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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 determine 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

were surveyed and the response rate was sixty-seven

. Sixty-one i
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, formal, School Three, cultural and collegial and School Four, has no

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

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

School Four were normative; therefore, a descriptive, observable model of leadership did

not exist. The discipli iated with the of learning

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

were investigated in an attempt to discover whether elements of



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

existence of these specific elements of management may provide the necessary

k to achieve the and mai of a learning
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

d with izational learning are present in two of the schools in

this study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Context of the Problem

| ing of the current system depends on many factors.

As the Royal Commission of Inquiry into Delivery of Programs and Services in Primary,
Elementary, Secondary Education (1992) asserts, “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 “comp leadership” vary, and the past has
shown that it is difficult to “identify appropriate models, skills, and potential leaders.”
Leithwood and Duke (1998) point out that “educational administration scholars have
devoted considerable time over this century trying to understand school leadership and
leaders” (p. 1). They maintain that much of what 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 of consensus
about the precise meaning of leadership reflects its high degree of complexity 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 in defining | ip has serious implications for

efforts. How can the dations of the Royal C ission be followed if there is




no common understanding of what 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 i d ibilities. The relati ip 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 dation of the Royal C ission 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 of leadership in his book, Theories

of Educati 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. If reliable, 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



listic and not found in practice). A second

describing current practice) or
purpose of the study was to determine the validity of these categorizations.
The third purpose of this study was (a) to determine 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?

Research Questions
The research questions, which guided the study, are:
1. How reliable is the survey instrument?
2. Bush’s six models are categorized as descriptive or normative. 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 of Terms

The following definitions are ly 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 of an 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

ly, 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 ization 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 are communicated and reinforced by symbols and ritual within
the group.

Collegial Models: Assume that policy and decisions in organizations are

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



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

ding of the objectives of the
Political Models: Assume that in izati policy and decisions emerge
through p of ining and

Normative Models: Bush (1995) commented that “Theories tend to be normative

in that they reflect beliefs about the nature of educational institutions and the beh

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). ially 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, observation 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

1 y 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 state of affairs, which clarifies the current

situation and induces commitment to the future.



Mental Model: A set of well ished izations and ions, which

eachi

I’s actions and p ive of his/her sur ings (Senge,

1990).



CHAPTER TT

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

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

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

well, li focusing on the ing concept of learning organizations is reviewed.

Bush’s Six Models
Bush’s work evolved while studying the education system in Great Britain. Bush
(1995) devised a theoretical framework of six 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

ducational and the ining five models developed as a response to

perceptions of difficulties or weak which app d inherent in i theory

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

for leadership. and the Tinitati ing 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 of a 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 of leadership rely on rules, hierarchy of authority, technical competence,
specialization (Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Shafritz & Ott, 1996) and management protocols
(Sergiovanni, 1995).

Within the framework of formal 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 of formal 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

organizati The top-down which focuses exclusively on official

ignores pi ional ind d 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,

rational, and hi ical theories, each of which emphasizes various

characteristics of formal models of leadership.

Structural

Froma | persp exist primarily to accomplish

established goals (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Structural theorists propose that in order to
accomplish these goals there is a particular one-best-structure (Bolman & Deal, 1991,
Bush, 1995). A structure is the outline of the desired pattern of expectations, activities,

and, i ions among ploy and (Bolman & Deal, 1991).

As a result of structure, stability is assumed and must be maintained (Bush, 1995).



Coordination and control are accomplished through formal authority, impersonal rules

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

integral to izational turbul within which individual p are
by norms 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 (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995).

System

Systems theories stress organizational unity and integrity in which all behaviour is
part of an interconnected and complex social system (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995;
Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Scott, 1987, Shafritz & Ott, 1996). Organizations attempt to
maintain their existing form 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 if they want to survive. Organizations must remain dynamic in an attempt
to maintain balance. Hierarchical arrangement is utilized as a measure to ensure that

I 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 b i izations as i ial, in

which a single individual possesses unlimited authority by virtue of the position.



B ies contain hi hical authority through which organizational

goals are achieved (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 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; Shaffitz & 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 of schools” (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 differ, encouraging vigilance on behalf of the

principal; hi hy equals expertise; and external bility is most effe
Rational
Rational theorists view organizations as formal i desiaried ifically

to achieve organizational goals (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Rational theories are highly
normative and leaders usually decide who should be involved in the decision making

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

of individual decisi king (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Leaders decide who



should be involved in decisions based on their level of expertise 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,

i lati and jurisdiction are also hasized (Hoy & Miskel, 1996).

Hierarchical

Hierarchical theories attempt to achieve formal control and coordination vertically
through policies, commands, rules, planning, and accountability systems (Bolman &
Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995). This arrangement of top-down communication (Bush, 1995)
enables managers/supervisors to exercise a stringent level of hierarchically arranged

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

Collegial Models
Bush contends that 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 of strong levels of collaboration 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 p ional d: (Sergi i, 1990, 1995). In other words,

schools with high levels of iality have strong professional cultures held together




with shared work norms, all of which contribute to extraordinary performance and

d i (: i i, 1990, 1995), while providing opportunities for

B

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

to have a view and of izational goals (Bush, 1995).

Bush (1995) further that ion 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 sp voluntary, p and oriented.

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

within the school setting are quite low. An ination of the li on life

(Barrett, 1991; Fullan, 1992; Hargreaves, 1994; Levine, 1985; Schlechty, 1990;
Sergiovanni, 1995) also lends support 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

P T

(Ainscow & Hopkins, 1992), while developing more , P

within the school (Joyce, 1991) through the scheduling of increased amounts of time
outside of classrooms (Hargreaves, 1994). Joyce (1991) argues that a reduction in actual
time spent within the classroom can also serve to connect teachers more closely with

i ighborhoods. Collegiality and collaboration are seen as necessary




components, ensuring that teachers benefit from experiences and attain personal and
professional growth during their teaching careers (Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989).

Collegiality of this type is facilitated in settings where individuals share a common

mission, communicate openly, engage in case confe ing, written ies, and
deling specific, desirable behaviors and teaching ies (Sergi i & 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 & Herman, 1993, p.

85). Little (1981) was an early on norms of collegiality, and

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

les of these conditions include ions of

Sergiovanni, 1990).

among teachers, i when those exp ions are clearly icated 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 norms of

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

which leads to increased risk-taking and a i towards i impi

(Harg , 1994). Expressions of collegiality among teachers must be nurtured and




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). Herman and Herman (1993) suggest that in order to develop professional
climates of collegiality, a philosophical shift towards this model must precede shared

decision making. Collat ive p are seen as providing better, more useful tools

for shared decision making which will raise the commitment and performance of all
concerned (Dembowski, O’Connell & Osborne, 1996). Such staffs would have a
common view of organizational goals (Bush, 1995) and, although decisions are made as

1 as possible (Sergi i, 1994), learning to solve

close to each teacher’s own

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

provide teachers with the ability to make d y on
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

iality is seen as a prerequisite to i ing p i climates in schools

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

et. al. (1978) describe the leader as “first among equals” (p. 45), meaning that leadership



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 instructional leader 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 teacher 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 respect and und ding 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
correlating with positive school outcomes in studies of school 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



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 ct istics of d collegiality exist in the teaching
profession. Hargr (1994) maintained that if working conditions such as imposed,
y d where activities are inistratively reg d are less effe
pproaches to developing collab cultures. A pts to develop collab

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

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

of the ization. Hargr (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

y efforts of individuals. His position is that reform initiatives can only
proceed with supportive, 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 of group decision making.

