge (1990) defines shared vision as a vision that several individuals are truly

committed to as it rcn~ts their own personal vision as well as the collective vision. h

evolves through dynamic interaction among organizational members and leaders and is

essential forthe success of the organization (Fullan, 1993). Shared vision includes a

commitment to truth (Isaacson & Bamburg, 1992), is exhilarating, fosters risk taking,

establishes an overarching goal, and learning organizations cannot exist without it

(Senge,199O). Senge also maintains that organizations committed to shared vision need

to encourage members to develop their own personal visions.

Team Learning

Team learning, as a discipline, views thought as a collective phenomenon (Senge,

1990; Senge et. aI., 1994) as well as, an individual phenomenon (Isaacson & Bamburg,

1992). Team leaming is the process ofdeveloping a team's capability to create the
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desired results ofmembers through dialogue and discussion, a process requiring much

practice (O'Neil, 1995; Senge, 1990). This sense orunity and wholeness must pervade

every aspect of the school's functioning in order to develop a sense of mission (Goodlad,

1979) through collaborative processes (Barrett, 1991).

Systems Thinking

Systems' thinking is the overatching discipline or framework for recognizing

interrelationships within complex situations (Senge, 1990; Senge ct. al., 1994). Systems

thinking is an analytical tool for dealing with complexity (Ryan, 1995) and is lhe very

cornerstone of how learning organizations think about the world (Senge, 1990). Senge

describes how people and events in organizations are bound by "invisible fabrics of

interrelated actions, which often take years to fully play out their effects on each other'"

(p. 7). People change "since we are part of that lacework ourselves" (p. 7). Within

organizations; therefore, it is necessary to see how endeavors are interconnected:

Systems thinking is a discipline for seeing wholes. It is a framework for seeing

interrelationships rather than things, for seeing patterns ofchange rather than

static "snapshots." It is a set ofgeneral principles-distilled over the cow-se of the

twentieth century, spanning fields as diverse as the physical and social sciences,

engineering, and management. It is also a set of specific tools and techniques. (p.

68)
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Bush and Senge: A Comparison

Bush (1995) disrosses each orthe six models of leadership: ronnal, political,

ambiguity. subjective, cultural, and collegial using four elements ofmanagement: goals,

leadership, organizational structure and external environment. Each element ofBush's

(1995) models relates to the learning organization. A discussion or Bush's models and

the concept of the learning organization, using the framework of the fOUf elements of

management will follow.

Goals

Goals and their subsequent role in organizational management vary depending on

the particular model of leadership selected for discussion. Bush (1995) comments that

significant differences in basic assumptions about goals are evident among each of the six

models he describes. Formal leaders, institutions or subunits may initiate goals. Goals

may be detennined as a result ofconflict, agreement, consensus, imposition or through a

set ofcommon values (Bush, 1995). These goals, in turn, affect decision-making

processes. Decisions are based on goals in all of the models Bush (1995) discusses, even

though they may have been detennined in many different ways. Goals, though

dctennined at different levels and through different processes within the organization,

influence decision making processes, and create and dismantle alliances while remaining

the focus that propels or endangers an organization.

Senge (1990) also contends that goals are detennined at the individual level He

proposes that individuals should receive encouragement toward creating and journeying

toward fulfilling personal goals, which enhances their ability to work collectively and;
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therefore, to successfully accomplish organizational goals. Similarly goals/visions within

the learning organization emerge from all levels of lhe organization (Senge, 1990). This

process ofdetennining goals allows a rich diversity of ideas while enabling individuals of

varying levels of expertise an opportunity to contribute to organizational success.

Goals and decision making are linked quite differently within the learning

organization. Decisions are based on shared purpose or goals determined by a team of

authorities (Senge, 1990), so that the importance of teamwork cannot be overstated. This

is similar to Bush's cultural view that decisions are based on the goals of the organization

or its subunits. The profound similarity of this relationship is that in a learning

organization teams share purpose and authority (Senge, 1990).

Qrganizational Structure

Organizational structure varies in each of the six models that Bush (1995)

describes. Each model's structural characteristics help describe the type of relationships

present. The nature ofstruetural organization is a major distinguishing factor among the

models discussed.

Bush (1995) characterizes formal models by rigid, hierarchical arrangements,

which are largely based on objective reality. This disregard for individuals and increased

emphasis on efficiency and outputs separates formal models from other types of

organization.

Political and ambiguity models are similar structurally in that conflict may

inevitably occur. Political models are characterized by dominant groups or individuals
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struggling to promote initiatives of interest to them (Bush, 1995). Conflict is also evident

within ambiguity models characterized by problematic structures. Bush (1995) describes

ambiguity models as problematic due to the uncertainty of relationships among loosely

coupled subunits. Conflict may be inevitable as a result.

Similarities exist among subjective, collegial, cultural models and the learning

organization. In the learning organization, vision emerges from all levels of the learning

organization through collegial relationships (Senge, 1990). Similarly, Bush's collegial

models have a lateral structure which enables all members to rightfully participate in

decision making processes (Bush, 1995). Bush's subjective models have a similar

structural nature, in that human interaction enables fluid organizational structure which

develops through relationships among individuals (Bush, 1995). The emphasis in

subjective models is the individual rather than the role they occupy (Bush, 1995). The

nature of the structure is also based on relationships. Bush (1995) describes cultural

relationships as a physical manifestation of culture in which the values and beliefs of the

organization are expressed through patterns of roles and role relationships. Therefore,

Bush's four models: subjective, collegial, cultural, and the concept of learning

organization are structurally similar due to the emphasis each places on human

relationships and interaction. These models also emphasize the value of individuality

among relationships.

Links Wilh Environmenl

Environmental links vary significantly among the models ofleadership described

in Ihis study. Bush's formal models may be open systems which respond to external
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influences or closed systems which are relatively impervious to outside influences (Bush,

1995). His collegial models; however, inadequately describe relationships with the

environment. for as Bush explains accountability is rather unclear due to shared decision

making, and there is difficulty in locating responsibility for decisions. Bush's political

and ambiguity models are described as unstable and unpredictable. Bush's view is that

political models regard external bodies as interest groups which may become involved in

decision making (Bush, 1995). Signals from external groups may be contradictory or

unclear, which contributes to ambiguous decision making processes.

Bush argues that the environment is "a prime source of the meanings placed on

events by people within the organization" (p. 145) in subjective models. Similarly, his

cultural models regard the external environment as a source ofthe diverse beliefs and

values, which combine to form a culture. The meanings individuals place on events are

based on a diverse array ofexperiences that are influenced by personal values and beliefs.

The environment is very important in the learning organization, for it is a product

ofhow individuals think and interact while observing mutual respect for each other

(Senge, 1990). This interaction, mutual respect and individual thought are based on the

disciplines of the learning organizations. Individuals are influenced by personal lived

experiences that are influenced by personal values and beliefs enabling an expectation of

mutual respect. The fifth discipline. systems thinking, emphasizes the interconnectedness

of the systems: the organization and its environment.
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Leadership

The perceptions of leadership are inevitably a reflection of specific features of

different models of management (Bush, 1995). Bush's formal models place leaders or

heads at the very apex of the hierarchically arranged organization, the leader being

considered the most powerful individual in the organization whose responsibilities

include establishing goals and initiating policy. In ambiguity organizations leaders avoid

di~t involvement in policy formation; however, leaders provide the framework for

decision making in both unobtrusive and tactical manners (Bush, 1995). Unfortunately

leadership in such ambiguity settings stress unpredictability and uncertainty. According

to Bush (1995), political leaders possess an enonnous amount of power. which is similar

to leadership in formal models, with leaders using significant resources of power and

influence on other subgroups to achieve personal goals while engaging themselves as

mediators and participants.

Though collegial relations leaders in the collegial model seek to promote the

development ofconsensus, with decisions based on input ITom many individuals until a

common solution is reached. Bush sees the main responsibility of leaders in cultural

organizations as sustaining the culture (Bush, 1995). In an attempt to achieve this goal,

leaders are influenced by their own personal values, beliefs, and experiences, with their

leadership being symbolic.

Similarly leaders within the learning organization are responsible for building and

maintaining cultural relations within organization. Leaders enable individuals to master

the five disciplines which converge to create the learning organization (Senge, 1990).
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Leaders, rather than being ~ognized as bosses, most powerful or most persuasive, are

designers, described as stewards or teachers (Senge, 1990). This provides a very

different description of leadership.

Table I provides a summary of this comparison ofBush's models and the

learning organization.

Summary

Weick (1982) believes that ineffectiveness may exist in schools because they are

managed with the wrong theory in mind. The six theoretical models presented here are

not suitable as a single all encompassing theory of leadership in which "the validity of

each approach may vary with the event, the situation and the participants" (Bush, 1995, p,

148). These models present many positive characteristics and school leaders can benefit

from further exposure to each model's ideas.

The review of the literature provides an opportunity to assess views concerning

the six models of leadership relative to others writing and researching in that field.
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While the six models: formal, collegial, political, subjective, ambiguity, and cultural

appear to capture the categorization as either descriptive or nonnative they are not always

consistent with the description of the models by other theorists.

Bush (1995) categorizes formal models as descriptive, based on observable

practices within the organization. Hoy and Miske! (1996); however, describe formal

models of leadership as normative, directly contradicting Bush's (1995) categorization.

Hoy and Miskel's (1996) categorization of formal models as normative in nature may be

due to an emphasis ofstandardization ofbehaviour through expectations, which cannot

be directly observed and explained. Bush (1995) does not openly advocate fannal

models as appropriate leadership theories for schools. He categorizes collegial models as

highly normative or idealistic rather than founded in practice. Several authors share in

Bush's view that collegial models are highly normative by emphasizing the positive

characteristics ofcollegial models for schools. Bush (1995) cites Baldridge who

describes the leader as "first among equals" (p. 64) while Bass and Stogdill (1990)

contend that this description implies that leadership is shared among individuals within

organizations. Bush (1995) comments, further, that collegial models are appropriate for

professional staffs with common values., cooperative relationships and where decisions

are reached through consensus. These are not contradicted by the review of pertinent

literature. Collegial models of leadership are normative in nature and appear appropriate

as models of leadership, which would produce favorable effects in schools. The various

authors reviewed appear to support Bush's (1995) view that collegial models are. in fact,

normative. Bush (1995) categorizes political models as descriptive. A limitation of
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political models is that they are inevitably focused on power. Bush (1995) comments that

political models provide an accurate description ofbehaviour and events in schools, thus

a categorization of descriptive is given. Hoy and Miskel (1996) comment that political

organization is not suitable for schools. Although Bush (1995) recognizes the descriptive

value of political models of leadership in school he advocates that recognizing political

patterns and dealing with them is important, not whether it is suitable for schools. Bush

(1995) does nol openly endorse political models of leadership as appropriate for schools.

