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ABSTRACT

CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS IN CHARGE OF INSTRUCTION:
A STUDY OF LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS IN SCHOOL
DISTRICTS UNDERGOING RESTRUCTURING
By

Vickie L. Markavitch

The researcher’s major purpose in this study was to identify
and compare the perceived leadership behaviors of central office
administrators in charge of instruction, as expressed by the
administrators themselves and by those principals who worked with
them. The study was designed to determine whether significant
differences in the use of power and in decision-making style existed
among central office administrators and between the perceptions of
the administrators and their principals. In addition, for
administrators who had been in their positions two or more yeafs, a
measurement of perceived change in leadership behavior was taken.

The study population comprised 18 mid-sized school districts in
Michigan that participated in the Leadership for School Improvement
Program (LSIP). Instruments used were the Problem-Solving and
Decision-Making Style Inventory and the Power Perception Profile
developed by Hersey, Blanchard, and Natemeyer as part of their
situational leadership model. Combined, the instruments measured 11

leader behaviors in the use of power and decision-making style. The



Vickie L. Markavitch

central office administrators and principals were administered the
same inventories with directions to respond with a view of the
behaviors of the central office administrators. Data were analyzed
using the SPSS computer program. Frequencies, means, standard
deviations, and ranges described the distribution of responses. A
MANOVA was used to determine whether significant differences existed
within and between each group in terms of their responses to the
power and decision-making scales. The Pearson product-moment
correlation was used to test whether significant correlations
existed among the perceptions relative to power and decision making.

Results indicated that expert power and facilitative decision
making were the favored leadership behaviors, whereas coercive power
and authoritative decision making were the least favored. Behaviors
reported as the most changed over recent years were increased
facilitative decision making and increased use of expert power. Use
of certain power bases was strongly correlated to certain decision-
making styles. Implications for school districts undergoing
improvement efforts included a suggestion for careful study of
central office administrators’ contributions before any reductions
are made in this important role, which was seen as a "linch pin" for

innovation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The history of American education is, in large part, the
history of recurring cycles of reform. From 1965, when Vice-Admiral
Hyman G. Rickover shared his belief that the American educational
system was almost totally inadequate, to the publication of A Nation
at Risk in 1983 to the present, there has been a seemingly limitless
supply of new ideas for how schools should be changed (Lewis, 1989).
"Reform" was the in-vogue word throughout most of the 1980s, until
an analysis of these early efforts indicated that the changes were
too slow and inadequate. Reformers then began to talk about more
drastic measures--about restructuring.

This time around, reform may take a stronger hold on the public
schools. Restructuring is likely to become a reality. Today’s call
for reform is based more on an economic argument. Schools are being
mandated to attain excellence for the sake of the nation’s economic
health. In his address to a 1987 symposium at Harvard University on
Excellence and Equity in Education, Harold Howe II, former U.S.
Commissioner of Education and currently a member of the faculty of
the Harvard Graduate School of Education, stated (Lewis, 1989):

Underglrdlng today’s school reform movement is a significant

shift in the nature of Job opportunities in this country. . .
Apparently the change in the nature of new and well- rewarded



jobs has taken place more rapidly than has the success of the

schools in educating a larger portion of the population. . . .

When we add to this situation the further fact that a growing

proportion of our public school population will be made up of

the children of poor, Black, Hispanic, and immigrant families

. . it appears that our future supply of well-trained
workers, upon whom our economic well-being depends, is in turn
dependent on our being much more successful with promoting not
just equity, but also excellence among the children of poor and

minority families. (pp. 31-33)

Business and industry, courts of law, state departments, governors,
and the public are calling for schools to be more successful in
teaching children.

In sometimes frantic attempts to meet this charge, schools are
"restructuring."  Such restructuring has called for changes in
programs, curriculum, teacher preparation, student assessment, and
more and more a change in the basic governance of schools
themselves. Decentralizing the bureaucracy of schools seems to be a
common theme. Building-based decision making, site-based
management, and empowerment are key in this restructured governance.

Countless researchers have sought to determine the most
effective schools and the most effective ways to improve the less
effective schools. Still other investigators have looked at the
roles personnel play in these restructured organizations.
Principals, teachers, superintendents, site councils, and boards of
education have been interviewed, surveyed, and "shadowed." Their
leadership styles, power bases, problem-solving behavior, and
attitudes toward shared decision making have been documented over

the last decade.



An area of little study, however, has been the role of the
central office administrator during this period of change. With the
move to decentralization, this position is likely to be affected
greatly. Of specific interest is the central office administrator
in charge of instruction or curriculum. Persons in this position
had been and probably still are very involved in program
implementation, staff development, and carrying forth the district
goals on behalf of the superintendent. From the study of
dissemination efforts supporting school improvement, Cox (1983)
stated,

We have learned that central office personnel, . . . curriculum

coordinators, program directors, and specialists have emerged

as significant actors in the process of change. In fact,
central office staff may well be the linch pins of school
improvement efforts, linking together the external assisters
and the building level administrators and teachers. They
appear to be the most appropriate local sources of assistance

in actually using new practices. (p. 10)

A review of the existing literature yielded little concrete
information about the roles of district office personnel, and in
nearly all of the few studies that exist, the lack of data was
stressed. Fullan (1982) attributed the paucity of research on
second-level administrators and district support staff to the great
diversity of roles and organizations and to the preoccupation of
researchers with studying superintendents.

As an integral member of the school team, the role of the
central office administrator in charge of instruction and curriculum

needs to be studied in these current times. In addition to their

role, those leadership styles that are prevalent in a decentralized



setting where collaboration is emphasized also need to be studied.
Also of interest is whether differences in progress with school-
improvement efforts can be attributed to the leadership behaviors of

this group of administrators.

Theoretical Rationale

The literature abounds on reform and restructuring, for both
education and business. Because much of educational reform has been
tied to business reform, both were addressed in this study.

To begin, one must look at the basis from which the current
change has sprung. Max Weber is responsible for introducing the
concept of bureaucracy to the political and social science
literature. Bureaucracy is the mechanism, springing from the school
of scientific management, that has been characteristic of many
schools and businesses. Bureaucratic thought assumed that all
aspects of the organization--from its mission, technical
requirements, and work flow to the details of its organizational
structure--could be defined into a permanent grand design. A1l that
remained was to find people who could be programmed into this design
and to turn the key (Sergiovanni, 1980).