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

imp and teacher devel ” (Hargr , 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



by a mutual respect for one another as individuals with different experiences and

ibutions to make (Sergi i, 1995, p. 135). Schools must move towards greater

degrees of b ion as it will be i ingly necessary when dealing with school

boards and school councils (Burns & 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 and that timelines are overly d

Hargreaves (1994) also points out that often, it is assumed that each individual teacher
understands the meaning and importance of collegiality, 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 of accountability.

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

that in organizati policy and decisions emerge through processes of bargaining and

negotiation (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Hoy & Miskel, 1996). Various interest
groups develop and form alliances, which allow them to compete for scarce

organizational resources (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Bush, 1995; Shafritz & Ott, 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,



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 of appropriate 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 of conflict (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, 1991; Bush,

1995). U ly the | iated with di ions of power, such as
domination, manipulation and conflict, focus on politics and underestimates rational

and the signi of collaboration (Bolman & 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 of emphasis is
placed on the significance of the collaborative process (Bolman & Deal, 1996; Bush,

1995).

Describing schools as political izati an ination of the

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

restructuring initiatives, such as is the case in Newfoundland and Labrador, resi to
change is to be expected. Constantly resisting change creates negative politics (Fullan &

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

while

politics; however, focuses on priorities for i
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
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competing interests may lead to conflict, and that differential power ultimately

the isap ive element in the analysis of educational

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 of discussion 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 can achieve 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). McAlindon (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, izing the i 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 attempt to build coalitions in support of politics™ (p. 88).
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Subjective Mode!

as normative:

Bush (1995) describ bjective models of |
Subjective models assume that organizations are the creations of the people
within them. Participants are thought to 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)

within

Subjective models focus on beliefs and perceptions of i

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 di d. Indivi 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

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 manipulated by people who are responsible for them and change them (Greenfield,
1986).

Greenfield (1975) is critical of the fact that indivi talked about

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

people within the organization. The of subjective models is the is 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 i | actions of individuals. O izations do not 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 of what

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

created by changing structures, the beliefs of indivi within the ization must be
examined (Greenfield, 1975).

Organizati ing 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 le in order for the organization to survive (G
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 of leadership. Since

are not ledged as having any implicit reality, they are difficult to

8

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 reality.

Ambiguity Models
Ambiguity models are identified as descriptive in nature by Bush, who contends
that ambiguous circumstances often exist in school settings particularly throughout the

1 ion of change initiatives. There is an absence of clear goals (Bush, 1995),

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

discuss ambiguity within izations and state that i i 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 justify 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.
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Within this model, fragmentation and loose coupling are the norm, which is

with izations whose have signi amounts of ly

(Bush, 1995). Ambiguity models tend to exhibit an i i complex or

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 (Scott, 1987). Decisions are often d. bl ic, and

(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 of clear
policies, goals, and long-term objectives.

Appointed leaders may experience difficulties due to resentment towards those

who represent higher authority, i ini ‘where subordi 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 dp and inty (Hughes, Ginnett &

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) ing to avoid role iguity (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 of formal rules (Bush, 1995). Ambiguity models offer insignificant practical

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

difficulties in schools, as they are ble to d stakeholders within the
education system.
Cultural Models

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 of practice in educational institutions” (p. 22) whereas, cultural
models with a normative categorization “reflect beliefs about the nature of educational

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; | Ibein, Gi ith & khard, 1996; Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Scott,

1987; Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995) and assumptions (Shafritz & Ott, 1996) shared by
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in a group much larger

of the ization. This gives i
than themselves (Hoy & Miskel, 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 (Lieberman, 1990) shaping one’s very individuality
(Calhoun, Meyer & Scott, 1990).

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

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

1995); or customs, traditi pectations, and shared ings which support existing

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

(Bolman & Deal, 1991) since individuals enter the izati ing unique

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

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

often achieve hero/heroine 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

and emerge delib ly (Sergi i,
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 of organizati ization 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 of school culture as
constructed reality. Cultural models of organization are open systems in constant
interaction with their environment (Shafritz & 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 of the
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 of schools in order for them to 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 of a culture, by leaders, on other members within the
organization (Bush, 1995; Gorton & Snowden, 1993; Hesselbein et al., 1996; Scott,
1987) which can lead to manipulation and control (Bush, 1995) thereby possibly

lecting i ion and achi; . As support for this argument Bush (1995) writes

“shared cultures may be simply the shared values of leaders 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 al., 1996).

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

aspects of y organizati such as traditional views of izational reality

(Bolman & Deal, 1991).

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

apparent that there is iderabl in the li that in order for schools to

meet current challenges then they must become learning organizations. An inherent
component of schools as learning organizations is a leadership approach that somehow
moves beyond any one 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

ions as those organizations where i

Is are constantly expanding their

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

together. Handy (1995) ch izes learning izations as having the learning habit

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



on an assumption of competence 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.

Personal Mastery

Personal mastery is the discipline of clarifying 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, Merrill &
Merrill, 1994; Fullan, 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 ds that if indivi are ing 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 ly

fulfilling organizational goals.
Mental Models
Senge (1990) cites Einstein: “Our theories determine what we measure” (p. 175).
Mental models are similar to theories, they shape individual actions (Senge, 1990; Senge

et. al., 1994). Mental models are deeply ingrai ions or izations that
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influence how people understand and interact within their environments (Senge, 1990).
The discipline of mental models could become a powerful new definition of staff
development roles in schools (Isaacson & Bamburg, 1992), since the discipline of mental

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

mental models may present probl. to izati ing 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 reflects their own personal vision as well as the collective vision. It
evolves through dynamic interaction among organizational members and leaders and is
essential for the 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, 1990). Senge also maintains that izati itted 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. al., 1994) as well as, an individual phenomenon (Isaacson & Bamburg,

1992). Team learning is the process of developing a team’s capability to create the
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desired results of members through dialogue and discussion, a process requiring much
practice (O'Neil, 1995; Senge, 1990). This sense of unity 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

or k for

Systems” thinking is the

interrelationships within complex situations (Senge, 1990; Senge et. al., 1994). Systems
thinking is an analytical tool for dealing with complexity (Ryan, 1995) and is the 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 of change rather than
static “snapshots.” It is a set of general principles-distilled over the course 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) discusses each of the six models of leadership: formal, political,
ambiguity, subjective, cultural, and collegial using four elements of management: goals,

leadership, organizational and external envi Each element of Bush’s

(1995) models relates to the learning organization. A discussion of Bush’s models and

the concept of the learning ization, using the fr: k of the four el of

management will follow.

Goals

vary depending on

Goals and their role in

the i model of leadership selected for di: i Bush (1995) comments that

ifi diffe in basic about goals are evident among each of the six

models he describes. Formal leaders, institutions or subunits may initiate goals. Goals
may be determined as a result of conflict, agreement, consensus, imposition or through a
set of common 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 determined in many different ways. Goals, though
determined at different levels and through different processes within the organization,

influence decision making p and create and di le alliances while remaining

the focus that propels or endangers an organization.
Senge (1990) also contends that goals are determined 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;



to 11 lish organizational goals. Similarly goals/visions within

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

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

varying levels of ise an ity to i to izati 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).