Bush (1995) categorizes subjective models of leadership as normative. Subjective

models have a basis in phenomenology (Bush, 1995) and are based on invented reality

(Greenfield, 1975). Since subjective models focus on perceptions and beliefs a

categorization of normative would be accurate. Bush (1995) and Greenfield (1975) both

describe the normative nature of subjective models. Subjective models emphasize the

nonexisten~ ofan ultimate reality (Bush. 1995); therefore, it is useful for describing

leadership in schools. Bush (1995) categorizes ambiguity models as descriptive.

Ambiguity models emphasize an absence ofclear goals, (Bush. 1995) policies and long

tenn objectives (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). Although these characteristics may exist during

restructuring initiatives they are not favorable characteristics oflong-lenn leadership

objectives and goals. The uncertainty of planning and decision making (Bush, 1995)

suggests thai ambiguity models are inappropriate for leadership within schools, especially

with increased responsibilities and accountability. Bush (1995) categorizes cultural

models as both descriptive and nonnative. The literature seems to support Bush's (1995)

categorization of nonnative, with an emphasis on beliefs, traditions, expectations, nonns,
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and shared meanings (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Scrgiovanni, 1990, 1995). The literature

also provides support for a descriptive categorization ofcultural models. Cultural models

have descriptions throughout the literature., which emphasize the observable

characteristics of cultural models. CulturaJ models seem appropriate for leadership in

schools due to their descriptive and normative categorizations.

The learning organization probably fits comfortably into a nonnative

categorization. Fullan (1995) comments that "the school is not currently a learning

organization. And teaching is not yet a learning profession" (p. 230) thereby providing a

challenge for leaders. Leaders must realize, according to Senge (J 990) that change

requires imagination, perseverance, caring. dialogue, and the willingness to change

through the development ofnew capabilities, skills, and understandings (cited in

Hesselbein et al., 1995). Fullan (1993) contends that in order for positive change to

occur, cultures have to be affected and Senge (1996) adds that hierarchical arrangement

cannot be effective in systematic change efforts. Evans (1993) postulates that leaders

whose personal values and aspirations for their schools are coherent, reflective. and

consistent are leaders worth following into the uncertainties ofchange. The disciplines

within the learning organization may provide a framework for change and improvement

within education.

Within this context, the following questions arise. The reliability of the survey

instrument needed to be determined in this study. The survey was designed to measure

the extent to which each of the six models of leadership described by Bush exist.

Detennining and explaining leadership practices in the schools studied depends on the
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reliabiLity of the survey; therefore, a reliability analysis was necessary. The survey was,

indeed, reliable with the removal of five items to increase the reliability afformal and

subjective models. The next question explores whether Bush's (1995) categorization of

each leadership model as either descriptive or normative is accurate. Descriptive models

can be observed to exist in practice while normative models arc described as ideal or

models, which ouglll to exist. A detennination ofdescriptive models allows a discussion

of the specific characteristics of leadership practice within a school thereby allowing

comparisons of elements of leadership among models. A determination of normative

models simply allows the researcher to theorize about leadership characteristics, which

ought to exist or would be ideal in a specific school. A descriptive model ofJeadership

enables a discussion of the strength of the leadership in a particular school and whether

the administrator is equipped to deal with change effectively. Finally, what specific

models of leadership are operating in each school under study and how consistent are the

existing models with the current concept of the learning organization? Recent

restructuring initiatives in schools in Newfoundland and Labrador have prompted an

interest in the type of leadership currently existing in the province's schools and whether

the elements of management associated with learning organizations are present. The

absence of these elements means that organizationalleaming is not possible in these

school settings. This research question provides an opportunity to profile leadership

practices in each school under study. A determination ofleadership practices in these

schools is necessary in order to discuss the specific characteristics of leadership currently
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existing and whether these characteristics are compatible with the concept of the leaming

organization which may be quite favourable for the facilitation of change initiatives



CHAPTERm

METHODOLOGY

This research is mainly a qualitative study. However, research question one

required the testing of the reliability ofan existing Brown and Sheppard (1996) survey

instrument (under development), introducing an element of quantitative research. The

findings from the survey were used qualitatively, in order to answer research questions

two and three. The three specific questions in this research study are: Is the survey

reliable? Are Bush's categories ofdescriptive or normative accurate for the six models of

leadership? How consistent are the existing models of leadership with the current concept

of the learning organization? This chapter will describe the methodology used.

The Leadership Sunrey

Brown and Sheppard(I996) had begun preliminary development ofa

leadership survey (appendix D) when this study began. This study utilized lhe findings

from the leadership survey research methodology, employing a questionnaire (Brown &

Sheppard, 1996) which was administered anonymously lO each teacher and formal leader

within four schools. The total number ofquestions designed to measure the four

constructs ofgoals and decision making, structure, external environment, and leadership

pertaining to the six models of leadership were: formal (13), collegial (8), polilical (IO),

ambiguous (J O), subjective (8), and cultural (II), for a total ofsixty questions. The
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questionnaire employed a five-point scale which ranged from strongly agree (1) to

strongly disagree (5).

The questionnaire was personally delivered to four schools and its implementation

was explained to the assistant principal or secretary. Each questionnaire was

accompanied by a disclosure and consent form, which described all important aspects of

the proposed research including: purpose, procedure, researcher, advisors, risks. right of

refusal or withdrawal, confidentiality, and agreement to participate, to each subject. A

statement ofconsent and understanding fonn was also included and signed by each

participant. The queslionnaire was fOTW'lU"ded to teachers and formal leaders with a three

week timeline for its completion and collection

A Cronbach reliability analysis, using SPSS was performed and Cronbach alpha

levels generated. An item analysis of each construct was conducted to determine if the

alpha levels could be raised by the elimination of particular items. In order to determine

the validity ofBush's categorization ofeach model as nonnative or descriptive,

descriptive statistics were generated for both the entire sample and for each school. (fthe

mean score for a particular category indicated that the model existed with an average

mean oD.S, then that model was considered descriptive, at least in these schools. A

comparison of the means also aided in determining the degree to which the categorization

might be appropriate. In other words, if those models that Bush claimed to be descriptive

were more prevalent in the schools studied, that was considered as support for the

categorization. A Crosstabs analysis was also generated in order to compare the

percentages of response for specific questionnaire items among the schools. These
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descriptive statistics qualitatively provided images of leadership models in the schools

studied, and allowed comparisons with the six leadership theories described by Bush and

the emerging concept of learning organizations, which was summarized in Table I

The Sample

The sample consisted of fifty-seven teachers and four principals, currently

employed in each of the four schools in one school district in Newfoundland. Thirty

three participants, 54%, were residents of the community while the remaining 46%

commuted, daily, from other rural and urban areas. Table 2 and Table 3 provide specific

information concerning those teachers surveyed in this study.

Table 2

Summary ofGroups ofTeachers Surveyed

School Teachers Guidance Spec. Ed. Principals Phys. Ed. Music

11

13

I'

I'

Note. ·Music and Physical Education teachers shared between school's 3 and 4.

This sample was chosen as a matter ofconvenience due to the isolation of the

community, relatively small number of individuals teaching in the community, and

accessibility to the researcher.
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Table 3

Summary ofTeachers Surveyed by Gender and Residence

School Principal

Male

Male

Male

Male

Female

14

Male

14

]0

Resident

]2

10

Commute

12

~Commute refers to those teachers and principals residing outside of the community

in which the four schools were located.

These fOUf schools were part ofa large school district consisting of schools in

both rural and urban settings. This particular community would be considered a low

socia-economic area. Two of the schools deliver K-6 programs while the other two

schools deliver programs for grades 7-Level III. Table 4 provides information about these

schools.

The rate ofretum ofquestionnaires in this study was 67%, which means that a

total of 41 teachers responded out ofa possible 61. Table 5 shows that 11/41 of the

respondents were not residents of the community while 30/41 of the respondents were

residents of the community in which the four schools were located. Resident teachers'

average fifteen years teaching experience or more while non-resident teachers tend to

have less than five years experience. Perhaps, experience has played a role in individuals

recognizing and interpreting leadership characteristics and behaviour. It is also
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noteworthy that only 1/ 4 principals completed a questionnaire. The non-responding

principals expressed various concerns including questions about items on the

questionnaire, origin oftbe SUlvey instrument, purpose of the survey, and actual value of

the project. These concerns appear to have prevented the full participation of all of the

administrators in this sample

Table 4

Identifying Information for Four Schools in Study

School Students Grades Setting Teachers

<250 K-6 Rural 17

<350 7-Level III Rural 22

<225 K-6 Rural 11

<125 7-LevelIII Rural 11

Table 5

Summary ofResponse Rate for Four Schools in Study

School Principal Resident

No

No

Yes

No

10

Commute Female

12

Male Total Response

14

13
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Ethical Considerations

The Ethics Review Committee considered the proposed research methodology at

Memorial University ofNewfoundland as did the School Board's Research Review

Committee. Questionnaire items were evaluated and the questionnaire was approved for

use with participants. There were no ethical anomalies present, since participant's

involvement with this study was totally voluntary, questionnaire items were completed

anonymously. and participants could withdraw from the study at any point. Therefore,

this research was ethically sound.

Limitations

Due to the limited size of the sample, 40 teachers and one administrator in a

single community. generalization of the results would be limited. Even though the

response rate of670/0 was a good rate of return for survey research, the fact that there

were thirty-three percent non-respondents introduced the possibility ofbias since the

respondents may not be representative of the group intended to be surveyed (Wiersma,

1995).

A further limitation in this research study was that the sample identified was a

convenience sample rather than randomly selected. The sample which consisted ofall

teachers and administrators within four schools in a single community was accessible and

convenient due to the location and proximity of schools. Finally, the limited sample size,

the sampling procedure, and the qualitative approach to the analysis limits

generalizability.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the findings afthe study. The research questions addressed

are as follows: How reliable is the Brown and Sheppard (1996) survey instrument?