With the move to flatten the bureaucracies, one must also look
at the open-system view of organizational theory. An open-system
organization is characterized by a frequent but uncertain and
unpredictable flow of interactions between the organization and its
broader social system (Sergiovanni, 1980). This openness introduces

demands and expectations into the system that are rapidly changing



and often in conflict. Demands made by the array of community
interest groups typically found in school communities are an
example.

The open-system organization is becoming more prevalent in the
business community, as well. In its 1984 bulletin, General Electric
reported, "A company must change faster than the world around it.

. . You are either the very best at what you do or you don’t do it
for very long" (Pascarella, 1986). This statement could be aligned
to the uncertainties of today’s corporate environment.
Restructuring of American business is being played out dramatically
in the language of mergers and acquisitions, corporate raids,
spin-offs, and buyouts, as well as massive layoffs and cost cutting.

Since Ouchi’s Theory Z, describing the transition from a top-
down power structure to a structure in which power is shared, many
organizations have been changing their culture toward team
management, with employees being their own bosses (Meussling, 1987).
According to a 1987 survey by the Wall Street Journal, three-fourths
of the nation’s employers planned to eliminate many managerial and
administrative positions (Seigel & Smoley, 1988). Middle managers
are being eliminated through automation or decentralization of their
responsibilities. The parallel with education is evident: Middle
management has its counterpart in school district central office
personnel.

The Committee for Economic Development, an influential group of
business and higher education 1leaders, began to focus on the

individual school as the core of reform in its reports; the Carnegie




Forum on Education and the Economy emphasized changes needed in the
working environment of teachers; and the National Governors’
Association couched policy making in terms of empowering leadership
at the school level. In an address to the Business Roundtable in
Washington, D.C., in June 1989, Boyer included school-based
management as one of five necessary strategies for national
leadership in education. He called for the creation in the nation’s
83,000 schools, of what industry likes to call "circles of quality
control," with teachers and principals creatively building schools
that meet high academic standards and that meet the needs of
students. Bower suggested that, as a national strategy, every state
should define its goals and then give freedom to the schools,
focusing on outcomes, not procedures. He believed such
restructuring would breathe new life into a suffocating system
(Seigel & Smoley, 1988).

The basic beliefs of school-based governance are that (a) thgse
most closely affected by decisions ought to play a significant role
in making those decisions, and that (b) educational reform efforts
will be most effective and long lasting when carried out by people
who feel a sense of ownership in and responsibility for the process.

These beliefs are being played out in schools across the
country. Two significant examples are the state of Kentucky and the
city of Chicago. "Kentucky Starts from Scratch"™ highlighted the
Kentucky Education Reform Act, all 945 pages and 20 pounds of it



(Harrington-Lueker, 1990). "Chicago Decentralizes" is another
example of mandated site-based management.

In addition to the structural elements of restructured schools,
the researcher addressed those aspects of leadership skills that are
integral to school-improvement efforts. A review of the literature
revealed that most management writers have agreed that leadership is
the process of influencing the activities of an individual or a
group in efforts toward goal achievement in a given situation.
Tannenbaum, Weschler, and Massarik (1959) defined 1leadership as
interpersonal influence exercised in a situation and directed,
through the communication process, toward the attainment of a
specialized goal or goals.

An obvious aspect of leadership is influencing others.
Fundamental to administrative and supervisory action in any school
is an understanding of the nature of authority--its origins, its
forms, its operational feasibility, and its acceptance. The
literature on authority and power was reviewed in this study to
achieve a better understanding of how influence is exerted in a
setting in which all are "empowered."

It was necessary to go beyond Max Weber’s traditional,
charismatic, and legal sources of authority. A review of the six
bases of social power and influence (information power, referent
power, expert power, legitimate power, reward power, and coercion),
as proposed by French and Raven (1959), was integral to this study.

New classifications of power have been entering the literature, such



as Boulding’s (1989) "threat power, economic power, and integrative
power--the stick, the carrot, and the hug."

Another aspect of leadership that was included in this study
was that of the "empowered manager," the current call to become a
"leader of leaders." In Why Leaders Can’t Lead, Bennis (1989)
stated that "American organizations are underled and overmanaged."
He claimed that "organizations do not pay enough attention to doing
the right thing, while they pay too much attention to doing things
right. Leaders are people who do the right things, while managers
are people who merely do things right."

Nowhere has change been more shattering than in the massacre of
corporate middle management. Too many chiefs and not enough Indians
is not cost effective in today’s intensely competitive market. The
future promises no respite in this economic and competitively
stressful climate. Business is meeting the challenge by welcoming
innovation with entrepreneurial participatory management styles.
Kanter (1983) asserted that, above all other qualities, an
entrepreneur must know how to organize others and delegate work. In
the traditional sense, managers were present in their offices to
solve short-term problems; now entrepreneurs work with the people,
alter moods, and change the way people think about what is possible.

If the middle manager of a school district is to be a viable
part of a decentralized system, he/she must become an empowered
manager and an entrepreneur. Agreement for several leadership
concepts can be gained from the literature: (a) a call for

democratic over authoritarian styles of leadership, (b) a preference



for facilitative guidance rather than specific directives, and (c) a
favoring of more humanistic or people-based behaviors versus task-
based behaviors.

Finally, the literature was reviewed to gain insight into and
knowledge about the role of the central office administrator in
charge of instruction and/or curriculum. It has been claimed that
little information exists in this area, but a thorough search was
undertaken to glean what there was and bring it to light. In 1965,
the ASCD Yearbook focused on the emerging role of the curriculum
leader. A decade later, the ASCD conducted a survey in which
respondents under the umbrella of curriculum leader reported 17
different titles for their jobs. The most frequently named were
director or coordinator (35%) and assistant superintendent (29%);
the others included consultant, specialist, supervisor, chairperson,
or coordinator. In 1984, Costa and Guditus reported that the job
titles of people who responded to their study "covered the
waterfront” and included consultant, coordinator, specialist,
instructional leader, staff developer, subject matter specialist,
director of curriculum, elementary or secondary director, and
assistant superintendent. To add to the confusion, the term
"supervisory personnel" includes the superintendent, supervisors,
principals, assistant superintendents, and other administrative and
special service personnel giving leadership to supervisory
activities regardless of their position, title, status, amount of

responsibility, or formal authority (Glickman, 1981; Harris, 1963).
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It is easy to see why the literature in this area is sparse because
the position is idiosyncratic to the district and situation in which
it exists.