Organizational 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 of is a major disti 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
empbhasis 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 ized by domi groups or indi



35

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 hasize the value of indi y

among relationships.

Links With Environment

Envi 1 links vary signi: among the models of leadership described

in this study. Bush’s formal models may be open systems which respond to external



36

influences or closed systems which are relatively impervious to outside influences (Bush,

1995). His collegial models; however, inad 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 of the diverse beliefs and
values, which combine to form a culture. The meanings individuals place on events are
based on a diverse array of experiences that are influenced by personal values and beliefs.

The environment is very important in the learning organization, for it is a product
of how 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 izati ivi are i d by personal lived

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

mutual respect. The fifth discipline, systems thinking, hasizes the i d

of the systems: the organization and its environment.
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Leadership

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

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

heads at the very apex of the hi hically d ization, the leader being
considered the most powerful individual in the ization whose responsibilities
include ishing goals and initiating policy. In igui izations leaders avoid

direct 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 enormous 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.

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

devel of with decisions based on input from 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).



Leaders, rather than being recognized 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 1 provides a summary of this comparison of Bush’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 ing 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 normative 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 Miskel (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 of standardization of b iour through exp i which cannot
be directly observed and explained. Bush (1995) does not openly advocate formal
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 of collegial 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

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

professional staffs with common values, and where dq

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 of behaviour 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 1 hip in school he ad that izing political
patterns and dealing with them is important, not whether it is suitable for schools. Bush
(1995) does not 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
nonexistence of an 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 of clear goals, (Bush, 1995) policies and long-

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

they are not fz of long-term |

objectives and goals. The uncertainty of planning and decision making (Bush, 1995)
suggests that ambiguity models are inappropriate for leadership within schools, especially

with i d ibilities and bility. Bush (1995) categorizes cultural

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

is on beliefs, iti P i norms,

categorization of ive, with an
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and shared meanings (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Sergiovanni, 1990, 1995). The literature
also provides support for a descriptive categorization of cultural models. Cultural models

have descriptions ghout the li which ize the observable

characteristics of cultural models. Cultural models seem appropriate for leadership in
schools due to their descriptive and normative categorizations.
The learning organization probably fits comfortably into a normative

Fullan (1995) 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 (1990) that change
requires imagination, perseverance, caring, dialogue, and the willingness to change

through the d of new bilities, skills, and (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 inties of change. The di:

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.

D ining and ini i ices 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 of formal 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 are described as ideal or
models, which ought to exist. A determination of descriptive models allows a discussion

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

of el 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 of leadership
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 el of iated with learning izations are present. The

absence of these elements means that organizational learning is not possible in these
school settings. This research question provides an opportunity to profile leadership

practices in each school under study. A d ination of leadershi ices 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 learning

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



CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

This research is mainly a qualitative study. However, research question one
required the testing of the reliability of an existing Brown and Sheppard (1996) survey

(under ), 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 of descriptive 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 Survey
Brown and Sheppard(1996) had begun preliminary development of a

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

from the leadership survey research methodols ploying a i ire (Brown &
Sheppard, 1996) which was administered anonymously to each teacher and formal leader

within four schools. The total number of questions designed to measure the four

constructs of goals and decision making, external i , and
pertaining to the six models of leadership were: formal (13), collegial (8), political (10),

ambiguous (10), subjective (8), and cultural (11), for a total of sixty questions. The



ployed a five-point scale which ranged from strongly agree (1) to

strongly disagree (5).

The i ire was Ily deli d 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 d research including: purpose, p! d her, advisors, risks, right of

refusal or withd 1 dentiality, and to participate, to each subject. A
statement of consent and understanding form was also included and signed by each
participant. The questionnaire was forwarded 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 was tod ine if the

alpha levels could be raised by the elimination of particular items. In order to determine
the validity of Bush’s categorization of each model as normative or descriptive,
descriptive statistics were generated for both the entire sample and for each school. If the
mean score for a particular category indicated that the model existed with an average
mean of 3.5, 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

of resp: for specific i ire 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 1.

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 ity while the ining 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 of Groups of Teachers Surveyed

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

1 11 1 2 1 1 1
2 13 1 5 1 1 1
3 7 1 1 1 - 1*
4 7 1 1 1 1* =

Note. *Music and Physical Education teachers shared between school’s 3 and 4.

This sample was chosen as a matter of convenience 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 of Teachers Surveyed by Gender and Residence

School Principal Female Male Resident Commute
1 Male 14 3 12 5
2 Male 8 14 10 12
3 Male T 4 6 5
4 Male 1 10 § 6

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

in which the four schools were located.

These four schools were part of a large school district consisting of schools in
both rural and urban settings. This particular community would be considered a low
socio-economic area. Two of the schools deliver K-6 programs while the other two
schools deliver programs for grades 7-Level II1. Table 4 provides information about these
schools.

The rate of return of questionnaires in this study was 67%, which means that a
total of 41 teachers responded out of a possible 61. Table 5 shows that 11/41 of the

T were not resid of the ity 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 p a questi ire. The non-r
principals expressed various concerns including questions about items on the
questionnaire, origin of the survey 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
1 <250 K-6 Rural 17
2 <350 7-Level IIT Rural 22
3 <225 K-6 Rural 11
4 <125 7-Level III Rural 11
Table 5
Summary of Response Rate for Four Schools in Study
School  Principal ~ Resident Commute Female Male  Total Response
1 No 10 4 12 2 14
2 No 8 5 5 8 13
3 Yes 6 2 6 2 8




Ethical Considerations

The Ethics Review C i idered the proposed research methodology at
Memorial University of Newfoundland as did the School Board’s Research Review

C i Questi ire items were evaluated and the questi ire was app! d for

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

involvement with this study was totally voluntary, i ire items were

ly, and ic could withd 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 of 67% was a good rate of return for survey research, the fact that there
were thirty-three percent non-respondents introduced the possibility of bias since the

may not be ive 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 of all
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 ling procedure, and the qualitative approach to the analysis limits

generalizability.



CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the findings of the 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 normative. 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: formal, 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
of whether 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 of categorizations of leadership models.