Bush's six models are categorized as descriptive and/or nonnative. Are these categories

valid? How consistent are the existing models of leadership with the concept of schools

as learning organizations? To answer research question one, two tables are presented

which provide a summary of reliability statistics for all questionnaire items and the

summary of reliability statistics with questionnaire items removed to increase reliability

of each construct: (onnal, political, cultural, subjective, ambiguity, and collegial. To

answer research question two, four summary tables are presented which provide mean

scores for the six models of leadership within each school which enable a determination

ofwhether the leadership models proposed by Bush are accurately categorized as

descriptive or normative. To answer research question three one table is presented which

contains a summary ofcategorizations of leadership models.

Research Question One: Reliability Analysis

Before the data could be analyzed, in this study, the reliability of the survey

instrument had to be determined. A Cronbach reliability analysis was performed using

SPSS, Table 6 provides a summary of the reliability statistics for all of the questionnaire

items prior to the removal of five items because two of the constructs were below the.7
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level considered acceptable for educational research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993). An item

analysis was conducted in order to increase the reliability of each construct.

Table 6

Summary of Reliability Statistics for All Questionnaire hems

Model N M SO Alpha

Fonnal 13 39.6 6.6 .69

Collegial 24.3 8.0 .91

Political 10 27.7 7.7 .86

Ambiguity 10 27.4 6.3 .77

Subjective 22.4 4.6 63

Cultural II 39.0 6.3 .75

Table 7 provides a summary of the reliability statistics for each revised construct

after five items were removed in an attempt to increase the reliability of formal and

subjective models of leadership. Three items related to the formal model were removed

from the questionnaire in order to increase the reliability of the construct. Two items,

pertaining to the subjective model of leadership, were removed in order to increase the

reliability of that model. The alpha levels for five of the constructs were above the.7

level considered acceptable for educational research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993); however

the subjective model presented unexpected difficulties. The alpha level of the subjective

model was raised from .63 to .66 on the Cronbach reliability analysis which approaches
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the acceptable level set for this thesis. However, since the instrument is in developmental

stages, findings from this study suggest that this construct should be modified to improve

reliability. Overall on the basis of the Cronbach reliability analysis the questionnaire was

considered to be a reliable measure of the constructs used in this study and; therefore, the

questionnaire is useful in answering the research questions posed.

Table 7

Summary ofReliability Statistics for Specific Questionnaire Constructs

Model N M SD Alpha

Fonnal 10 30.5 6.3 .78

Collegial 24.3 8.0 91

Political 10 27.7 7.7 .86

Ambiguity 10 27.4 6.3 77

Subjective 16.4 4.3 .66

Cultural 11 39.0 6.3 .75

~ N - number ofquestionnaire items; M - mean or average; SO - standard deviation

Research Question Two: DescriptivelNormative

Bush categorizes six models of leadership as either descriptive or normative. In

order to detennine whether Bush's categorization of models is valid, the mean scores for

each of four schools must be examined. A particular model exists in a school, or is

descriptive, if the average mean for that specific model is 3.5 or above. A model does not
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exist or is considered normative if the average mean is below 3.5. A comparison of

Bush's categorizations for each of the six models and the categorizations as determined

in this study is then, possible.

School One

The mean scores for School One are presented in Table 8. The formal model

categorization, with an average mean of2.8 is normative in this particular school which

contradicts Bush's categorization ofthe formal model as descriptive. The collegial

model, with an average mean afJ.3, is normative in this school which is consistent with

Bush. The political model with an average mean or2.3, also has a normative

categorization in this school. Bush categorizes the political model as descriptive;

however the findings in School One do not suppon Bush's categorization. The ambiguity

Table 8

Mean Scores for School One

Model N M AverageM SD

Fonnal 10 28.4 2.8 6.8

Collegial 26.2 3.3 8.4

Political 10 23.0 2.3 8.4

Ambiguity 10 23.2 2.3 7.0

Subjective 14.4 2.4 6.3

Cultural II 40.7 3.7 5.0

~ The Average M MIN for each model
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model, with an average mean of2.3, was found to be normative, as well. This finding is

inconsistent with Bush's categorization ofambiguity models as descriptive in nature.

The subjective model, with an average mean of2.4, is also normative and is; therefore

consistent with Bush's categorization oflhe subjective model as nonnative. The cultural

model, with an average mean of3.7, is descriptive and consistent with Bush's

categorization of these models as descriptive or normative. This cultural model is the

only model identified as descriptive in this school; therefore, indicating thai it is the

dominant model. The cultural model can be described and observed as having an

influence on the leadership style, which is prevalent in School One.

School Two

The mean scores for School Two are presented in Table 9. The formal model,

with an average mean of3.5, is descriptive and; therefore, is consistent with Bush's

Table 9

Mean Scores for School Two

Model N M AverageM SD

Formal 10 34.6 3.5 4.0

Collegial 20.1 2.5 7.8

Political 10 32.7 3.3 4.4

Ambiguity 10 32.8 3.3 4.4

Subjective 19.3 3.2 7.5

Cultural II 37.1 3.4 3.1
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categorization. In fact, the fonnal model is predominant in this school. The collegial

model, with an average mean of2.5, is normative which is consistent with Bush's

categorization. The collegial model also has the lowest average mean ofall of the models

in School Two. This finding is consistent with the prevalence orlhe formal model of

leadership in this school. The political model, with an average mean of3.3, is also

normative and; therefore, counter to Bush's categorization oflhe political model as

descriptive. The ambiguity model, with an average mean of3.3, is normative in School

Two. Bush; however, categorizes the ambiguity model as descriptive. The subjective

model, with an average mean ofJ.2, is normative in School Two. which is consistent

with Bush's categorization, The cultural model, with an average mean of3.4, is

normative. Bush categorizes cultural models as both descriptive and normative;

therefore, one would expect the categorization to vary from school to school.

The sole model existing in School Two is formal. The remaining five models are

normative; however, the average mean of3.4 for the cultural model supports the

probability that sub-cultures exist in this school as well.

School Th re~

The mean scores for School Three are presented in Table 10. The formal model,

with an average mean of2.8, is normative in School Three and does not support Bush's

categorization of formal models as descriptive. Collegial and cultural models, with an

average mean ofJ.6, are both descriptive in School Three. The categorization of the

cultural model is consistent with Bush; however, the results in this school do not support
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his categorization that the collegial model is normative. The political model, with an

average mean of2.6, is normative and is contrary to Bush's descriptive categorization.

Table 10

Mean Scores for School Three

Model N M AverageM SD

Formal 10 28.0 2.8 6.9

Collegial 29.1 3.6 6.4

Political 10 25.6 2.6 5.0

Ambiguity 10 27.5 2.8 2.3

Subjective 15.5 2.6 5.7

Cultural II 40.0 3.6 4.0

The ambiguity model, with an average mean of2.8, is also normative in School

Three, contradicting Bush's categorization in this particular school. The subjective

mode~ with an average mean of2.6, is consistent with Bush's nonnative categorization.

School Four

The mean scores for School Four arc presented in Table II. The formal model,

with an average mean of3.0, is normative which does nOI provide support for Bush's

descriptive categorization. The collegial model, with an average mean 00.0, is also

normative; however, this categorization supports Bush. The political model, with an
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average mean of3.1, is normative and; therefore, contradictory to Bush's categorization

ofdescriptive. The ambiguity model, with an average mean of2.6, is normative and

again, inconsistent with Bush's categorization of descriptive. The subjective model,

Table 11

Mean Scores for Schoo! four

Model N M AverageM SD

Fannal 10 30.2 3.0 5.0

Collegial 23.7 3.0 4.9

Political 10 31.3 3.1 7.1

Ambiguity 10 25.5 2.6 4.1

Subjective 16.8 1.7 3.6

Cultural 11 37.5 3.4 5.0

with an average mean of J.7, is normative supporting Bush's categorization. The cultural

model, with an average mean of3.4, is normative as well. No clear model ofleadership

exists in School Four. All of the models in this school are classified as normative or

idealistic.

Summary of Findings for Re5:earth Question Two

Table 12 provides a summary of the categorizations of each of the models'

formal, collegial, political, ambiguity, subjective, and cultural, in this particular study as
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well as Bush's categorizations for each model of leadership.

Table 12

Summary ofCategorizations ofLeadershio Models

SchoolsfBush Models

Fonnal Collegial Political Ambiguity Subjoct.ivc: Cultur.t1

School One Nonnative Nonnative: Normative Normative Nonnati\'c Descriptive

School Two Dcscripti\'c: Normative: Normative Normative: Nonnative Nonnative

School Three Nonnative Descriptive Nonnative: Nonnative Normative Descriptive

School Four Nonnative Nonnative: Normative Normative Nonnative Normative

""'" Descriptive Nonnative Descriptive: Descriptive Nonnative: NorJDcs.

Bush's categorization of the formal model as descriptive was consistent with

School Two in which the formal model exists. The categorization of the fonnal model in

Schools One, Three, and Four was inconsistent with Bush's categorization due to the

normative nature of the [onnal model in these particular schools. Bush categorizes the

collegial model as normative. The findings in this study support Bush's categorization

with the exception of School Three in which the collegial model was descriptive. Bush's

(1995) categorization of the collegial model was accurate in three schools which

indicated that his categorization was valid but the exception shows that the collegial

model could also be descriptive in specific settings. Bush's categorization ofpolitical

and ambiguity models does not receive support. Bush categorized both political and

ambiguity models as descriptive; however, in each of the four schools studied the
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categorization was nonnative. The subjective model, according to Bush, is normative

which was supported in all schools in this study. Bush categorizes the cultural model as

both descriptive and nonnative depending on the school in which cultural characteristics

of leadership existed. Schools One and Three were descriptive while Schools Two and

Four were normative The equal split in the four schools provided support for Bush's

categorization

Research Question Three: Leadership and the Learning Organization

The third research question is concerned with the existing models of leadership,

in each of four schools, and whether these models are consistent with the concept of the

learning organization. Table I contains a summary of the literature on educational

administration, which includes Bush's six models: formal, political, ambiguity,

subjective, collegial, and cultural, as well as the learning organization. The learning

organization contains certain elements of management that are presented in Table I.