The researcher focused on the central office administrator in
charge of instruction and/or curriculum. She 1looked at those
positions in districts that were restructuring in the direction of
building-based decision making. In this time of change, the
implications of this study insofar as extending a command of
educational administration practices seem strong. In surveying what
is happening in the field, the researcher sought to address the
question of what 1leadership role and behaviors central office
administrators use to promote the kinds of staff relationships
necessary for maximum attainment of organizational goals. Further,
she addressed what kinds of power bases are most often used by
central office administrators in influencing the behavior of other
staff. With such insights, the ability of an administrator to meet
the needs of his/her school during its restructuring efforts would
be greatly enhanced.

If central office supervisors are indeed critical "linch pins
of school improvement" (Cox, 1983), it is critical, in turn, that
there be research on these personnel. Noting the need for such
research, Fullan (1982) stated, "There is such limited research on
the role of district staff that almost anything would make a
contribution. Conceptual and empirical work is needed on what
characterizes these different roles." As the existing research in

this area is limited, it is hoped that this study will open the door
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for other -efforts, thereby expanding the base of information

available on the topic.

Statement of the Problem

This study involved central office administrators working in
districts that had been involved in a school-improvement process
leading to building-based decision making. The researcher’s major
purpose in this study was to identify and compare the perceptions
about the leadership behavior of central office administrators in
charge of instruction and/or curriculum, as expressed by the
administrators themselves and by those principals who worked with
them. The study was designed to determine whether significant
differences with regard to the use of power and in decision-making
behavior existed among central office administrators. Further, the
study was designed to determine whether significant differences
existed between the perceptions of the administrators and those of
their corresponding principals. Also, for those administrators who
had been in their positions for more than two years, a measurement
of perceived change in leadership behavior was identified. This was
important because the schools in which these administrators worked
had been involved in a change process for two or more years.

The researcher also sought to determine whether a relationship
existed between the administrator’s decision-making behavior and use
of power, between the decision-making/power variables and the level

of progress attained by the district in terms of its
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school-improvement process, and between the decision-making/power

variables and personal/demographic variables of the administrator.
Finally, the researcher described the central office adminis-

trator with respect to demographic and personal characteristics in

the sample group of school districts.

Hypotheses

Hypotheses were tested for retention or nonretention at the .05
level of significance. A1l of the hypotheses were stated in the
null form for the purpose of statistical measurement.

Hypothesis 1: There is no dominant style that emerges from the
perceptions of central office administrators with respect to
their decision-making behavior or power-base preference.

Hypothesis 2: There is no dominant style that emerges from the
perceptions of principals with respect to central office admin-
istrators’ decision-making behavior or power-base preference.

Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences between the
perceptions of central office administrators and their
corresponding principals with respect to decision-making
behaviors and power-base preferences.

Hypothesis 4: There are no significant relationships between
the personal demographic variables and the decision-making
behaviors or the power-base preferences of central office
administrators, as perceived by themselves or their principals.

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship between
leadership behaviors of central office administrators, as
perceived by their principals, and the level of progress
attained by schools in the school-improvement process.

Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference in the
central office administrator’s perceived leadership behavior
currently, as compared to his/her perceived leadership behavior
of two or more years ago.

sis 17: There is no significant difference in the
central office administrator’s leadership behavior currently,
as compared to his/her leadership behavior of two or more years
ago, as perceived by the principals with whom he/she works.
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant correlation between the
central office administrator’s perceived decision-making
behavior and his/her perceived power-base preference.

Hypothesis 9: There is no significant correlation between the
decision-making behavior and power-base preference of the

central office administrator, as perceived by the building
principals.

Definition of Terms

The following operational definitions were deemed essential to
an understanding of this study:

Central office administrator. Anyone assigned to the superin-
tendent’s staff who is in charge of instruction and/or curriculum
and who may be designated as assistant superintendent, director, or
administrative assistant, but who is evaluated by and reports
directly to the superintendent. Both line and staff positions were
studied.

Decision-making behavior. The perceived behavior of central
office édministrators, as described by their principals and
themselves, that centers on decision-making activity. This behavior
was categorized using descriptors in the Problem-Solving and
Decision-Making Styles Inventory, developed by Hersey and Natemeyer.

Effective Schools Network school-improvement process. That
process for school improvement based on the correlates of effective
schools, for which training is provided by the Network for Effective
Schools, headed by Lawrence Lezotte and located in Okemos, Michigan.
This process includes seven components: general awareness training,

district team for school improvement, building-level improvement
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teams, mission statements for the district and buildings,
disaggregation of data, first-year action plans, and subsequent
years’ action plans.

Effective schools training. The type of training the

administrator has had in the area of effective schools and the
school-improvement process: on the job, work with a consultant,
university courses, independent reading, leadership academy program,
seminars, and/or district-required team training program.

Line position. A supervisory relationship exists between the

central office administrator and the principals, with the
administrator being responsible for all or part of the evaluation of
those principals.

ower-base preference. The perceived behavior of central
office administrators, as described by their principals and
themselves, that centers on their use of power as they attempt to
exert influence. This behavior was categorized using descriptors in
the Power Perception Profile, developed by Hersey and Natemeyer.

Principal. Anyone assigned as the administrative head of an
elementary, middle, junior high, or high school building who is
designated as principal and is responsible for the organization,
supervision, management, evaluation, and discipline of that
building.

Staff position. There is no supervisory relationship between
the central office administrator and the principals, and the
administrator has no responsibility for the evaluation of those

principals.
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ignifican f tud

The nation’s schools have been the focus of much public and
political concern. During the past decade, school personnel have
been asked to restructure. Because the economic health of the
nation has been tied to this school-improvement effort, it is not
likely to vanish. This means that school personnel will need to be
effective in a restructured educational organization.

Middle managers, or central office personnel, are especially
vulnerable during this change process. These administrators are key
players who have not been the focus of much thorough study, yet have
been cited in the comprehensive DESSI study as the "linch pin to
school improvement" (Cox, 1983). The present research is intended
to contribute to an area in need of study (Fullan, 1982).