Research Question One: Reliability Analysis
Before the data could be analyzed, in this study, the reliability of the survey

had to be d ined. 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 i 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 Questi ire Items
Model N M SD Alpha

Formal 13 39.6 6.6 .69
Collegial 8 243 8.0 91
Political 10 277 77 86
Ambiguity 10 274 63 77
Subjective 8 224 4.6 .63
Cultural 11 39.0 6.3 a5

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

idered ble for i research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993); however

the subjective model p d difficulties. The alpha level of the subjective

model was raised from .63 to .66 on the Cronbach reliability analysis which approaches



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 of Reliability Statistics for Specific Questionnaire Constructs
Model N M SD Alpha

Formal 10 305 6.3 .78
Collegial 8 243 8.0 91
Political 10 217 7.7 86
Ambiguity 10 274 63 il
Subjective 6 16.4 43 .66
Cultural 11 39.0 6.3 5

Note. N = number of questionnaire items; M = mean or average; SD = standard deviation

Research Question Two: Descriptive/Normative
Bush categorizes six models of leadership as either descriptive or normative. In
order to determine 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



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
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categorization, with an average mean of 2.8 is normative in this particular school which

contradicts Bush’s categorization of the formal model as descriptive. The collegial

model, with an average mean of 3.3, is normative in this school which is consistent with

Bush. The political model with an average mean of 2.3, also has a normative

categorization in this school. Bush categorizes the political model as descriptive;

however the findings in School One do not support Bush’s categorization. The ambiguity

Table 8

Mean Scores for School One

Model
Formal
Collegial
Political
Ambiguity
Subjective

Cultural

N

10

11

M

284

262

23.0

232

144

40.7

Average M
28
33
23
23
24

37

SD

6.8

84

8.4

7.0

6.3

50

Note. The Average M =M/N for each model.
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model, with an average mean of 2.3, was found to be normative, as well. This finding is

with Bush’s ization of ambiguity models as descriptive in nature.

The subjective model, with an average mean of 2.4, is also normative and is; therefore

with Bush’s ization of the subjective model as normative. The cultural

model, with an average mean of 3.7, 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 that it is the

dominant model. The cultural model can be described and observed as having an

infl on the leadership style, which is p in School One.

School Two

The mean scores for School Two are presented in Table 9. The formal model,

with an average mean of 3.5, is descriptive and; th , is i with Bush’s
Table 9

Mean Scores for School Two

Model N M Average M SD
Formal 10 346 35 4.0
Collegial 8 20.1 2.5 7.8
Political 10 327 33 44
Ambiguity 10 328 33 4.4
Subjective 6 193 32 75

Cultural 11 371 34 31
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categorization. In fact, the formal model is predominant in this school. The collegial
model, with an average mean of 2.5, is normative which is consistent with Bush’s
categorization. The collegial model also has the lowest average mean of all of the models
in School Two. This finding is consistent with the prevalence of the formal model of
leadership in this school. The political model, with an average mean of 3.3, is also
normative and; therefore, counter to Bush’s categorization of the political model as
descriptive. The ambiguity model, with an average mean of 3.3, is normative in School
Two. Bush; however, categorizes the ambiguity model as descriptive. The subjective
model, with an average mean of 3.2, is normative in School Two, which is consistent
with Bush’s categorization. The cultural model, with an average mean of 3.4, 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 of 3.4 for the cultural model supports the

probability that sub-cultures exist in this school as well.

School Three
The mean scores for School Three are presented in Table 10. The formal model,
with an average mean of 2.8, 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 of 3.6, 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



his categorization that the collegial model is normative. The political model, with an

average mean of 2.6, is normative and is contrary to Bush’s descriptive categorization.

Table 10
Mean Scores for School Three

Model N M Average M SD
Formal 10 28.0 28 6.9
Collegial 8 29.1 36 6.4
Political 10 256 26 50
Ambiguity 10 275 28 23
Subjective 6 15.5 26 57
Cultural 11 40.0 36 4.0

The ambiguity model, with an average mean of 2.8, is also normative in School

Three, contradicting Bush’s categorization in this particular school. The subjective
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model, with an average mean of 2.6, is consistent with Bush’s normative categorization.

School Four
The mean scores for School Four are presented in Table 11. The formal model,
with an average mean of 3.0, is normative which does not provide support for Bush’s
descriptive categorization. The collegial model, with an average mean of 3.0, is also

normative; however, this categorization supports Bush. The political model, with an
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average mean of 3.1, is normative and; th 9 ictory to Bush’s

of descriptive. The ambiguity model, with an average mean of 2.6, is normative and

again, inconsistent with Bush’s categorization of descriptive. The subjective model,

Table 11

Mean Scores for School Four

Model N M Average M SD
Formal 10 302 3.0 50
Collegial 8 237 3.0 49
Political 10 313 3. 71
Ambiguity 10 255 26 41
Subjective 6 16.8 1.7 36
Cultural 11 375 34 5.0

with an average mean of 1.7, is normative supporting Bush’s categorization. The cultural
model, with an average mean of 3.4, is normative as well. No clear model of leadership
exists in School Four. All of the models in this school are classified as normative or

idealistic.

ummary of Findings for Research 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



well as Bush’s categorizations for each model of leadership.

Table 12
Summary of C: izations of Leadership Models
Schools/Bush Models
Formal Collegial ~ Political ~ Ambiguity ~Subjective  Cultural
School One i i i i i De

School Two D¢

School Three  Normative — Descriptive ~ Normative ~ Normative ~ Normative  Descriptive

School Four

Bush Descriptive i Descripti Descripti i Nor./Des.

Bush’s categorization of the formal model as descriptive was consistent with
School Two in which the formal model exists. The categorization of the formal model in
Schools One, Three, and Four was inconsistent with Bush’s categorization due to the
normative nature of the formal 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 of political
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 normative. 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 normative 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 1 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 el of that are p d in Table 1.
These elements if present 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 of organizational learning may impede or prevent a particular

school from developing as a learning organization. A Crosstabs analysis will aid in

the resp 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 specific elements exist. There are six specific elements of management



61

to learning izati which are summarized in Table 1. These

elements are as follows: 1) Goals may be determined individually or organizationally. 2)
Goals may emerge from all levels of the organization. 3) A group or team of authorities
base decisions 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
importance of interconnectedness. 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 participants 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 respondents felt that the inistration 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% 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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d by how bers thought, i d and showed mutual respect for one

another. Although values, beliefs and traditions were viewed positively, 43% of

d: d di that the principal often stresses that the school

should have a set of core 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, if in fact core values
existed at all in School One.

Collegial relations were quite positive in School One. Participants agreed that
collegial aspects of leadership contributed to the overall leadership characteristics
practiced in this school. Responses to collegial items on the questionnaire are above 50%
agreement with the exception of only two items. According to 57% 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 staff and ity i while ing the academic and social

character of the school through ing and supporting pi ional 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% di: d and the inder 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, 69% agreed that policies were formed by the principal and 100%

agreed that the principal was the final ity regarding decisions and policy.

A ing 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 bers worked collaboratively on
policy formation and 77% disagreed that all staff participated in meetings and achieved
consensus when deriving school policy. According to 54% of respondents there was

di that all b P d when forming and implementing policy. More

than 60% of the teachers disagreed that the principal actively consulted staff regarding

participation in decisi king and 69% agreed that the principal imposed
those policies on staff members. There was a perceived lack of collaborative work ethic

in this school.

The staff at School Two, who participated in this study, produced i ing

results on the items designed to evaluate the extent of cultural leadership characteristics



within the school. The mission and goals at the school reflected the staff’s values
according to 38% of respondents while 39% were undecided on this same item. Less
than 35% of participants agreed that the administration’s values and beliefs defined the
vision of the school’s mission and 39% 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 30% disagreed indicating that this was

recognized as occurring in this school. Rituals and ceremonies were willingly

dated ding to 83% of while 84% also agree that the traditional
values of the community contributed to the cultural identity of the school. The apparent
lack of collaboration, 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 of 3.6 are equally prevalent. There was more than 75% agreement
that the staff works collaboratively and derives policies through a process of consensus.
More than 85% of teachers agreed that the goals and mission of the school reflected the
values of staff 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 ibility of both inistration and staff. One

hundred percent of the teachers agreed that the ini ion enacts policies rati y,

and is consistent with and sensitive to, the values and culture within the school. Only

50% 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
his/her views on the desired direction of the school to staff and community and 75% also
agreed that the principal stressed a set of core values reflecting the mission of the school.
Both of these items reiterated the importance of values to mission and cultural
development and maintenance.