These elements ifpresent in a particular school support the perspective that a learning

organization can possibly emerge in that schooL Conversely, the absence of elements

related to the concept oforganizational learning may impede or prevent a particular

school from developing as a learning organization. A Crosstabs analysis will aid in

discussing the responses to particular questionnaire items by providing percentages of

response for each item for each particular school. The elements of management

associated with the learning organization will be assessed for each school to determine

whether or not sptX:ific elements exist. There are six sptX:ific elements of management
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corresponding to learning organizations, which are summarized in Table I. These

elements are as follows: I) Goals may be determined individually or organizationally. 2)

Goals may emerge from all levels of the organization. 3) A group or team ofauthorities

base de<:isions on shared purpose or goals. 4) Vision emerges from all levels of the

organization through collegial relationships. 5) The organization is a product of how

members think and interact while observing mutual respect and emphasizing the

imparlance ofintcrconnectedness. 6) The leader is viewed as designer, steward or

teacher and is responsible for building the learning organization.

Table 8 provides mean scores for School One. Research panicipants from School

One describe leadership practices as cultural. As support for this view, 65% of

participants agreed that the mission and goals of the school reflect the values of the staff.

In the learning organization goals emerge from all levels of the organization. However,

the fact that only 57% of respondems felt that the administration enacted school policy in

a manner consistent with and sensitive to the values and culture found in the school is

significant since 43% felt that the administrator was not sensitive to values and culture

when enacting school policy. In School One 79'/0 of respondents were satisfied that the

values and beliefs of the school were reflected in the established rules and regulations.

Members made pertinent decisions based on shared purpose. More than 85% of the

individuals surveyed agreed that the community in which the school was located was

essential in determining values and beliefs that were part of the school. A full 100% of

teachers agreed that the uniqueness of the school's culture was due to the traditional

values in the community. These teachers and the particular culture of the school was
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influenced by how members thought, interacted and showed mutual respect for one

another. Although values, beliefs and traditions were viewed positively, 43% of

respondents expressed disagreement that the principal often stresses that the school

should have a set ofcort values which reflected the proper mission of the school while

22% were undecided. Only 36% believe that the principal was doing well in this area

which leads one to wonder why core values were not stressed, ifin fact core values

existed at all in School One.

Collegial relations were quite positive in School One. Participants agreed that

collegial aspects ofleadership contributed to the overall leadership characteristics

practiced in this school. Responses to collegial items on the questionnaire are above 50%

agreement with the exception ofonly two items. According 10 570/0 of respondents the

school as a whole does not have any explicit goals, but administrators and teachers

perform their work based on their own professional and personal beliefs and goals. This

is consistent with learning organizations in that goals may be determined individually or

organizationally. The leader can be characterized as a designer due to the ability to

maintain staffand community involvement while accentuating the academic and social

character of the school through encouraging and supporting professional and personal

goals and beliefs.

Table 9 provides the mean scores for School Two. Formal models are

predominant. While 31% of respondents agreed that the goals and mission of the school

were set solely by the principal, 31% disagreed and the remainder were undecided. The

item on the questionnaire may have been interpreted positively by some teachers and
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negatively by others. Forty-two percent of participants agreed that a rigid hierarchy

determined an individual's status while 25% remained undecided. Perhaps both findings

were due to the two distinct groups of teachers in this school. A group of teachers were

residents of the community with fifteen years of experience or more, while a second

group commuted daily from other communities and had less than five years teaching

experience. Decision-making and policy formation was top down according to 77% of

teachers in this school, 690/0 agreed that policies were formed by the principal and I()()O/O

agreed that the principal was the final authority regarding decisions and policy.

Agreement conceming the principal as the final authority was above 75% in the three

remaining schools. Teachers agreed that they had little input into decisions and policy

development.

There was agreement in School Two that collegial aspects of leadership were not

prominent. Fifty-four percent disagreed that all staff members worked collaboratively on

policy fonnation and 770/0 disagreed that all staff participated in meetings and achieved

consensus when deriving school policy. According to 54% of respondents there was

disagreement that all members cooperated when fonning and implementing policy. More

than 60% of the teachers disagreed that the principal actively consulted staffregarding

participation in decision-making processes and 69% agreed that the principal imposed

those policies on staff members There was a perceived lack ofcollaborative work ethic

in this school.

The staff at School Two, who participated in this study, produced interesting

results on the items designed to evaluate the extent ofcultural leadership characteristics
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within the school. The mission and goals at the school reflected the staff's values

according to 38% of respondents while 390/0 were undecided on this same item. Less

than 35% ofparticipants agreed that the administration's values and beliefs defined the

vision of the school's mission and 390/0 were undecided. Sixty-one percent of the

participants agreed that the administrator was sensitive to values and culture within the

school when enacting policies and only 30010 disagreed indicating that Ihis was

recognized as occurring in this school. Rituals and ceremonies were willingly

accommodated according to 83% of respondents while 84% also agree that the traditional

values of the community contributed to the cultural identity of the school. The apparent

lack ofcollaboration, input into decisions and top down organization of this school does

not support the existence of the leadership necessary to build and maintain a learning

organization,

Table 10 provides mean scores for School Three. Cultural and collegial models.

with an average mean of3.6 are equally prevalent. There was more than 75% agreement

that the staff works collaboratively and derives policies through a process ofconsensus.

More than 85% of teachers agreed that the goals and mission of the school reflected the

values ofstaff members and 61% agreed that those values and beliefs of the

administration defined the vision of the school's mission. This indicated that the goals

and vision of mission were the responsibility of both administration and staff. One

hundred percent of the teachers agreed that the administration enacts policies rationally.

and is consistent with and sensitive to, the values and culture within the school. Only

500/0 agreed that the community was essential in determining those values and beliefs that
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were part of the school while 88% agreed that traditional values in the community helped

shape the uniqueness of the school's culture. These findings reflected the differences in

individual values and beliefs impacting upon each individual's interpretation of

questionnaire items. Seventy-five percent of teachers noted that the principal expressed

hislher views on the desired direction of the school to staff and community and 75% also

agreed that the principal stressed a set ofcore values reflecting the mission of the school.

Both of these items reiterated the importance of values to mission and cultural

development and maintenance.

Collegial characteristics of leadership are also prominent in School Three. Only

43% of teachers agreed that regardless ofa staff member's formal position they could

enact policy ifdeemed most qualified. This percentage may reflect the reluctance of non·

administrative staff to become involved in implementing policies within schools rather

than lack ofopportunities for engaging in leadership practice associated with policy

enactment. Decisions were derived by entire staff consensus according to 63% of

participants; therefore, teachers agreed that they had input into school decisions. More

than 35% of teachers agreed that the principal imposed policies on staff indicating that

although decisions involved a process ofconsensus not aJl teachers were satisfied with

the process or its eventual outcome.

There was very little formal leadership influence in School Three. There was

agreement that the principal of this school was highly accountable and that the school's

interests are usually represented by the principal at meetings and conferences. Those
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characteristics of leadership are essential for the building and maimenance of learning

organizations.

Table II provides mean scores for School Four. While no single model provided

a portrait of the type of leadership practiced in this school cultural leadership was

predominant. Halfof the participants agreed that the mission and goals of the school

reflected the staff's values indicating that half of the stafT disagreed that this was

occurring. A significant group of 50% were undecided concerning whether or not values

and beliefs of the administration had a vision of the school's mission and only 33%

agreed with this statement. A large number ofparticipants were unsure about this item

and this may indicate a need for more information concerning the specific meaning and

importance of vision and its influence upon school mission development. A group of

670/0 agreed that the school's values and beliefs were reflected in the rules and regulations

governing the school. This finding showed that teachers in this school recognized the

value ofessential elements that shape rule development. A resounding 83% of

participants agreed that the school's structure is readily willing to incorporate special

events and ceremonies that helped define the specific character of the school. More than

80% of teachers agreed that traditional values of the community helped define the

school's unique culture. This was a great strength for School Four since culture was not

built by a single influencing individual and his/her ideas and experiences. Culture was

buill and positively maintained with. the combined influence of individuals inside the

sch.ool as well as the values and beliefs of those in the environment external to the school
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itself. More than 80010 of participants agreed that the principal articulated hislher views

of the desired direction of the school to staff and the community

There was a mixed review of the extent to which participants agreed or disagreed

concerning the items specific to collegial models in School Four. For example, 67% of

participants disagreed that all members derived policies collaboratively and that all staff

participated in meetings and derived policies through consensus. These tcachers are not

satisfied that all members developed policies through consensus while engaging in

collaborative processes. Certainly this hinders a positive view of collaboration in this

school. Given this response it is interesting that 83% of teachers surveyed agreed that the

principal should not be held solely responsible for decisions detennined collaboratively.

Evidently. they believed that accountability should be shared regardless of the process

through which decisions were made and the individuals directly involved in making

them. Exactly halfof the respondents agreed that the principal actively consults teachers

who participated in decision making while the other half disagreed. Obviously the staff

is divided on this issue. perhaps indicating the existence of two distinct groups of

individuals in School Four. A full 1000/0 of the staff members expressed the view that the

principal imposed policies on the staff The collaborative process is severely limited by

such perceptions.

Political elements are also evident in School Four A group of67% of

participants agreed that during policy development meetings certain groups with their

own interests and agendas opposed the initiatives ofothers. A smaller group of33%

were satisfied that the dominant group would not oppose their ideas. Half of the
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respondents at School Four also agreed that certain groups were supported by the

administration and usually got their way. Fifty percent of the staff members at this

school agreed that the administrator did not support their input and concerns. These

elements of political leadership did not provide support for shared purpose and decision

making, mutual respect or the leader as designer necessary for organizational learning

summarized in Table I.

More fonnalized elements also influenced the perception of leadership in School

Four. White 83% of the teachers agreed that decision-making and policy development

were top down. 67% also agreed that the administrator was highly accountable for

performance within the school. An interesting split occurred on the item, which stated

that the principal formulated most school policies and initiatives. Half of the respondents

agreed and half disagreed with this item on the questionnaire. This finding provided

evidence to suppon the idea thai some individuals in this school were supponed by the

principal while the remaining individuals felt as though teacher input was minimal and

that others impose ideas upon them. An overwhelming 1000/0 of respondents agreed that

the principal had final authority on policy and decisions affecting the school. This view

reinforces the top down approach taken by the administrator in this particular school.

The teachers at this school agreed that the principal of the school was accountable and

84% also agreed that the administrator represented the interests of the school at

conferences and meetings whether the interests actually reflected the values and beliefs of

all staff or the group supponed by the administration.
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Summary of Findings for Research Question Three

In an attempt to provide a leadership profile ofeach afthe four schools in this

research study specific elements of the varying models of leadership were selected and

discussed. Do these elements provide a positive portrait of the type of characteristics

necessary in order for each school to develop and flourish as learning organizations? A

school may indeed develop as a learning organization ifleadership elements specific to

organizational1eaming, presented in Table I, can be shown to exist.