In terms of the implications of this study and its value to the
field of administrative leadership, the findings should be of
critical significance. Looking at leadership from the point of view
of decision making and use of power, greater insight into two
important leader behaviors can be gained. From a descriptive point
of view, this study will add content to an area largely lacking in
the literature on administrative leadership. From an analytic point
of view, the researcher looked at relationships between personal/
demographic variables and central office leader behaviors,
relationships between behaviors themselves, and relationships
between perceptions of principals and administrators related to

those leader behaviors.
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Studies such as this would seem to be useful for the
preparation of educational administrators in university settings and
for staff development and inservice for administrators at the local
school district level. From an informative point of view, studies
such as this would also seem to be useful for those administrators
currently holding positions in the central office of school

districts, especially those undergoing restructuring efforts.

Limitations of the Study

Conclusions drawn from this study are subject to the
limitations inherent in its scope, subjects, instruments, and
methodology. Limitations of scope relate to the consideration of
perceptions as they relate to decision-making behaviors and uses of
power. The study also was limited by the extent to which the
introspection called for resulted in responses that were accurate
expressions of what the subjects believed to be true at the time.

The subjects involved in this study were limited to one central
office administrator and his/her corresponding principals from each
school district. School districts involved were only those,
volunteering to participate, that also had been involved in the
effective schools model for school improvement for at least two
years. The findings, conclusions, and recommendations are limited
by the extent to which the respondents were representative of the
total population.

The instruments used in this study were limited to measuring

only those phenomena for which they were designed. The instruments
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used to collect data from those participating in the study were
ipsative in nature, which tended to depress reliability and validity
scores (Delaney, 1980). Reliability for the instrument of
leadership styles was found to be "moderately strong" (r = .69 to
.71), and validity measures indicated the instrument was
"empirically sound" (r = .67) (Greene, 1980). Validity for the
Power Perception Profile was found to be "moderate,"” and overall the

instrument had a reliability coefficient of .5185 (Delaney, 1980).

Overview

The theoretical rationale for the study was given in Chapter I.
The problem and hypotheses were stated, important terms were
defined, and the significance and limitations of the study were set
forth.

A review of literature on the central administrator’s role,
leadership, power, and organizational structure/restructuring is
presented in Chapter II.

In Chapter III, the design of the study is explained. The
methodology, site, and population are described, as are the
instruments used in gathering data for the research. Procedures
followed in gathering and analyzing the data are also explained.

Results of the data analyses are presented in Chapter IV.
Chapter V contains a summary of the study, conclusions based on the

findings, recommendations, and implications.



CHAPTER I1I

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter contains an overview of the body of literature
relating to the role of central office administrators in charge of
instruction and/or curriculum. The review also deals with the
literature relating to leadership and leadership behavior, with a
focus on authority and power. The theory of organizational
structures as it applies to the recent movement to restructure

school organizations is also addressed.

The Role of the Central Office Administrator
in Charge of Instruction and/or Curriculum

In defining the role of the central office administrator in

charge of instruction, one immediately encounters the problem of
terminology. The individual who 1is assigned the broad
responsibility of leadership in the instructional program is
identified by many titles. In 1965, Robert R. Leeper, editor of the
1965 Yearbook of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum

Development (ASCD), entitled Role of Supervisor and Curriculum

Director in a Climate of Change, listed those titles that were

prevalent at the time: director or supervisor of curriculum and/or
instruction; assistant, associate, or deputy superintendent in

charge of curriculum and/or instruction and/or research; director of

18
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elementary or secondary education; and supervisory specialists in
content areas. The title is not particularly important; what is
important is an understanding of this administrator’s function in
decision making and his/her relationships to other administrators.
Almost all professional educators understand what a teacher,
principal, or superintendent is, and almost all educators have ideas
about what these roles should entail and how they relate to each
other. The same cannot be said for the central office administrator
in charge of instruction, whose duties are almost as diverse as the
title. That this administrator is a key gatekeeper in instruction
and curriculum development, no one would deny. But concerning what
he/she is, or does, or is becoming, no one picture emerges clearly
(Shores, 1967).
Babcock (1965) wrote about the emerging role of the curriculum
director, stating:
School people today, in the face of everchanging demands, are
finding it increasingly necessary to turn to a curriculum
specialist. . . . The need for defining the role of this
curriculum specialist, regardless of his title, in the
functional organization of the school system is imperative.
His relationship with general administration, with the

individual building principal and with the teaching corps as a
whole is still in a state of confusion in many school systems.

(p. 50)

As people work together in the instructional program, as in
other cooperative enterprises, they need to have relatively common
role expectations and need to feel free to perform the functions
inherent in these roles. Unless roles are understood, conflict
develops because individuals think that others are not concerned or

are presumptuous, that they lack good will or common purpose (Wiles,



20

1963). If instructional change is to progress smoothly, agreement
on roles is essential.

A review of the literature yielded 1ittle concrete information
about the roles of central office administrators in charge of
instruction; nearly all of the recent studies available have
confirmed this lack of data. Fullan (1982) attributed the paucity
of research on second-level administrators and district support
staff to the great diversity of roles and organizations, and to the
preoccupation of researchers with studying superintendents.

A recent task force of the ASCD reached a similar conclusion.
In 1982, this task force was commissioned to study the roles,
functions, and impact of districtwide supervisory personnel. A
review of data already available revealed that there was little
objective information about the role and importance of districtwide
supervisory personnel (Costa & Guditus, 1984). In 1984, the 1982
ASCD task force called for research studies to be done on district
office personnel and offered mini-grants to encourage and stimulate
research in this area.

Harris (1985), who agreed with the ASCD summary, suggested that
existing information might be difficult to find because central
office personnel are generally assigned multiple roles and the
literature often masquerades under several different titles, such as
supervision, supervisory practice, or clinical supervision.

Although difficult, attempts at defining the role of the

central office administrator in charge of instruction have been
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recurring for decades. Most of the role-definition literature is
found under the heading of curriculum director, curriculum
supervision, or supervision. Much has been accumulated by the ASCD.
For this study, literature was reviewed under headings for central
office personnel, assistant superintendent, educational supervisor,
curriculum supervisor, curriculum director, and others. The
information presented was deemed applicable to the study of the role
of the central office administrator in charge of instruction,
regardless of that position’s specific title in the research.