Collegial ct istics of 1 are also i in School Three. Only

43% of teachers agreed that regardless of a staff member’s formal position they could
enact policy if deemed most qualified. This percentage may reflect the reluctance of non-
administrative staff to become involved in implementing policies within schools rather

than lack of opportunities for ing in ip practice iated 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 of consensus not all 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 maintenance of learning
organizations.

Table 11 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

domi Half of the particip agreed that the mission and goals of the school

p
reflected the staff’s values indicating that half of the staff 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 of participants 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
67% 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 of essential el that shape rule devel A ing 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 ity 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

built and positively maintained with the ined infl of indivil inside the

school as well as the values and beliefs of those in the environment external to the school
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itself. More than 80% of participants agreed that the principal articulated his/her 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 teachers 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 ible for decisi d ined collat ively.

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 half of 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 100% 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 of 67% of
participants agreed that during policy development meetings certain groups with their
own interests and agendas opposed the initiatives of others. A smaller group of 33%

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 1.

More lized el also infl d the perception of ip in School

Four. While 83% of the teachers agreed that decisio king and policy d

were top down, 67% also agreed that the admini was highly ble 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 resp
agreed and half disagreed with this item on the questionnaire. This finding provided
evidence to support the idea that some individuals in this school were supported by the

1 while the ining individuals felt as though teacher input was minimal and

that others impose ideas upon them. An overwhelming 100% of r 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 supported by the administration.
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ummary of Findings for Research Question Three
1In an attempt to provide a leadership profile of each of the 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 if | specific to

| learning, p d in Table 1, can be shown to exist.
The leadership model in School One was predominantly cultural. Goal

establishment involved staff as well as administration in this school. Goal determination;

, may be individual or izational. Goals also emerged from different levels
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. Itis
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 of staff b The el of concerning

organizational learning displayed in Table 1 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 of organizational learning in School Two. Along with these formal
elements of leadership in this school, elements of collegial models of leadership are
practically non-existent. Staff members agreed that policy formation through

collaboration, decision making using and cooperative imp ion of

policy was not commonly occurring. Collaborative processes are affected by the formal,
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 envi ifically the ity in which it is located

The el of iated 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 to the dev of learning 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 of consensus, 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 of values 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.
Formally, 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

ity. The regarding the ility of the principal and his/her

ability to represent the interests of the school establish responsible leadership

istics. All of the el pertaining to organizational learning, presented in

Table 1 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 of values and beliefs of teachers, administration,
and students in the form of ceremonies 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 of consensus indicating that the collaborative process
was not commonly utilized in School Four. A further lack of collaborative 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 organizational learning.
However, a positive formal characteristic was reflected in 100% agreement that the
principal represented the interests of the school, emphasizing responsible leadership

d in Table 1 regarding learning or;

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 all levels of the organization through collegial relationships.

This school is quite unique due to its lack of an 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 el of iated 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 i The el of iated 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.
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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 of leadership existing in
the four 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 i i 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 of leadership models
as either descriptive or normative was valid for the formal 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 of collegial models as normative. The descriptive nature of the 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 1 presents a summary of the elements of management for 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 d ine if the el of listed for the learning organization,

in Table 1, were present in each of the four schools studied. School One displayed

h istics of cultural leadership and School Three’s leadership practice was a

combination of cultural and collegial leadership. The elements of cultural and collegial

leadership in those two schools were compared to the el of iated
with organizational learning and it was determined that both of these schools contained

the necessary el of for izational learning 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 organizational learning as
they currently exist.
Conclusion
The result of this study provides insight into the type of leadership present in each

dividual

participating in this research study. The

school, as perceived by those i
predominance of cultural 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 refe to bear on an complex reality (Sergiovanni, 1995)

are required in order for leaders to maintain school culture. Leadership that facilitates

positive during ing initiatives requires p leaders capable of
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PRI llegial

transforming work
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, formal 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 el of iated with izational learning, shown in Table 1,
were present in that school. The exi of el of ducive to
building a learning izati the p ial for School One to become

involved in the process of organizational learning.
Characteristics of the formal model of leadership were prevalent in School Two.
The formal model was descriptive which supported Bush’s view that formal leadership

was observable. Due to the rigid, hi hical iated 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 of cultural and collegial models of leadership 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’s (1995) view
of normative. 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 ci The el of iated
with organizational learning were also prominent in School Three; therefore, a foundation
for building a learning organization existed.

Characteristics of the cultural model of leadership were prominent in School Four.
School Four lacked a descriptive model of leadership. All six models were normative
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 el of iated with
learning were practically nonexistent in School Four.
This study of four schools, in a single community, has provided information,

which described the ch istics of leadership currently i hip practice

in those schools. Schools One and Three ined el of ds
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 better
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equipped to deal with reform initiatives. Modifications to the lead istic

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

I 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 of others; leadership is an art (DePree, 1989).
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Recommendations

The results of this research study prompt several recommendations regarding

practice.

A

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 ing whether these ch istics are having an impact on the

of learning

. Itis recommended that staff members receive in-service support in order to become

familiar with | ip roles and i iated 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 of organizational learning.

. Itis 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 impl d Ily within
school settings in which all staff bers are involved in developing and
cultural as well as ly evaluating self and organizational

development. Familiarity with the elements of leadership associated with
organizational learning will enable an investigation of whether or not the elements

exist or, indeed, can exist.
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4. Itis recommended that staff members be given opportunities to explore and initiate

leadership. Knowledge of approaches to leadership would provide staff members
with sufficient theoretical knowledge in order to feel more comfortable engaging in
leadership roles.

5. Itis ded that admini become aware of the aspects of the theoretical

models of leadership, which shape their current leadership practices. Awareness may

d effecti and facilitate the development of leadership

strategies, and qualities.

6. It is recommended that culture and ic success can be maintained through staff

efforts to combine collaborative processes and team building initiatives. All teachers
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 hip, such as |

learning, more effectively.
7. Itis recommended that further work be completed to strengthen the survey tested in

this study in order to assist in d ining professional develop needs of school

administrators.
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Implications for Further Research

The present study has provided several opportunities for further research.

. Follow-up research, with these schools, should be conducted to determine whether or

not fluctuations in predominant models occur given that staffs, administration, and

designation of schools have changed since this study was implemented.

. 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 may or may not be affected in all of the schools depending on the impact

of change.

. Further research should be conducted which investigates the extent to which

leadership approaches are affected by change of individual in the role of principal.

. 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.

. This research should be extended to a broader sample and should include urban and

rural schools to determine the validity of Bush’s categorization of descriptive or

normative.