The leadership model in School One was predominantly cultural. Goal

establishment involved staffas well as administration in this school. Goal determination;

therefore, may be individual or organizational. Goals also emerged from difTerentlevels

within the school. Teachers agreed that the rules and regulations reflected the values and

beliefs of the school, and this established shared purpose. Collegiality is expressed

positively in this school as individuals respect one another and relationships emerge. It is

not evident that vision emerges from all levels of the school but collegial relationships are

evident. The administrator is sensitive to the values and culture within the school and

could be described as a strong leader or at least an evolving leader, one who recognizes

the direction in which the school should be proceeding and one who rationally enacts

policies with the input ofstaff members. The elements of management concerning

organizationalleaming displayed in Table I are present in School One.

The predominant model of leadership in School Two is formal. This school is

perceived by teachers. as having a rigid hierarchy in which goals and mission are set

solely by the principal. Agreement was high among respondents that decision making
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was top down and 100% agreed that the principal was the final authority regarding

decisions. These staff members are excluded by the administration from decision making

and policy development. These specific elements of formal leadership would hinder the

development oforganizational learning in School Two. Mong with these formal

clements of leadership in this school, elements ofcollegial models ofleadcrship are

practically non-existent. Staff members agreed that policy formation through

collaboration, decision making using consensus and cooperative implementation of

policy was not commonly occurring. Collaborative processes are affected by the fonnal,

hierarchical leadership practices in this school.

Teachers at this school agreed that ceremonies and rituals were willingly

accommodated, traditional values of the community shaped the identity of the school, and

that the community was essential when determining the school's values and beliefs.

These cultural elements of leadership emphasize the importance of the school's links with

its external environment, specifically the community in which it is located.

The elements of management associated with learning organizations are absent in

this school. This school has rigid leadership, some identifiable cultural identity and little

or no collaboration. The existing model of leadership in this school is not consistent with

the elements conducive to the development ofleaming organizations.

The predominant models of leadership in School Three are collegial and cultural

Teachers in School Three agreed that policies were derived collaboratively through a

process ofconsensus, and the goals and mission of the school reflected the values of staff

members. Many participants, more than half, agreed that the values and beliefs of the
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administration defined the vision of the school's mission. The vision of the school's

mission is a culmination ofvalues and beliefs of the teachers, administration and the

community since the traditional values of the community also help shape the school's

unique identity. These core values are reflected in the school's mission statement.

Agreement was established regarding teachers having input into school related

decisions. Although teachers were involved in decision making, more than half of

participants agreed that policy was, at times, imposed upon the staff at School Three

Fonnally, teachers agreed that the principal was highly accountable and that he/she

represented the interests of the school.

Staff and administration participated in policy development and decision making

As a result of this process one may conclude that goals were developed by those

individuals within the school, having input at various levels, and certainly decisions were

based on a shared purpose. It can also be concluded that vision emerges from all levels

of the organization since collegial, shared decision making exists. The school's mission

was derived from the values and beliefs of the staff as well as the traditional values of the

community. The agreement regarding the accountability of the principal and his/her

ability to represent the interests of the school establish responsible leadership

characteristics. All of the elements pertaining to organizational learning, presented in

Table I are not explicitly present in School Three; however, this school has a number of

leadership elements consistent with the learning organization.

School Four as presented in Table 11 did not have a single, dominant existing

model of leadership. The six models: formal, political, collegial, subjective, ambiguity,
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and cultural were all classified as normative, with respect to this sample with average

means less than 3.5. Although a single, clear model of leadership practice was absent in

School Four, various leadership characteristics influence the perceived portrait of the

administration.

The cultural model was predominant in School Four. Rules and regulations

reflected the values and beliefs of the school and special ceremonies and events were

readily accommodated and the traditional values of the community contribute to the

uniqueness of the school's culture. Agreement on those items accentuated the cultural

identity of School Four. Participants also agreed that the unique culture had been

accomplished through the recognition ofvalues and beliefs of teachers, administration,

and students in the form ofceremonies and rituals and the community surrounding the

school through traditional values. The strength of the leadership characteristics necessary

in order to build and maintain culture and a learning organization was evident in School

Four.

A majority of respondents voiced disagreement that policies were developed

collaboratively through a process ofconsensus indicating that the collaborative process

was not commonly utilized in School Four. A funher lack ofcollaborative decision

making was evidenced by the 100% agreement that the principal imposed policies

rendering collaboration and consensus nonexistent.

Political and formal aspects of leadership also contributed to the leadership

characteristics influencing the principal's leadership in School Four. A majority of

teachers agreed that dominant interest groups were supported by administration, which
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did not enhance the development of this school as learning organization. The formal

element of rigid top down arrangement was not conducive to organizationalleaming.

However, a positive formal characteristic was reflected in 100% agreement that the

principal represented the interests of the school, emphasizing responsible leadership

presented in Table I regarding learning organizations.

The external environment is important as reflected in incorporating its traditional

values and representation of the school's interests in meetings. The principal articulates

to teachers, parents and other concerned stakeholders the direction that he/she feels the

school should take. This vision of the school's direction; however, has not been shown as

emerging from aJllevels of the organization through collegial relationships

This school is quite unique due to its lack ofan observable, descriptive model of

leadership practice. Leadership experience is lacking and clear subscription to a model of

administrative practice is absent. The lack of a perceived, visible collaborative culture

and the political influences present in this school hinder it's capability of engaging in the

elements of management necessary in order to accept the challenges associated with

organizational learning at this time. Substantial modifications to the leadership of School

Four must occur in order for it to accept and cope with the challenges of operating as a

learning organization

The four schools in this research study have provided insight into the leadership

characteristics influencing leadership practice in each school. School's One and Three

were shown to have elements of management associated with the learning organization,

as presented in Table 1. The presence of these elements provided evidence that the two



schools could, indeed, adopt the disciplines of the learning organization. Schools Two

and Four, however, were exceptions. The elements of management associated with

organizational learning were absent. The disciplines of the learning organization could

not be adopted due to the lack of responsible leadership necessary for building and

maintaining the learning organization.

14



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

Summary of the Study

This study had three basic foci. The first purpose of this research study was to

determine the reliability of the survey instrument. Bush (1995) in describing his six

models of leadership: formal, political, subjective, ambiguity, cultural, and collegial also

categorized each model as either normative. descriptive or both which leads to the second

purpose. which was to determine if Bush's (1995) categorization of leadership models,

was accurate. The third purpose was to determine the models ofleadership existing in

the fOUf schools and ascertain whether they were consistent with the current concept of

schools as learning organizations.

The questionnaire measures the constructs, which Bush (1995) described and is;

therefore, useful for assessing leadership in schools. Table 7 provided a summary of the

reliability statistics for specific questionnaire constructs and the alpha levels were all

above or approaching the. 7 level, which indicated that the survey instrument was

reliable.

The results of the study revealed that Bush's categorization ofleadership models

as either descriptive or normative was valid for the rormal model which existed in School

Two and the cultural model of leadership which existed in Schools One and Three. Bush

(1995) described the collegial model as normative. The collegial model was normative in

three of the schools but descriptive in School Three. Bush's (1995) categorization of

leadership models was valid in three of the schools studied and provided support for his

categorization ofcollegial models as normative. The descriptive nature oflhe collegial
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model in School Three, as summarized in Table 12, provided evidence; however, that the

collegial model was not entirely normative, and does exist in some schools.

Table I presents a summary of the elements of management fOT Bush's six

models and the learning organization. A Crosstabs analysis provided percentages of

responses on specific questionnaire items for each school which were analyzed in an

attempt to detennine if the elements of management listed for the learning organization,

in Table I, were present in each of the four schools studied. School One displayed

characteristics ofcultural leadership and School Three's leadership practice was a

combination ofcultural and collegial leadership. The elements ofcultural and collegial

leadership in those two schools were compared to the elements of management associated

with organizationalleaming and it was determined that both of these schools contained

the necessary elements of management for organizationalleaming to take place.

However, those elements were absent in Schools Two and Four indicating that these

schools were not ready to engage in practices conducive to organizationalleaming as

they currently exist.

Conclusion

The result of this study provides insight into the type of leadership present in each

school, as perceived by those individuals participating in this research study. The

predominance ofcultural leadership in Schools One, Three, and Four suggests that a

positive orientation towards other people exists (Epp, 1993). Individuals who can bring

many frames of reference to bear on an enormously, complex reality (Sergiovanni, 1995)

are required in order for leaders to maintain school culture. Leadership that facilitates

positive outcomes during restructuring initiatives requires competent leaders capable of
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transfonning work environments, respecting individuals, maintaining collegial

relationships and building a learning environment while emphasizing shared purpose and

interconnectedness (Senge, 1990)

Handy (1995) views leaders of the future as people who are open~minded,

question themselves and others, search out new ideas, desire truth and improvement, take

risks, and welcome criticism. Two of the principals in this research study comfortably

utilized cultural leadership models effectively in their schools. The six models of

leadership were present, in some form, in the four schools in this study; however,

predominantly cultural models existed in School One, ronnal in School Two. collegial

and cultural in School Three and cultural in School Four.

Characteristics of the cultural model of leadership were prevalent in School One.

The descriptive categorization of the cultural model was consistent with Bush who

categorized the model as both descriptive and normative depending on the setting. All of

the elements of management associated with organizational learning. shown in Table I,

were present in that school. The existence ofelements of management conducive to

building a learning organization enhanced the potential for School One to become

involved in the process oforganizationalleaming.

Characteristics of the fonnal model of leadership were prevalent in School Two.

The fonnal model was descriptive which supponed Bush's view that fonnalleadership

was observable. Due to the rigid, hierarchical arrangement associated with formal

leadership collegiality was not present. This finding was consistent with Bush's

description of the isolation of individuals as a result of specialization and increased

productivity. The elements of management pertaining to organizational learning were not
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present in School Two, thereby, rendering it unsuitable for adopting the disciplines

associated with the learning organization.