The ASCD presented its earliest effort at a role description
for the educational supervisor in its 1946 yearbook, which closely
paralleled the rhetoric of the human-relations movement of the
1940s. In 1951, the ASCD Yearbook presented the tasks necessary for
curriculum development, and in its 1960 Yearbook the ASCD reported
on the applications of leadership studies from sociology and
management toward identifying role prescriptions for instructional
leaders.

In 1965, ASCD VYearbook contributors analyzed the role of
instructional leadership in an era of curricular reform. At that
time, several factors were important to the role (Leeper, 1965);

First 1is that school people are aware of the tremendous

increase in knowledge and of the increasing importance to

select that knowledge "which is of most worth."

Second is the changing characteristics of students in the

schools of the 1960s. . . . The slow-learners, the reluctant

learners, the children with emotional and social problems, the
children "whose ceiling of aspiration" is limited by living in

culturally disadvantaged areas, and the physically and mentally
handicapped are now part of the school’s responsibility.
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Third is the changing concept of teacher education. . . . More
and more is it recognized that teacher education is a lifelong
process . . . making inservice education a major role for the
curriculum specialist.

Fourth is the current introduction of myriad proposals for

curriculum change and for new organizational patterns in

schools. (pp. 50-52)

The factors relevant for this central office role of the 1960s
appear to be the same ones that are relevant to the role today. The
specifics might have changed somewhat, but the general tone is
reminiscent of the 1980s.

Leeper (1965) went on to describe the role, with the basic
assumption that curriculum development and the instructional program
were inseparable and that teaching-learning opportunities in the
classrooms were basic aspects of curriculum development. He saw
supervision of curriculum development and instruction as
fundamentally a service rather than an administrative function,
supervision of classroom instruction as a function of the building
principal, and responsibility for initiating change with groups
within the educational organization resting with the curriculum
supervisor.

The classic description of the role and activities of district
office administrators in charge of instruction was well represented
in the earlier work of Harris (1963), in which he listed the tasks
of supervision as developing curriculum, organizing for instruction,
staffing, providing facilities, providing materials, arranging for

inservice education, orienting new staff members, relating special

services, developing public relations, and evaluating. These tasks,
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according to Harris, are implemented by supervisors through
planning, organizing, leading, controlling, and assessing.

Neagley and Evans (1980) presented a detailed description of
the role of an assistant superintendent of instruction. This
position, they said, should be directly responsible to the
superintendent for the character and quality of the entire
instructional program in the school district. It is this official’s
responsibility, according to Neagley and Evans, to provide quality
leadership to a team of teachers, principals, supervisors, and other
resource persons in order to build a superior instructional program.
In accomplishing this, they called for the person in this role to be
adept at discovering, developing, and coordinating the various
abilities, competencies, energies, and efforts of the instructional
team.

Neagley and Evans (1980) listed the responsibilities and duties
of the assistant superintendent in charge of instruction under three
categories: those related to the instructional program, those
connected to staff members’ professional growth, and those related
to obtaining instructional resources and services. As this position
is of utmost relevance to the present study, the specific duties
identified by Neagley and Evans are included here.

For the instructional program, the assistant superintendent
must:

assist the superintendent in working with staff to formu-
late a philosophy of education;

assume leadership in providing a continuous program of
curricular improvement;
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work with the staff in developing instructional goals for
the various levels and curriculum areas;

work with the staff in developing a systemwide program of
evaluation and appraisal;

be responsible for developing and supervising programs for
atypical children;

work with the staff in formulating policies relative to
pupil classification, marking, reporting, and promoting;

assume responsibility for determining the need for instruc-
tional staff specialists and supervise their work; and

assume responsibility for adult education.

For staff leadership, the assistant superintendent for instruc-
tion must:

assume joint responsibility for the recruitment, selection
and assignment of instructional personnel;

assume responsibility for developing a comprehensive policy
and program of in-service education;

assume joint responsibility for establishing and applying
policies of promotion, transfer, and dismissal of instruc-
tional personnel.

assume joint responsibility for promoting and supervising
experimentation with curriculum organization, instructional
techniques, and instructional materials including designing
and/or coordinating proposals for funded projects;

assume responsibility for developing and operating a
districtwide orientation program for new instructional
personnel;

serve, by request, as a consultant to principals, their
staff, and individual teachers; and

keep up to date professionally by reading widely, attending
professional meetings, visiting other school systems, etc.

For the area of instructional materials, the assistant superin-
tendent for instruction must:

assume responsibility for selecting, procuring, and
distributing all categories of instructional resources;
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assume responsibility for advising the superintendent on
all budget items related to the instructional program;

assume responsibility as a consultant in school plant
design on all matters affecting curriculum and instruction;

assume responsibility for establishing and operating a
districtwide, curricular-materials, audio-visual, and pro-
fessional library center;

assume responsibility for editing and publishing curriculum
bulletins, guides, courses of study, pamphlets, and the
like for staff and, with the superintendent’s approval, for
the lay public;

assume responsibility for preparing adequate reports and
materials giving the superintendent and board of education
summary information on the instructional personnel and
program; and

assume responsibility for identifying and using community,
county, state, and national agencies and resources for
improving the instructional program. (pp. 95-98)

In the role defined above, the assistant superintendent in
charge of instruction is directly responsible and subordinate to the
superintendent. As the superintendent’s aide in charge of
instruction, this individual serves in a line relationship to other
administrative and supervisory personnel in carrying out the
responsibilities of the position. The assistant superintendent in
charge of instruction is the recognized official head of the
instructional leadership team. However, in working with other
officials, this person must respect their leadership role in
improving the instructional program (Neagley & Evans, 1980).

When there is no assistant superintendent, the district may
have directors or coordinators or specialists of elementary and/or
secondary education or of curriculum. These supervisory personnel

assume the above-nientioned duties in the absence of an assistant
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superintendent. In larger districts with both an assistant superin-
tendent and a director, the director functions as the right-hand
aide of the assistant superintendent. As coordinators or directors
or supervisors, these personnel may function in line positions on a
districtwide basis, but they operate in only a staff relationship to
principals when they work in individual buildings (Neagley & Evans,
1980) .