. An experimental study should be conducted including schools that display elements

of leadership i with learning izations and those without such elements

in order to determine differences in success.
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Dear Mr. :
Tam a grad student involved in research required as partial fulfillment for
the degree of Master of Education, at M ial University of N dland. My thesis

supervisors are Dr. Jean 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 ial and participation is p ly 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 et.hlcal guldelmes of the Facuhy of Education
and Memorial Umversuy of ymity will be p d 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) 488-2871/2872. If during the
research, you should need to consult a resource person other than myself, Dr. Patncla
Canning, Associate Dean, Graduate Studies, and D is
(737-3402).

Sincerely,
Diana E. Durdle
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Dear Mr.

Tam a grad student involved in research as partial fulfillment of the
requirements of the degree of” Master of Education, at Memorial University of
Newfoundland. My thesis supervisors are Dr. Jean 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.

1 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 meels lhe ethxcal guidelines of the Faculty of Education

and Memorial Umversnty of 1y will be p and all
records will remain confidential unless written permission for releasc is obtained.

I.fyou require further information regarding this research please contact me at
ddurdle@calvin.stemnet.nf .ca (H) 488-3316, or (W) 488-2871/2872. If during the
research, you should need to consult a resource persun other than myself, Dr. Pamc:a
Canning, Associate Dean, Graduate Studies, R h and D P is

(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 (1).
Survey Items SA D SD
5 2 1
1. | The goals and mission of the school are set solely by the principal
- and teachers are expected to work toward meeting those goals. 5 2 1
2. | All members of the staff work collaboratively in formulating
school policy. 5 2 I
3. | All the staff participates in meetings, and work toward a consensus
on the direction of school policy. 5 z 1
4. | There is disagreement among various members of the
administration and teachers as to what are the schools goals and 5 2 1
| | primary mission.
5. | The direction of the school is mostly determined by a small clique
of staff (administration and staff) who has power to get things S 2 1
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 | 5 2 1
school and oppose the initiatives of others.
7. | In general, the goals of the school are subject to continual change,
and consequently, the staff is not fully aware of the specific goals | 5 2 1
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. 5 2 1
9. | Any person or group in the school (based on their specific
knowledge or expertise) can potentially be responsible for S 2 1
initiating and enacting school policies.
There is no set procedure to develop school policies on the
10. | direction of the school’s mission — school goals merely arise as 5 2 1
circumstances dictate.
Individual staff members pursue their own aims and objectives
11. | irrespective of the goals held by the school as a whole. 5 2 1
This school as a whole does not have any explicit goals, but
12. | administrators and teachers perform their work based on their own | 5 2 1
professional and personal beliefs and goals.
The mission and goals of the school reflect the values of the staff.
13. 5 2 1
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The values and beliefs of the administration have defined a vision
of the school’s mission.

The administration enacts school policy in a rational manner,
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
hierarchy of positions.

The rules and regulations in this school largely determine people’s
roles and their actions in the school.

Decision-making and policy formation flows from the top down.

Given that there may be many rules and regulations in any school,
it is evident that in this school all the staff members participate and
cooperate in the formation and implementation of school policies.

20.

There is often dispute over particular aspects of this school’s rules
and regulations (i.e., timetables, and class lists).

21.

The particular form of this school’s rules and regulations are
largely determined by one group of individuals and their particular
beliefs.

The rules and regulations of this school are structured in such a
way as to benefit one group of teachers (i.e. senior staff, math
teacher’s etc.) over the rest of the staff.

23.

The staff generally ignores the rules and regulations of this school
since the rules are not important.

24.

The administration acknowledges the professionalism of the
teachers in this school, and therefore teachers are given free reign
to conduct their work as they see professionally fit.

25.

The rules and regulations of this school are in a constant state of
flux.

26.

The values and beliefs of this school are reflected in the
established rules and regulations.

27.

The maintenance of our unique school rituals and ceremonies is a
vital component in shaping how our school is regulated.

28.

29.

The structure of our school is readily willing (and flexible enough)
to accommodate ceremonies and special events (assemblies,
rallies, fundraising, sporting events etc.) which help define the
character of this school.

This school has estzbhshed rigid rules and regulations for staff
contact with the

30.

There is a high degree of accoumahnllty in this school, as a whole,
in regards to following directions from the school board.
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31

The administration of this school is highly accountable for the
level of performance at this school (e.g., examination results, costs
etc.).

32.

Since many decisions in this school are reached through a
collaborative process, then I believe that the administration should
not be held solely accountable for the events that occur in this
school.

33,

34.

There are many pressures on this school from various groups in
the community (parents, business) to enact various policies for

school imp
This school is mpomwe to the demands of various groups in our
community, and is willing to meet with them to discuss and work

towards addressing their particular demands.

3

o

The teachers in this school who are directly involved in have a
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
a different perspective on the needs of the school than those who
do not live in the community.

37:

There are so many different demands for reforms from the
administration, the Board, the Department of Education, and the
community that it is difficult to know what changes, if any, should

be occurring at this school.

38.

The community in which our school is located is essential in
determining the values and beliefs, which are part of our school.

39.

The traditional values found in our community help to form the
uniqueness of our school culture.

=3

40.

Most of our school policies and initiatives are formulated by the
principal.

41.

Our principal has the final authority on any policy decisions made
in the school.

42.

Our school’s interests (at conferences, meetings with the
community etc.) are usually represented by the principal.

43.

Our principal actively consults with the staffs, who actively
participate in the decision-making process.

Our principal does not impose policies on the staff.

45.

During staff meetings, decisions are made based on the processes
of consensus and consent by the entire staff.




46. | School policy initiatives are enacted by any staff member who is
deemed best qualified to carry it out — regardless of their formal 5 4 3 2 1
position in the school.
In our school, certain groups who are supported by the

47. | administration usually get their way. 5 4 3 2 1
In our school, the principal often has to settle disputes between

48. | various groups of teachers as to appropriate school policy. 5 4 3 2 1
I believe this school can be run effectively with or without any

49_ | formally desi d administrative p 1 5 4 3 2 1
The principal of this school is unobtrusive and keeps a low profile.

50. 5 H 3 2 1
It is unclear whether our principal’s actions affect student

51. | outcomes in a positive manner (e.g., examination marks, 5 4 3 2 1
graduation rates etc.).
Our principal has enacted such a large number of policies for

52. | change in the school that the staff is unclear on which ones may 5 4 3 2 1
actually be of real importance.
The principal has well formulated and articulated values and

53. | beliefs on the proper direction of this school. 5 4 3 2 1
The principal makes known his/her views on the desired direction

54. | of the school to both the staff and the community. 5 4 3 2 1
Our principal often stresses that this school should have a set of

55. | core values, which reflect the proper mission of the school. 5 4 3 2 1

Male[ ] Female [ ]
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Formal Models
Central Features
e Formal models are iptive and treats izations as (open / closed) systems.
* Formal models give promil to the official of the or

The official structure is hierarchical.

Schools are portrayed as goal seeking / 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 of Formal 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 better structures;

personal p are inated to organizati y.

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 of all
the component parts and the environment.

Strives for homeostasis and stability.
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« Can be open (schools) or closed.

Bureaucratic Theories
e Hierarchical authority structure.