Characteristics ofcultural and collegial models ofleadership were prevalent in

School Three. Both cultural and collegial models were found to be descriptive. The

categorization of the collegial model as descriptive was contrary to Bush' 5 (1995) view

ofnormativc. Bush's normative categorization of the collegial model was supported in

the remaining three schools. Bush viewed the collegial model as normative or ideal;

however, the research results in School Three showed that a descriptive categorization

was also possible in specific circumstances. The elements of management associated

with organizational learning were also prominent in School Three; therefore, a foundation

for building a learning organization existed.

Characteristics of the cultural model ofleadership were prominent in School Four.

School Four lacked a descriptive model ofleadership. AJI six models were nonnative

which suggested that a clear, observable model of leadership was absent. Cultural and

collegial influences provided some positive leadership characteristics; however, political

elements were also evident. The elements of management associated with organizational

learning were practically nonexistent in School Four.

This study of four schools, in a single community, has provided information,

which described the characteristics of leadership currently inOuencing leadership practice

in those schools. Schools One and Three contained elements of management conducive

to the success of learning organizations. However, Schools Two and Four lacked the

necessary elements of leadership that would enable acceptance of the disciplines

associated with learning organizations. School's One and Three; therefore, are bener
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equipped to deal with reform initiatives. Modifications to the leadership characteristics

must be made in Schools Two and Four in order for successful restructuring to take place.

Kanter (1995) stated that "we are living in a time when mastering change is

probably the most important thing that leaders can help their organizations do" (p. 71);

therefore, transformation must occur. Leaders who are capable of informed. eclectic

usage of theory are, perhaps, also capable of mastering change. Such leaders are able to

adapt to the circumstances in which they find themselves, including changing

organizational needs. The educational leaders in Schools One and Three are the best

equipped to facilitate organizational change according to the result of this particular

research study. Future leaders search out competence, lead through serving, and are

vulnerable to the skills and talents ofothers; leadership is an art (DePree, 1989).
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Recommendations

The results of this research study prompt several recommendations regarding

practice.

I. It is recommended that teachers and administrators have access to professional

literature, which describes theories of educational leadership, change theory and

change processes. This valuable information will assist teachers in recognizing the

specific characteristics of leadership theories influencing leadership in their schools

and assist in assessing whether these characteristics are having an impact on the

development of learning organizations.

2. It is recommended that staff members receive in-service support in order to become

familiar with leadership roles and strategies associated with culture building and

maintenance. The need for such professional development support is evident since

culture is built and maintained through collegial relationships, which are essential for

the development oforganizational learning.

3. It is recommended that each staff become familiar with literature and criteria

concerning learning organizations since it is touted as a viable model for schools.

The disciplines of the learning organization can be implemented successfully within

school settings in which all staff members are involved in developing and maintaining

cultural awareness as well as constantly evaluating self and organizational

development. Familiarity with the elements of leadership associated with

organizationalleaming will enable an investigation ofwhether or not the elements

exist or, indeed, can exist.
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4. It is recommended that staff members be given opportunities to explore and initiate

leadership. Knowledge ofapproaches to leadership would provide staff members

with sufficient theoretical knowledge in order to feel more comfortable engaging in

leadership roles.

5. 11 is recommended that administrators become aware of the aspects of the theoretical

models of leadership, which shape their current leadership practices. Awareness may

encourage increased effectiveness and facilitate the development of leadership

strategies, and qualities.

6. It is recommended that culture and academic success can be maintained through staff

efforts to combine collaborative processes and leam building initiatives. All tcachers

and administrators would be required to engage in reflective practice., which should

encompass leadership abilities, teaching styles and strategies, personal development,

and moral purpose in order to utilize models of leadership, such as organizational

learning, more effectively.

7. It is recommended that further work be completed to strengthen the survey tested in

this study in order to assist in detennining professional development needs of school

administrators.
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Implications Cor Further Research

The present study has provided several opportunities for further research.

I. Follow-up research, with these schools, should be conducted to determine whether or

not fluctuations in predominant models occur given that staff's, administration, and

designation of schools have changed since this study was implemented.

2. Further research would provide important follow-up data, since two of the schools in

this study will amalgamate and the remaining two schools will be redesignated. The

impact of the amalgamation or redesignation may positively or negatively impact on

leadership and the leaders influence on policy development and decision making.

Leadership mayor may not be affected in all of the schools depending on the impact

ofchange.

3. Further research should be conducted which investigales the extent to which

leadership approaches are affected by change of individual in the role ofprincipal.

4. This research should be replicated in other rural and urban school settings in an

attempt to discover current leadership theory and practice guiding educational

processes.

5. This research should be extended to a broader sample and should include urban and

rural schools to detennine the validity ofBush's categorization of descriptive or

nonnative.

6. An experimental study should be conducted including schools that display elements

of leadership consistent with learning organizations and those without such elements

in order to detennine differences in success.
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Dear Mr. :
I am a graduate student currently involved in research required as partial fulfillment for
the degree ofMaster of Education, at Memorial University of Newfoundland. My thesis
supervisors are Dr, lean Brown and Dr. Bruce Sheppard.

My study involves an investigation of six models of leadership: formal models, collegial
models, political models., subjective models, ambiguity models., and cultural models
categorized by British researcher and author, Tony Bush. My research attempts to
determine whether or not Bush's categorization of leadership models is useful for
analyzing models of leadership in schools. This research also attempts to determine
whether there is a prevailing model of leadership in each school under study.

In order to gather the necessary data required for this study I am requesting that each
teacher and administrator at each of the four schools located on complete
a questionnaire designed to aid my research. All of the information gathered in the study
would be strictly confidential and participation is completely voluntary. Participants may
decline response to any item on the questionnaire or opt out at any time without
prejudice. A summary of results will be available upon request to all participants, upon
completion of the study.

Please be assured that this study meets the ethical guidelines of the Faculty ofEducation
and Memorial University of Newfoundland. Anonymity will be protected and all
records will remain confidential unless written permission for release is obtained.

If you require further information regarding this research please contact me at
ddurdle@ca1vin stemnet nf ca (H) 488-3316, or (W) 488-2871/2872. Ifduring the
research. you should need to consult a resource person other than myself, Dr. Patricia
Canning, Associate Dean, Graduate Studies, Research and Development is available
(737-3402).

Sincerely,
Diana E. Durdle
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Dear Mr.

I am a graduate student currently involved in research as partial fulfillment of the
requirements of the degree ofMaster ofEducation, at Memorial University of
Newfoundland. My thesis supervisors are Dr. Jean Brown and Dr. Bruce Sheppard.

My study involves an investigation ofsix models of leadership: formal models, collegial
models, political models, subjective models, ambiguity models, and cultural models
categorized by British researcher and author, Tony Bush. My research attempts to
determine whether or not Bush's categorization of leadership models is useful for
analyzing models of leadership in schools. This research also attempts to determine
whether there is a prevailing model of leadership in each school under study.

I am requesting that each teacher and administrator in your school complete a
questionnaire in order to aid the data collection for my research.

All of the information to be gathered in this study would be strictly confidential and
participation is completely voluntary. A summary of results will be available upon
request to all participants, upon completion of the study.

Please be assured that this study meets the ethical guidelines of the Faculty ofEducation
and Memorial University ofNewfoundland. Anonymity will be protected and all
records will remain confidential unless written permission for release is obtained.

If you require further information regarding this research please contact me at
ddurdle@calvin stemnet.nf ca (H) 488·3316, or (W) 488·287112872. Ifduring the
research, you should need to consult a resource person other than myself, Dr. Patricia
Canning, Associate Dean, Graduate Studies, Research and Development is available
(737-3402).

Sincerely,

Diana E. Durdle
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Leadership Survey

Read each item carefully and circle the response that best describes your
personal experience in regard to the statement. Please answer by circling
Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Undecided (3), Disagree (2), or Strongly
Disagree (I).

Survey Items

1. The goals and mission of the school afe set solely by the principal
- and teachers are expected to work toward meeting those goals.

2. All members of the staff work collaboratively in formulating
school policy.

3. All the statrparticipales in meetings, and work toward a consensus
on the direction of school policy.

4. There is disagreement among various members of the
administration and teachers as to what are the schools goals and
primary mission.

5. The direction of the school is mostly detennined by a small clique
ofstaff(administration and staff) who has power to get things
done in the school.

6. In staff meetings to develop school policy, there are different
groups, which often have their own interests in the direction of the
school and oppose the initiatives ofothers.

7. In general, the goals of the school are subject to continual change,
and consequently, the staffis not fully aware of the specific goals
of the school at all times.

8. Although the entire staff in this school is professional, there is
little unity of purpose in this school.

9. Any person or group in the school (based on their specific
knowledge or expertise) can potentially be responsible for
initiatin2 and enactinR. school Dolicies.
There is no set procedure to develop school policies on the

10. direction of the school's mission - school goals merely arise as
circumstances dictate.
Individual staff members pursue their own aims and objectives

II. irrespective of the goals held by the school as a whole.

This school as a whole does not have any explicit goals, but
12. administrators and teachers perform their work based on their own

I orofessional and oersonal beliefs and lloals.
The mission and goals of the school reflect the values of the staff

13.

SAAUDSD
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The values and beliefs of the administration have defined a vision
14. of the school's mission.

The administration enacts school policy in a rational manner,
J5. which is consistent with, and sensitive to, the values and culture

found in this school.
In this school, an individual's status is determined by a rigid

16. hierarchy of positions.
The rules and regulations in this school largely determine people's

17. roles and their actions in the school.
Decision-making and policy formation flows from the top down.

18.

Given that there may be many rules and regulations in any school,
19. it is evident that in this school all the statTmembers participate and

coooeratc in the formation and imolementation of school oolicies.
There is often dispute over particular aspects of this school's rules

20. and regulations (i.e., timetables, and class lists).

The particular fonn of this school's rules and regulations are
21. largely determined by one group of individuals and their particular

beliefs.
The rules and regulations of this school are structured in such a

22. way as to benefit one group of teachers (i.e. senior staff, math
teacher's etc.) over the rest of the staff.
The staffgenerally ignores the rules and regulations of this school

23. since the rules are not important.

The administration acknowledges the professionalism of the
24. teachers in this school, and therefore teachers are given free reign

to conduct their work as thev see nrofessionall fit.
The rules and regulations of this school are in a constant state of

25. flux.

The values and beliefs of this school are reflected in the
26. established rules and regulations.

The maintenance ofour unique school rituals and ceremonies is a
27. vital component in shaping how our school is regulated.