Results of an ASCD survey done in 1975 indicated that
respondents had 17 titles other than superintendent. The most
frequently named title was director or coordinator, and the next
most frequently named was assistant superintendent. The majority of
these curriculum workers (55%) reported to the superintendent,
whereas 18% reported to an assistant superintendent and 12% reported
to a director. Tasks for this group seemed to fall into five
categories: inservice programs, program evaluation, and staff
meetings were the most frequent (80% to 90% involvement); developing
standards, budgeting, community relations, and teacher supervision
were the second most frequent (70% to 80% involvement); and federal
programs, summer programs, and testing were the next most frequent,
with more than 60% of the respondents indicating involvement in
these areas (Speiker, 1976).

Other researchers in the 1960s to early 1980s focused on
instructional supervision and sought to identify the 1level of
agreement among public school personnel regarding preferred

activities of instructional supervisors (Beach, 1976; Boucree, 1979;
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Brande, 1981; Cantrell, 1979; Cardenos, 1966; Carlton, 1970; Carmon,
1970; Colbert, 1966; Danley & Burch, 1978; Hopkins, 1982;
Kordomenos, 1981; Kyle, 1984; Lott, 1963; Lovell & Phelps, 1976;
Marchak, 1969; Miller, 1959; Norman, 1978; Roberson, 1980; Spears,
1980).

Many researchers included as instructional supervisors all
professional personnel who served in any supervisory capacity, such
as principals and subject-area specialists, whether at the central
office or building level. Some of these investigators reported the
supervisors’ actual and preferred activities as perceived by
themselves, but it is difficult to extract the responses of only
central office administrators (Afifi, 1980; Anderson, 1979; Danley &
Burch, 1978; Davis, 1979; Defeo, 1983; Douglass, 1979; Goslin, 1980;
Holder, 1977; Rentz, 1969; Ross, 1968; Srisa, 1967; Thomas, 1981).

Sullivan’s (1982) observation of instructional supervisors
suggested that the actual day-to-day activities of supervisors were
incongruent with the classical description of the role. A
functional analysis of her data using Mintzberg’s categories showed
that supervisory personnel primarily maintained the day-to-day
operations of the school system and essentially functioned as do
managers in industry. Sullivan wrote:

Ninety-eight percent of their activities fell into the

managerial categories defined by Mintzberg (1973) with

especially high activity in three categories: resource
allocator, monitor, and disseminator, which indicated that the
supervisor acts as an insider, one who is primarily concerned
with internal operations. . . . The supervisor acted as an
information broker and was literally a hub of communication.

Sixty-one percent of supervisors’ time was spent in brief
contacts with one or two individuals that lasted usually five
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minutes or less. The bulk of the communication was lateral, a

small amount (9%) was with superordinates, and only 14% was

with teachers. Supervisors initiated 62% of all contacts. (pp.

448-451)

Smith (1983) reported that, after having reviewed 21 research
studies on instructional supervisors, she was not able to find a
standard description of the position. She did report, however, an
increased emphasis on administrative and personnel functions for
instructional supervisors.

According to the report of the ASCD study, which included 75
central office supervisors (Blumberg, 1984), when respondents were
asked what three functions seemed to consume the majority of time
during a typical work week, several categories predominated:
meetings, paper work, planning, curriculum study, staff development,
public relations, trouble shooting and reporting to the
superintendent, and visitations to schools for observations.
The report also indicated that district office supervisors were
frustrated by not having enough time to do what needed to be done,
and by having to wear too many hats. The job titles and role
expectations of the supervisors were idiosyncratic to their
situations, and incumbents thought the efficacy of their role was
continually questioned. Reductions of other central office
positions resulted in the central office instructional supervisor
having to assume more duties. The report concluded that central
office supervisors seem to be very busy people, involved in doing

many things, some of which appear to be more symbolic than concrete

(Blumberg, 1984).
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The central office administrator in charge of instruction seems
to be a generalist who is assigned the responsibility of providing
leadership for the improvement of the total instructional program
within the school system. Shafer and MacKenzie (1965) noted that
the generalist of the future was being thought of as a new breed.
One description being used was that of the "perceptive generalist."”
They described such an instructional leader as one gifted in
comprehending and making decisions about problems that are
characterized by complexity and tangled relationships.

Such an instructional leader helps identify the problems and
assists in developing alternate strategies while using sensitivity
and skills in human relations. The heart of this endeavor was
identified by Hass (1960) as "nurturing classroom teacher
effectiveness." Rutrough (1970) further developed this theme of
central office administrator as nurturer, describing the role as:

Helping professional staff members to discover, to define, and

to understand their tasks, their goals, and their purposes as

they strive to implement curriculum change and to improve
instruction.

Helping professional staff members to achieve their tasks,

their goals, and their purposes as they go about their daily

tasks of providing opportunities for meaningful learning

experiences for pupils.

Helping the professional group to maintain itself and to
improve its performance.

The director of instruction as such may be characterized as a
decision maker, a group leader, and a human relations engineer.

(p. 72)
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In a more recent study, Floyd (1987) attempted to describe the
real world of instructional supervisors by identifying the
subjective role conceptions and role statements shared by four
central office administrators who were recipients of the Outstanding
Instructional Supervisor of the Year award in Georgia. Data were
collected from open-ended, unstructured interviews. Results of this
study indicated that credibility and flexibility seemed to be those
attributes of central office administrators that enabled them to
influence the instructional program and professional staff in a
school system. Credibility referred to the earned professional
respect and trust accorded to the administrators because of their
demonstrated professional skills, experience, and 1leadership in
instructional matters. Flexibility referred to their capacity to
adapt and respond to the fragmented and ambiguous nature of their
role. According to Floyd:

The focus of central office supervisors’ time and energy is

fragmented by the many diverse activities and programmatic

responsibilities of the role. Participants in this study

reported responsibility for coordination of as many as 17

different programs. (p. 14)

Central office supervisors must demonstrate flexibility in

relating to teachers, to administrators, to parents, to the

community, to resources, and to information; while enacting a

role that is characterized by invisibility in that they receive

little credit and must pass it on to others, must be willing to
accept criticism, experience few objective rewards, and must

find their rewards in primarily indirect ways. (p. 22)

Ambiguity characterizes the role of the central office

supervisor, in that the role calls for implementation of change

in selected areas of the school program as well as preserving
continuity in other areas. Also ambiguous is their authority,
which at times stems from collaborative efforts, while at

others, when dealing with mandated programs, their authority
must be directive; and finally, their primary clients shift
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between district management to building level management to
teachers. (p. 27)

Hall, Putman, and Hord (1985) looked at the role of central
office administrators in districts undergoing change. The findings
from their data analyses indicated 1little had changed from the
studies of the 1960s and 1970s:

A description of the jobs and roles of district office
personnel indicates they are involved in a wide range of
administrative, evaluative, and facilitating activities and
have many titles.