. ises the goal-ori ion of the or

* Stresses division of labour / differentiation and values expertise.

e Formal rules and govern decisions and
e Impersonal relationships and neutrality in decision-making are stressed.

e These theories have rational, meritocratic ideals.

Rational Theories

. ises managerial p and (individual decision-making).

* Focus is on objective, impartial facts.

e A normative theory of how admini should make d

Hierarchical Theories

* Stress vertical within the ization and the bility of
individuals to their superiors.

e Communication is top-down.
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Goals

« The organization is goal-oriented, and it pursues specific objectives.

e Goals are set directly by the “leaders” and everyone else works toward meeting those
goals.

* Personal goals are subordinated to organizational goals.

o The organizati isani le, objective fact.

o Tividial bebavioaris ined by the individuals position / role in the

organizational structure.

External Environment

e Canbe a “closed system” which is unresponsive to environmental influences.

e Can be an “open system” which is responsive to a

Leadership

® Leadership is ascribed based on formal position within the organization.

e The formal leader sets objectives and policy and the subordinates follow (top-down
management).

o The leader has ultimate authority and knowledge.

Limitations Identified
® Schools are not necessarily goal oriented

* Decision-making is rarely a strictly rational process



e There is too much is on the ization (; and not enough on the

I (agency) - it a

e It focuses on official authority, and a top-down management process which does not

acknowledge conflict and ignores p ional independ of employees (e.g.
teachers)
e [Itassumesb ic stability - it is i ible with rapid change
Collegial Models
Central Features

e Itis 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).

e Itis iate for izations with i staff.

e Assumes a common set of values held by all bers of the organization -

and are y exp

* Decision-making (e.g., as to organizational goals) is made in-group settings wherein all

b ds d the organizations objectives and all contribute to policy formation in a

participative process.

o Decisions are reached via consensus and this nullifies conflict.

Goals
* The staff has commonality in terms of their view on organizational goals.

o The staff is able to agree on the aims and goals of the organization.
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Organizational Structure

o The structure is taken as a given, and has a clear meaning for all members of the institution.
e The structure leads to “lateral” decision-making (participative).

* Authority is based more on knowledge/experience than on formal position.

External Environment

*  Generally not directly responsive to external influences.

e Thereis iguity as to who is ble / responsible for d
o 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

o The leader is “first among equals” in a professional setting; their duties are to negotiate and
facilitate the development of consensus and consent among the decision-making group.

e They are responsive to the needs and input from their professional colleagues.

e The creation of formal/informal opportunities for the testing and elaboration of policy
initiatives is expected.

o The authority of expertise over formal position is emphasized; thus the leader acts as a

facilitator in a participative management process.

Limitations Identified

e The collegial model is too normative - it obscures rather than portrays reality.
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e Itisaslow and cumbersome process.
e The emphasis on consensus is not always achieved in practice - it ignores conflict
* It can be negated by the real structural/hierarchical constraints found in the organization.

®  Places leaders in a position of dual loyalty accountable to external governing bodies and

ponsible for collegial decisi aking: bility lessons the impact of collegiality.

o 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 ini is vital also, and the wrong administrator

can override the efforts of a collegial staff.

Political Models

Central Features

e Itis a descriptive model.

« Focuses on group activity as the basic unit of analysis.
e Itis concerned with interests and interest groups.

e Stresses the pi 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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o Organizations are political arenas in which decisions emerge from a complex process

of t ining and iation; thus decisions on policy are subject to conflict and
change
e “Power” is a central concept - the individual/group that holds it sets the organisation’s

goals.

Political Strategies Admini Use in Ed

e Divide and rule is a common strategy.

o Co-optation: involve the opposition in the decisi king process.

e Displacement: use overt policies to mask the real (alternative) purposes of a policy.
* Control information for power.

e Control the agenda of meetings.

o Uses “exchange theory”: use rewards / favouritism for appropriate actions.

Goals

e The focus is on sub-unit, or group goals.

e Group conflict means that goals are d, unstable, and ambi

e Those who have the most political power set organizational goals.

Organizational Structure
e Structure arises from the process of bargaining and negotiation and is subject to

change.
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The established structure serves to meet the interests of the most powerful group in

the organization.
Xt Environment
* External influences (interest groups) on internal decision-making are emphasized.
* The organization is an integral p of the larger
Leadership

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 of discussion documents, promoting

and favouring teachers with the same interests.

Leaders also need to build coalitions, mediate conflicts and attain ions and
compromise in order to sustain some stability and the long term viability of the

organization

Limitations Identified

It is strictly a descriptive / y theory of izational 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.



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 of professional collaboration
[collegiality.

Difficult to distinguish political behaviour from normal bur ic and collegial

activities and it is a cynical perspective on these administrative actions.

Subjective Models

Central Features

Stated to be a normative model.

Focus on the beliefs / perceptions of individuals within

Focus on the ings placed on ph by individuals (basis in
phenomenology).
Organizations are und d through the interpretations people place on external

observations of events in an organization.

There are multiple interpretations and multiple realities in organizations - “there is no
ultimate reality about organizations, only a constant state of flux.” (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 of consensus and often conflict in organizations as to the perceived
goals and administrators are not neutral / rational - they represent values and also
impose them.

. is not a pre-d ined, objective fact, people define the structure through

their i ions (basis in and constructionism) -

organizations are social constructions.
e Individual behaviour reflects personal values and goals.
* The organization is not recognised as a valid entity outside of what individuals

perceive it to be.

Goals

e The emphasis is on the goals of the individual rather than the objectives of the
organization.

o Individuals seek to accomplish their own personal aims within the organization,

which may or may not be in with those attributed to the

* 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
e Structure does not exist as an objective fact, it is the outcome of the interaction of
individuals.

e Structureis a d reality - individual’s relationships and behaviour form it.

® Structure, in itself, is of little interest in
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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 ization, and as such indivi are responsive and ble to external

forces.

Leadership

Leaders have their own values / 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 Identifi

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 (ph ! bolic i ion) 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).
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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 / anarchistic).

There is a lack of clarity about the goals of the ization. Goals are i

and so vague that any behaviour is justifiable.

o BBl e (I—

1 and they interpret and implement the
organizational goals in their own particular manner.

There is no consistent pattern of aims and goals.

Organizations have probl ic technology. The process of attaining desired

P

outcomes is not adequately understood.
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e F ion and loose coupling are the norm. Sub-units may have intra-cohesion,

but links and unity with other subgroups are problematic.
e Loose coupling is consistent with organizations in which members have a substantial

degree of autonomy.

*  Organizational is lex, i i and policies and decision making

are not structured from the top down.

® There is fluid participation in the of the ization; anyone can
potentially move in or out of the decision-making process.

* Signals emanating from the external environment are acknowledged as being
ambiguous /contradictory.

* There is unplanned decision —making. “Rather, the lack of agreed goals means that
decisions have no clear focus. Problems, solutions and participants interact and

choices somehow emerge from the confusion.” (Bush, 1995, p. 116).

e D lisation is portrayed 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
®  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 ambi since izations including schools have to be responsive to the

demands of the environment. This is placed in the context of the commodification of

ducation, as a result of education reforms in Britain.

Leadership

* Ambiguity of purpose izational goals are unclear).

e Ambiguity of power ini r's level of “power” is unclear).

* Ambiguity of experience (practice in one ci 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).