The structure ofour school is readily willing (and flexible enough)
28. to accommodate ceremonies and special events (assemblies,

rallies, fundraising, sporting events etc.) which help define the
character of this school.
This school has established rigid rules and regulations for staff

29. contact with the community.

There is a high degree of accountability in this school, as a whole,
30. in regards to following directions from the school board.
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The administration of this school is highly accountable for the
31. level ofperformance at this school (e.g., examination results., costs

etc.).
Since many decisions in this school are reached through a

32. collaborative process, then I believe that the administration should
not be held solely accountable for the events that occur in this
schooL
There are many pressures on this school from various groups in

33. the community (parents, business) to enact various policies for
school imofovement.
This school is responsive to the demands ofvarious groups in our

34. community. and is willing to meet with them to discuss and work
towards addressin12 their oarticular demands.
The teachers in this school who are directly involved in have a

35. different relationship with their students than those that are not
involved in the community.
Staffs who live in the community where the school is located have

36. a different perspective on the needs of the school than those who
do not live in the communitv,
There are so many different demands for reforms from the

37. administration, the Board, the Department of Education, and the
community that it is difficult to know what changes, ifany, should
be occumoll at this school.
The community in which our school is located is essential in

38. detennining the values and beliefs, which are part ofour school.

The traditional values found in our community help to fonn the
39. uniqueness of our school culture.

Most ofour school policies and initiatives are fonnulated by the
40. principal.

Our principal has the final authority on any policy decisions made
41. in the school.

Our school's interests (at conferences, meetings with the
42, community etc.) are usually represented by the principal.

Our principal actively consults with the staffs, who actively
43. participate in the decision-making process.

Our principal does not impose policies on the stafT.
44.

During staff meetings, decisions are made based on the processes
45. ofconsensus and consent by the entire staff
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46. School policy initiatives are enacted by any staff member who is
deemed best qualified to carry it out - regardless of their formal
oosition in the schooL
In OUf school, certain groups who arc supported by the

47. administration usually get their way.
In OUf school, the principal often has to settle disputes between

48. various groups of teachers as to appropriate school policy.

I believe this school can be run effectively with or without any
49. fonnally designated administrative personnel.

The principal of this school is unobtrusive and keeps a low profile.
50.

It is unclear whether our principal's actions affect student
5I. outcomes in a positive manner (e.g., examination marks,

I uraduation rates etc.).
OUf principal has enacted such a large number ofpolicies for

52. change in the school that the staff is unclear on which ones may
actuallv be of real importance.
The principal has well formulated and articulated values and

53. beliefs on the proper direction of this school.

The principal makes known hislher views on the desired direction
54. of the school to both the staff and the community.

Our principal often stresses that this school should have a set of
55 core values, which reflect the proper mission of the school.

99

5 4 3 2 I

Male U Female U



APPENDIXD

100



101

Formal Models

Centra! Features

• Formal models are descriptive and treats organizations as (open I closed) systems.

• Formal models give prominence to the official structure of the organization.

The official structure is hierarchical.

• Schools are portrayed as goal seeking I goal-oriented organizations.

• Managerial decision-making is rational, logically aimed at achieving the

organizations pre-set goals.

• Authority is stressed; it is a product of official position in the organization.

• There is an emphasis on accountability.

Components oeFormsl Models

Structural Theories

• There is a one-best-structure based on the particular context of the organization.

Stability is assumed, and needs to be maintained.

• Problems in the organization (instability) can be resolved through bener structures;

personal preferences are subordinated to organizational rationality.

• Co-ordination and control are accomplished through authority and impersonal rules.

Systems Theories

• Stress the unity and integrity of the organization which, focus on the interaction ofall

the component parts and the environment.

• Strives for homeostasis and stability.



• Can be open (schools) or closed.

Bureaucratic Theories

• Hierarchical authority structure,

• Emphasises the goal-orientation of the organization

• Stresses division oflabour I differentiation and values expertise.

• Formal rules and regulations govern decisions and behaviour.

• Impersonal relationships and neutrality in decision·making are stressed.

These theories have rational. meritOCTatic ideals.

Rational Theories

• Emphasises managerial processes and (individual decision-making),

Focus is on objective, impartial facts.

• A nonnative theory ofbow administrators should make decisions.

Hierarchical Theories

• Stress vertical relationships within the organization and the accountability of

individuals to their superiors.

Communication is top-down.
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• The organization is goaJ-oriented, and it pursues specific objectives.

• Goals are set directly by the "leaders" and everyone else works toward meeting those

goals.

• Personal goals are subordinated to organizational goals.

Organizational Structure

• The organizational structure is an immutable, objective fact.

Individual behaviour is determined by the individuals position I role in the

organizational structure.

External Environment

Can be a "closed system" which is unresponsive to environmental influences

Can be an "open system" which is responsive to a changing environment.

l&MmhiJ>

Leadership is ascribed based on fonnal position within the organization.

The formal leader sets objectives and policy and the subordinates follow (top-down

management).

The leader has ultimate authority and knowledge.

Limitations Identified

• Schools are not necessarily goal oriented

• Decision·making is rarely a strictly rational process
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There is too much emphasis on the organization (structure) and not enough on the

individual (agency)· it espouses a structural determinism

It focuses on official authority, and a top-down management process which does not

acknowledge conflict and ignores professional independence ofemployees (e.g.

teachers)

• h assumes bureaucratic stability - it is incompatible with rapid change

Collegial Models

Central Features

• It is strongly normative in orientation - claimed to be the most effective manner in which to

run schools: -It is an idealistic model rather than one that is founded in practice (p. 53).

• It is appropriate for organizations with "professional" staff

• Assumes a common set ofvalues held by all members of the organization - co-operation

and hannony are optimistically expected

• Decision-making (e.g., as to organizational goals) is made in-group settings wherein all

members understand the organizations objectives and all contribute to policy formation in a

participative process

Decisions are reached via consensus and this nullifies conflict.

• The staff has commonality in terms of their view on organizational goals.

• The staff is able to agree on the aims and goals of the organization.
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Organjzational Structure

• The structure is taken as a given, and has a clear meaning for all members of the institution.

• The structure leads to "latera'" decision-making (participative).

• Authority is based more on knowledge/experience than on ronnal position.

External Environment

Generally not directly responsive to external influences.

• There is ambiguity as to who is accountable I responsible for decisions.

• Causes conflict of interests in the nominal leaders - they are supposed to be accountable to

external forces for decisions reached; yet they are not directly responsible in the formation

of the decision.

Leadership

• The leader is "'first among equals" in a professional setting; their duties are to negotiate and

facilitate the development ofconsensus and consent among the decision-making group.

• They are responsive to the needs and input from their professional colleagues.

The creation offormallinformal opportunities for the testing and elaboration ofpolicy

initiatives is expected.

• The authority ofexpertise over fonnal position is emphasized; thus the leader acts as a

facilitator in a participative management process.

Limitations ldentified

• The collegial model is too normative - it obscures rather than portrays reality.
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• It is a slow and cumbersome process.

• The emphasis on consensus is not always achieved in practice - it ignores conflict.

It can be negated by the real structuraUhierarchical constraints found in the organization..

• Places leaders in a position of dual loyalty accountable to external governing bodies and

responsible for collegial decision-making: accountability lessons the impact ofcollegiality.

The proper attitude of the staff is vital; therefore if the wrong "attitude" is present then the

leader is powerless to enact effective collegiality.

• The proper attitude/support from the administrator is vital also, and the wrong administrator

can override the efforts of a collegial staff.

Political Models

Centra] Features

• It is a descriptive model.

Focuses on group activity as the basic unit ofanalysis.

• It is concerned with interests and interest groups.

• Stresses the prevalence of conflict in organizations; groups pursue their own goals

which may be different from other groups or even the organizations thus conflict is

not only inevitable but also welcome in that it can promote change.

Organizational goals are unstable, ambiguous and contested.
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• Organizations are political arenas in which decisions emerge from a complex process

of bargaining and negotiation; thus decisions on policy are subject to conflict and

change

• "Power" is a central concept - the individual/group that holds it sets the organisation's

goals,

Political Strategies Administrators Use in Education

• Divide and rule is a common strategy.

• Co-optation: involve the opposition in the decision-making process.

• Displacement: use overt policies to mask the real (alternative) purposes of a policy.

• Control information for power

• Control the agenda of meetings.

• Uses "exchange theory": use rewards I favouritism for appropriate actions.

~

• The focus is on sub-unit, or group goals

• Group conflict means that goals are contested, unstable, and ambiguous.

• Those who have the most political power set organizational goals.

Organizational Structure

• Structure arises from the process ofbargaining and negotiation and is subject to

change.
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• The established structure serves to meet the interests orlhe most powerful group in

the organization.

External Environment

External influences (interest groups) on internal de<:ision~making are emphasized.

• The organization is an integral component oflhe larger environment.

!&MlllihiI>

• Leaders are key participants in the process of bargaining and negotiation: they

employ their own power to advance their own values, interests and policy goals

Strategies used to control the decision-making process in schools include determining

the agenda of meetings, controlling the contents ofdiscussion documents, promoting

and favouring teachers with the same interests.

Leaders also need to build coalitions, mediate conflicts and attain concessions and

compromise in order to sustain some stability and the long term viability oflhe

organization

Limitations Identified

• It is strictly a descriptive I explanatory theory oforganizational life, it does not offer

valid prescriptions of what individuals "should" do.

• Focuses too much on power, conflict and manipulation at the group level and

undervalue the structure.
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• Too much stress on the influence of interest groups on decision-making, and not

enough on the institutional level.

• Too much emphasis on conflict; devalues the possibility ofprofessional collaboration

/collegiality.

Difficult to distinguish political behaviour from normal bureaucratic and collegial

activities and it is a cynical perspective on these administrative actions.

Subjective Models

Central Features

Stated to be a nonnative model.

Focus on the beliefs I perceptions of individuals within organizations.

• Focus on the meanings placed on phenomena by individuals (basis in

phenomenology).

• Organizations are understood through the interpretations people place on external

observations ofevents in an organization

There are multiple interpretations and multiple realities in organizations - "there is no

ultimate reality about organizations, only a constant state offlux," (p. 96)

• The particular values background and experiences of every individual shapes the

nature of the meanings they place on specific events.
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• There is a lack ofconsensus and often conflict in organizations as to the perceived

goals and administrators are not neutral I rational- they represent values and also

impose them.