Personnel in the district office seem to have little clarity
about the scope and primary purposes of their roles. There are
different central missions for district office personnel.

There is tremendous variation in how much time district office
personnel spend in schools.

There is a dramatic difference in the amount of real authority
and power personnel have that is related to whether they are
line or staff positions.

Central office administrators with staff positions often derive
their power from someone with power.

There is little congruence between what district office
personnel say they do and what others perceive that they do.
Teachers have little understanding of what district persons do.

District office staff feel successful when they see teachers
doing things that they have suggested, and they believe that
much of what they do is based on teacher input.

Once assigned to the district office, most personnel do not
wish to go back to their classrooms, and appear to be
successful in remaining "downtown."

Teachers tend to 1link the credibility of district office
personnel to their teaching assignment prior to joining the
district office, to how long the person has been away from the
classroom, and to how much utility they perceive the position
to have for their own needs.

Teachers view central administrators in line positions as being
remote from their classrooms.
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It appears that line administrators in the district office make
the adoption decision and deal more directly with principals;
and then it is the staff persons who plan and facilitate
implementation at the school and classroom level.

District office personnel are providing the impetus as well as
being the source of many innovations that are implemented in
schools.

A frequently observed strategy for making the adoption
decisions is down/up/down. The typical scenario begins with
the district office coming up with an idea for a needed change.
It is then sent "down" to teachers and principals to get their
initial reactions. Their recommendation is then sent "up"
through the chain of command. With further refinement, through
the superintendent to the board, there is a formal decision
made, which is then sent "down" to the staff to implement.

There is nearly unanimous agreement in the district office that

principals are responsible for change within their building.

(pp. 124-133)

Although the 1980s did not produce as many studies related to
central office administrators as did the previous two decades, the
few that have been cited still showed a lack of role clarity. The
position seems to be unique to the district in which it is held, at
the time it is held. Still holding true is a conclusion made in a
doctoral dissertation (Holmes, 1971) that focused on curriculum
directors:

Many unresolved issues face the curriculum director in his

efforts to provide competent leadership for the development of

a professional teaching staff capable of implementing a quality

educational program for the clients of his school district. As

an agent for change, the perceptions of leader behavior held by
the curriculum director are critical to his ability to develop
and provide opportunities that will release the growth

potential of others. (p. 55)

In periods of little change, central office administrators have
a better chance to have roles that can be designed and defined, even

if they are complex and complicated. But when old "truths" are
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challenged, when "proven" methods are questioned, and when
traditional content is rapidly replaced by "new" programs, role
expectations for supervisors and curriculum directors become vastly
more complex and significant (Drummond, 1965). As schools have not
had a period of "little change" for nearly three decades, it is
important to look at the change factor in this role. Williams
(1972) considered change an important force in central office

supervision:

Change has a greater chance of success when those persons who
will be affected by the change are involved in its planning and
implementation. Throughout the process supervisors need to
assist the group to state and restate their objectives, to
obtain the data or materials they need as they proceed, and to
provide the leadership necessary to reach the conclusions and
implementation of the projected change. As an agent of change,
the supervisor should exploit his shared leadership role to the
fullest so that educational practice will not seriously lag
behind modern educational theory. (p. 160)

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1971) discussed planned change and
the central office administrator’s role in change:

One of the fundamental assumptions to this writing is that

supervisory ways of behaving involve some aspects of change.

.. The act of supervision invariably involves a human

interaction directed at improving (and thus changing) some

aspect of professional performance. . . . Therefore, although a

supervisor may not be a full-time change agent, he indeed

assumes the change posture, along with administrators,

teachers, and others, when he behaves in a supervisory way. (p.

160)

In his analysis of the function of the curriculum director,
Klohr (1965) made quite central his/her role as an inducer and
coordinator of change. The designation "change agent," perhaps more
than any other, reflects this key responsibility. If the supervisor

and curriculum worker are, indeed, change agents, it becomes a
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matter of great importance that they be able to help chart the
direction of change and to keep track of it (Leeper, 1965). Ohm
(1977) condensed many of the pronouncements on change strategies
into one succinct law, which he admitted to having labeled brazenly
Ohm’s Law of Institutional Change: "The success of a plan does not
necessarily depend upon its merit, but rather upon the right
combination of 1leadership, plus client and practitioner
involvement."

As scarce as literature on the district office administrator
is, it does include references to district office responsibilities
and involvement in change (Cox, 1983; Fullan, 1982; Harris, 1983).
Huberman and Miles (1984) reported that district office
administrators’ commitment is important to the success of an
innovation and that pressure without district office support and
commitment leads to teacher resistance and failure. They also
reported that district office administrators are most often the
early advocates of an innovation. According to Harris (1983), one
of the major responsibilities of school supervisors is to stimulate
change and to develop acceptance of the idea that continued change
is inevitable and can be highly desirable. Fullan (1982) reported
that some school districts establish effective change processes
whereas others follow a disastrous pattern, and that the central
administrator is the single most important individual for setting
the expectations for and the tone of the pattern of change.

Of recent concern is the indication that the number of central

office administrators has been slowly but steadily declining during
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the last decade (Costa & Guditus, 1984). Approximately one-half of
the respondents to the 1984 ASCD study indicated that central office
supervisory positions in their district had been reduced and that
they had to assume additional responsibilities, which reduced school
visits and increased the number of teachers they had to supervise
(Blumberg, 1984). About one-third of the sample thought that if
their jobs were eliminated the services they performed would no
longer be available to the district. Blumberg further reported that
the respondents, for the most part, seemed convinced of their worth
to the school district. As convinced as they were of their worth,
they received 1little formal credit or feedback about their
accomplishments (Costa & Guditus, 1984). They seem to get a sense
of their effectiveness or lack of it through informal means, such as
casual comments and reactions from administrators and teachers,
rather than from any systematic procedures (Blumberg, 1984).