. for leadership: Participative- involves time, persistence, co-optation of
PP staff into the decisi king 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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o Leaders act as catalysts, often operating behind the scenes and by methods of stealth.

Limitations Identified

e Too little of an acknowledgement of the formal rules and regulations in the structure
and hierarchy of the organization.

o Is an exaggeration of the degree of uncertainty in any institution.

* Does not appropriately describe stable organizations.

e Offers little practical guidance to leaders except to be unobtrusive.

Cultural Models

Central Features
e Cultural models may be both operational (descriptive) and normative.
e Focus on the values and beliefs of members of organizations; these values underpin

individual behaviour within organizations.

e It assumes (or prescribes) the exi ofa / domi culture in the
organization as a result of common values and beliefs.

o Shared norms and meanings are developed leading to behavioural norms and cultural
distinctions.

e Culture is typically expressed through symbols, rituals and ceremonies, which are
used to support existent beliefs and norms; there are conceptual/verbal, behavioural,

and visual/material norms.
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® Heroes/heroines exist in the organization that embodies the values and beliefs of the
organization (leaders).

e The informal aspects of the organization (values, symbols etc.) are emphasized over
the formal aspects.

e Culture serves to define the unique qualities of individual organizations.

Goals

e The culture of the organization is expressed through its goals.

® The culture (values and beliefs) is mutually / reciprocally supportive of organizational
goals and purposes in which values support goals, and goals shape values.

o The culture helps to determine a vision for the organization,; this is essentially a

rational process of forming organizational goals built on a framework of values.

Organizational Structure

e 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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Ext Environment
* The values and beliefs of the organization are derived in large part from the effect of

the external environment on the staff.

Leadership

o “The leader in the organization has the main responsibility for developing and
sustaining its culture” (Bush, 1995, p. 137).

e Leaders have well formulated / articulated values and beliefs, and are expected to
symbolise and embody the culture of the organization.

e They have to maintain and uphold the culture.

o “Leaders have the main responsibility for ing and ining 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 of a culture by leaders on other members of the

; can lead to ideological ipulation and control.

e “Shared cultures may be simply the shared values of leaders imposed on less
powerful participants” (p. 139).

¢ Can be mechanistic/d inisti ing the leader can determine and impose the

proper culture on the organization.
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S Development, Bush’s Six Models: Table of cts and Nu; of

Brown S| 199
Models Goals and Structure | External Leadership | Total # of

Decision-Making Environment Questions

Formal 1 3 3 3 10
Collegial 2 1 1 4 8
Political 3 3 2 2 10
Ambiguous 4 2 1 3 10
Subjective 2 1 2 1 6
Cultural 3 3 2 3 11
# of Questions 16 15 11 18 55
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Disclosure and Consent Form
Educational Research

To The Teacher and Principal as Research Participant

This consent form requests your participation in a study related to models of leadership.
It assures that your participation 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, structural, cultural and
ambiguity, described by Bush are useful for analyzing models of leadership 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 admlmstmmr will be asked to take 15-20 minutes of their time to

a The ire contains sixty items. The items measure
four of goals and decisil king, 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 Supervisors

Dr. Jean Brown and Dr. Bruce P ial University of
Risks

There are no physical or psychological risks, or discomforts, inherent in this study.
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Right of Refusal or Withdrawal

Participation 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 to 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 this 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 the purpose of the research
study outlined above and rwogmze the requesl for involvement that is being made of me
relative to the de that my ion is entirely
voluntary, and that I can withdraw f‘rom the study at any time without prejudice. I
that the Ethics C ittee of the Faculty of Education, Memorial University

of Newfoundland, the Director of the School Board District, and the school principal has

pp! the project. I und; that dentiality of all information relative to
participants, the school and the school district is assured.

Signed Date

Please detach and retain lower portion for your own personal records.

Statement of Understanding and Consent

i the purpose of the research
study outlined above and ize the request for i thnt is bemg made of me
relative to the d hodology. T that my ion is entirely
voluntary, and that I can withdraw ﬁ'om the study at any time without prejudice. 1

that the Ethics C ittee of the Faculty of Education, Memorial University

of Ncwfoundland, the Director of the School Board District, and the school principal has
approved the project. I und d that d of all information relative to
participants, lhe school and the school district is assured.

Signed Date










	001_Cover
	002_Inside Front Cover
	003_Blank Page
	004_Blank Page
	005_Authorization
	006_Title Page
	007_Abstract
	008_Abstract iii
	009_Acknowledgements
	010_Table of Contents
	011_Table of Contents vi
	012_Table of Contents vii
	013_List of Figures and Tables
	014_List of Appendices
	015_Chapter 1 - Page 1
	016_Page 2
	017_Page 3
	018_Page 4
	019_Page 5
	020_Page 6
	021_Chapter II - Page 7
	022_Page 8
	023_Page 9
	024_Page 10
	025_Page 11
	026_Page 12
	027_Page 13
	028_Page 14
	029_Page 15
	030_Page 16
	031_Page 17
	032_Page 18
	033_Page 19
	034_Page 20
	035_Page 21
	036_Page 22
	037_Page 23
	038_Page 24
	039_Page 25
	040_Page 26
	041_Page 27
	042_Page 28
	043_Page 29
	044_Page 30
	045_Page 31
	046_Page 32
	047_Page 33
	048_Page 34
	049_Page 35
	050_Page 36
	051_Page 37
	052_Page 38
	053_Page 39
	054_Page 40
	055_Page 41
	056_Page 42
	057_Page 43
	058_Page 44
	059_Chapter III - Page 45
	060_Page 46
	061_Page 47
	062_Page 48
	063_Page 49
	064_Page 50
	065_Chapter IV - Page 51
	066_Page 52
	067_Page 53
	068_Page 54
	069_Page 55
	070_Page 56
	071_Page 57
	072_Page 58
	073_Page 59
	074_Page 60
	075_Page 61
	076_Page 62
	077_Page 63
	078_Page 64
	079_Page 65
	080_Page 66
	081_Page 67
	082_Page 68
	083_Page 69
	084_Page 70
	085_Page 71
	086_Page 72
	087_Page 73
	088_Page 74
	089_Chapter V - Page 75
	090_Page 76
	091_Page 77
	092_Page 78
	093_Page 79
	094_Page 80
	095_Page 81
	096_Page 82
	097_References
	098_Page 84
	099_Page 85
	100_Page 86
	101_Page 87
	102_Page 88
	103_Page 89
	104_Appendices
	105_Appendix A
	106_Page 92
	107_Appendix B
	108_Page 94
	109_Appendix C
	110_Page 96
	111_Page 97
	112_Page 98
	113_Page 99
	114_Appendix D
	115_Page 101
	116_Page 102
	117_Page 103
	118_Page 104
	119_Page 105
	120_Page 106
	121_Page 107
	122_Page 108
	123_Page 109
	124_Page 110
	125_Page 111
	126_Page 112
	127_Page 113
	128_Page 114
	129_Page 115
	130_Page 116
	131_Page 117
	132_Appendix E
	134_Page 119
	135_Appendix F
	136_Page 121
	137_Page 122
	138_Appendix G
	139_Page 124
	140_Inside Back Cover
	141_Back Cover