• Structure is not a pre-determined. objective fact, people define the structure through

their interactions (basis in symbolic interactionism and constructionism) 

organizations are social constructions

• Individual behaviour reflects personal values and goals.

• The organization is not recognised as a valid entity outside ofwhat individuals

perceive it to be.

• The emphasis is on the goals of the individual rather than the objectives of the

organization.

• Individuals seek to accomplish their own personal aims within the organization,

which mayor may not be in consonance with those attributed to the organization.

Organizational goals are nothing more than the stated policy of those with power in

the organization, therefore the notion of the organization having goals is misleading.

Organizational Structure

• Structure does not exist as an objective fact, it is the outcome of the interaction of

individuals.

• Structure is a constructed reality - individual's relationships and behaviour form it.

• Structure, in itself, is of little interest in affecting organizational interaction.
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External Environment

• Since "organizations" are not considered real, viable entities. the role of environment

on the organization is bypassed.

• The environment does., however, have an impact on the individuals which make up

the organization,. and as such individuals are responsive and accountable to external

forces.

~

• Leaders have their own values I beliefs and pursue their own interests.

• Leaders are often able to impose their own phenomenological interpretations on other

members of the organization.

• Leadership derives from personal qualities and skills, not from formal authority.

Limitations Identified

• The model is too normative, it is too ideological in its prescriptions (NB: My view is

that subjective models are descriptive to a certain extent. Merely because the model

is not empirical in nature does not mean that it is not descriptive. By using its own

methods (phenomenology, symbolic interaction) it has produced its own valid

description of reality. In any case. all the models have very distinctive ideological

bases ~ be it scientism or subjectivity - and to criticise one theory only as being

-ideological" is misleading).

','I
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• Organizations are not acknowledged as having any implicit reality, and it is

consequently very difficult to analyse organizations in any capacity.

• Complete subjectivity is not valid - there are patterns, generalisations and laws to be

found in organizational analysis.

A major criticism is that on its own, subjective models provide few guidelines for

administrators. It focuses too much on all individuals in the organization. This is

detrimental to a proper emphasis on administrators.

Ambiguity Models

Central Features

• It is a descriptive model.

• It is a prevalent feature of complex organizations such as schools, particularly in

times of rapid change (the organization is viewed as chaotic I anarchistic).

There is a lack ofclarity about the goals of the organization. Goals are inconsistent,

and so vague that any behaviour is justifiable.

• Organizational members are professional and they interpret and implement the

organizational goals in their own particular manner.

• There is no consistent pattern ofaims and goals.

• Organizations have problematic technology. The process of anaining desired

outcomes is not adequately understood.
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Fragmentation and loose coupling are the nonn. Sub-units may have intra-eohesion,

but links and unity with other subgroups are problematic.

• Loose coupling is consistent with organizations in which members have a substantial

degree ofautonomy.

Organizational structure is complex., inconsistent and policies and decision making

are not structured from the top down.

• There is fluid participation in the management of the organization; anyone can

potentially move in or out of the decision-making process.

SignaJs emanating from the external environment are acknowledged as being

ambiguous lcontradictory.

• There is unplanned decision -making. "Rather, the lack ofagreed goals means that

decisions have no clear focus. Problems. solutions and participants interact and

choices somehow emerge from the confusion." (Bush, 1995. p. 116).

• Decentralisation is ponrayed as an advantage leading to more appropriate decision

making.

• Ambiguity models are analytical! descriptive - claim to mirror reality rather than

suggesting how organizations should operate.

• Goals are problematic in nature (objectives are not clear at any level identified).

These unclear goals are inadequate guides for behaviour.
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• "Ambiguity theorists argue that decision-making represents an opportunity for

discovering goals rather than promoting policies based on existing objectives."

(Bush. 1995. p. 120)

Organizational Structure

• Structure is also problematic in a loosely coupled organization - it is ambiguous and

subject to change.

External Environment

• Also ambiguous, since organizations including schools have to be responsive to the

demands of the environment. This is placed in the context of the commodification of

education, as a result ofeducation reforms in Britain.

~

• Ambiguity of purpose (organizational goals are unclear).

• Ambiguity ofpower (administrators level of"power" is unclear).

• Ambiguity ofexperience (practice in one circumstance may not be applicable to

another context, the administrator cannot learn from past experiences).

Ambiguity of success means that it is (difficult to measure achievement).

• Strategies for leadership: Participative· involves time, persistence, co·optation of

opJX>sing staff into the decision-making process. and overloading the system with

ideas and policies in the hope that some will be implemented Concentrate on

structural and personal matters· select proper staff to fit into the desired structure.
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• Leaders act as catalysts, often operating behind the scenes and by methods ofstealth.

Limitations Identified

• Too little ofan acknowledgement of the formal rules and regulations in the structure

and hierarchy of the organization.

• Is an exaggeration of the degree of uncertainty in any institution.

• Does not appropriately describe stable organizations.

Offers little practical guidance to leaders except to be unobtrusive.

Cultural Models

Central Featurcs

Cultural models may be both operational (descriptive) and normative.

Focus on the values and beliefs of members of organizations; these values underpin

individual behaviour within organizations.

• It assumes (or prescribes) the existence ofa common I dominant culture in the

organization as a result ofcommon values and beliefs

Shared nonns and meanings are developed leading to behavioural nonns and cultural

distinctions.

• Culture is typically expressed through symbols, rituals and ceremonies, which are

used to support existent beliefs and norms; there are conceptual/verbal, behavioural,

and visuaVmaterial norms.
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• Heroes/heroines exist in the organization that embodies the values and beliefs of the

organization (leaders).

The informal aspects of the organization (values, symbols etc.) are emphasized over

the formal aspects

• Culture serves to define the unique qualities of individual organizations.

~

• The culture of the organization is expressed through its goals.

• The culture (values and beliefs) is mutually I reciprocally supportive of organizational

goals and purposes in which values support goals, and goals shape values.

• The culture helps to determine a vision for the organization; this is essentially a

rational process of forming organizational goals built on a framework ofvalues.

Organizational Structure

• Structure is a physical manifestation of the culture (shared beliefs and values) of the

organization; structure is a result of"cultural" construction,

• The roles of individuals and groups are delineated by their role in role in the structure

as designed through the culture of the organization.
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External Environment

• The values and beliefs of the organization are derived in large part from the effect of

the external environment on the staff

Leadership

"The leader in the organization has the main responsibility for developing and

sustaining its culture" (Bush, 1995, p. 137).

• Leaders have well formulated I articulated values and beliefs, and are expected to

symbolise and embody the culture of the organization.

• They have to maintain and uphold the culture.

"Leaders have the main responsibility for generating and sustaining culture and

communicating its core values and beliefs both within the organization and to

external stakeholders" (p. 138).

Limitations Identified

• This model condones the imposition ofa culture by leaders on other members of the

organization; can lead to ideological manipulation and control.

• "Shared cultures may be simply the shared values ofleadcrs imposed on less

powerful participants" (p. 139).

Can be mechanisticldetenninistic assuming the leader can detennine and impose the

proper culture on the organization.
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Draft QfSurvey Development Busb's Six Models' Table ofConstructs and Number of
ltems fJ Browu& B Sheppard J99D

Models Goals and Structure External Leadership Total # of
D«:ision-Making Environment Questions

Fonnal 10

Collegial

Political 10

Ambiguous 10

Subjective

Cuhural 11

# ofQuestions 16 15 11 18 55
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Disclosure and Consent Form
Educational RrJurth

To The Teacher and Principal .s Research Participant

This consent form requests your participation in a study related to models of leadership.
It assures that your panicipation is completely voluntary and that your responses will be
strictly confidentiaL

Purpose

The purpose of the proposed research is to determine whether or not the categorization of
the six models of leadership: formal, political, collegial, struetural, cultural and
ambiguity, described by Bush are useful for analyzing models ofleadership in schools.
The data collected in this research study will also be useful in determining whether there
is a prevailing model of leadership in the four schools to be studied.

Procedure

Each teacher and administrator will be asked to take 15·20 minutes of their time 10
complete a questionnaire. The questionnaire contains sixty items. The items measure
four constructs ofgoals and decision·making. structure, external environment and
leadership, as pertaining to the six models of leadership under study.

Researcher

Diana Durdle, Graduate Student, Faculty of Education, Memorial University of
Newfoundland

Thesis Supen<isors

Dr. Jean Brown and Dr. Bruce Sheppard, Memorial University of Newfoundland

Rislu

There are no physical or psychological risks, or discomforts, inherent in this study.
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Righi of Refusal or Withdrawal

Panicipation in this study is completely voluntary, You may decline response to any
item on the questionnaire or opt out at any time without prejudice. If during the research,
you should need 10 consult a resource person other than myself, Dr. Patricia Canning,
Associate Dean, Graduate Studies, Research and Development is available (737~3402)

Confidentiality

Anonymity of individuals is assured both while the research is in progress and in the final
report. The district administration and the school principal have approved the research
study and the methodology. Also, please be assured that this study meets the ethical
guidelines of the Faculty of Education and Memorial University of Newfoundland. You
are assured that your anonymity will be protected and that all records of your
participation in Ihis research will be kept confidential unless your written permission for
release is obtained.

Results

The results of this research will be available to you, upon request, after the study is
concluded.

Agreement to Participate

If you agree to participate in the study as described above, please indicate your consent
by signing the attached form. Please return signed forms to the researcher through your
school secretary.

Sincerely,

Diana E. Durdle
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Statement of Understanding and Consent

I, understand the purpose of the research
study outlined above and recognize the request for involvemcm that is being made of me
relative to the described methodology. I understand that my participation is entirely
voluntary, and that I can withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice. I
understand that the Ethics Comrniuee of the Faculty ofEducation, Memorial University
of Ncwfoundland. the Director orthe School Board District, and the school principal has
approved the project. I understand that confidentiality ofall information relative to
participants, the school and the school district is assured.

Signed _ Date' _

---_. ---------------------------------
Please detach and retain lower JXIrtion for your own personal records.

Statement of Understanding and Consent

I, understand the purpose of the research
study outlined above and recognize the request for involvement that is being made of me
relative to the described methodology. I understand that my participation is entirely
voluntary, and that I can withdraw from the study at any time without prejudice. I
understand that the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Education, Memorial University
ofNewfoundland, the Director ofthe School Board District, and the school principal has
approved the project. I understand that confidentiality ofall information relative to
participants, the school and the school district is assured.

5;8000' _ Date _
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