A few studies have been done that have spoken to the value of
the central administrator’s role. Shinn (1969) reported that the
curriculum director’s role was not only perceived as "greatest
overall with the educational program" as compared to the role of
superintendent and principals, but greatest as specifically
perceived with respect to revision of curriculum, selection of
materials, articulation of elementary and secondary programs,
inservice education, and the scheduling of district equipment.

Four other researchers have sought to determine supervisory

effectiveness by conducting correlational studies. Capper (1981)
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found a high degree of agreement between supervisory procedures and
teacher morale. Cook (1981) reported an inverse relationship
between supervisory consideration and teacher burnout. Fraser
(1980) suggested that the two most important supervisory practices
resulting in teacher satisfaction were a real concern for the
teacher as a person and a collegial relationship between supervisors
and teachers. Mayo (1983) reported that a reduction in role
conflict between supervisors and teachers occurs in a participatory
climate.

In an article describing how principals, external assisters,
and central office administrators contributed to a change effort and
the outcomes of their particular assistance, Cox (1983) reported
that the central office people contributed more to a school change
effort than did any other single group of assisters because they
could perform critical functions that made school improvement work.
Cox suggested that central office personnel have emerged as
significant actors in the process of change and may well be the
"linch pins of school improvement efforts." The research to which
Cox referred is key to this study and is discussed with greater
specificity in the following paragraphs.

From Volume II of the ten-volume Study of Dissemination Efforts
Supporting School Improvement (DESSI), Loucks et al. (1982) reported

that recent studies of school improvement have highlighted the roles
of external linking agents and school principals, analyzing their
contributions to successful change (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978;

Emrick & Peterson, 1978; Firestone & Corbett, 1981; Loucks & Hall,
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1979; Louis & Kell, 1981; Royster & Madley, 1980). They went on to
report that another set of actors, whose role in the school-
improvement process has been neglected in most research, are school-
district-level facilitators, referred to as local facilitators in
the DESSI document. Because these people have skills and
information relevant to the implementation of a new practice and
have proximity to teachers who need ongoing assistance and support,
their role has the potential for significantly enhancing school-
improvement efforts.

In their paper, Loucks et al. (1982) focused on individuals in
this position: who they are, what roles they play, and how they
contribute to various outcomes of school improvement. Her sample
was from the DESSI study, a major national study that 1looked
intensively at the effect of four selected dissemination/school-
improvement strategies on teachers and schools (Crandall, Bauchner,
Loucks, & Schmidt, 1982).

The study involved 146 school districts. In each district the
individuals who had major responsibility for implementing the
practice under study and who were located in the central office
rather than in the school itself were identified.

Seventy-eight administrators made up the sample of local
facilitators. They had a wide variety of positions in their school
districts. Thirty-five were curriculum coordinators, 10 were other

district personnel, 4 were assistant principals who had dual roles,
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1 was a guidance staff member, 1 was an assistant superintendent,
and 27 held other positions with varying titles.

In the study, local facilitators were asked how much time they
spent in a series of assistance activities involved in school
improvement. Those activities in which 50% or more of the sample
spent "moderate" or "a lot" of time were as follows (Loucks et al.,
1982):

Assistance in deciding on new practices included seeking com-

mitment from school administrators, seeking commitment from
teachers, preparing a "case" for the decision to adopt, assess-
ing needs, and building support among school personnel.

Assistance in preparing for adoption included arranging train-
ing, training users, providing detailed information, securing

materials or other required resources, working with administra-
tors, working with site contact, and maintaining support among
school personnel.

Assistance in implementation included planning implementation
schedules, providing technical assistance or follow-up train-
ing, assisting teachers in working out procedural details,
"putting out fires," and maintaining support among school
personnel.

Follow-up activities included collecting impact data, analyzing

impact data, assisting local sites in evaluating the practice,

and developing plans to support continuation of the new

practice. (p. 7)

According to Loucks et al. (1982), these data described
individuals who "got their hands dirty," worked in the school with
teachers and administrators to find out what they needed, received
or gave training, provided assistance and support after training,
and helped to maintain the practice. They were cheerleaders,
building and maintaining commitment and spirit; they were linkers,
bringing new practices and skills to teachers; and they were

trouble-shooters, providing help and support where needed. In the
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building-focused model of school improvement, the local facilitator
emerged as a likely influence on teacher commitment.

Loucks and her fellow researchers were heartened to find an
effect on school improvement that came from a source that could be
influenced. A local facilitator can be designated or even hired to
work on an improvement effort. Unlike such variables as size of
district (which is impossible to influence) and principal leadership
style (which is easier to influence but requires much time,
resources, and politics with uncertain outcomes), local facilitator
assistance can be applied to a school-improvement effort without
much more than a few extra dollars and/or some rearrangement in
staff assignments.

It would appear from the literature that this role should be
studied carefully by a local district before taking any action that
could 1limit the contribution that might be made to a school-
improvement effort. The‘call today is for participatory management,
empowerment of professional staff, increasing effectiveness of
instructional practices, and accountability for improved student
performance. The central office administrator in charge of
instruction has been the "specialist™ in these domains for more than
half a century--innovating, nurturing, training, and following up.
Reform efforts designed to restructure educational institutions
should look more closely at this instructional leader, who could be

an essential aspect of effective change.



40

Leadership

Regardless of title or role description, it is clear that the
primary goal of the central office administrator in charge of
instruction is to improve instruction. To achieve that goal, the
administrator needs to work with members of the school team in some
sort of leadership capacity. This portion of the review of the
literature is an examination of the concept of leadership.

As stated in Chapter I, a review of writers in the management
field revealed that most have agreed that leadership is the process
of influencing the activities of an individual or a group in efforts
toward goal achievement in a given situation. It is important to
note that this definition makes no mention of any particular type of
organization. In any situation where someone is trying to influence
the behavior of another, leadership is being attempted. Thus,
everyone attempts leadership at one time or another. Any time an
individual is attempting to influence the behavior of someone else,
that individual is the potential leader, and the person he/she is
attempting to influence is the potential follower, no matter whether
that person is "boss," colleague, subordinate, friend, or relative
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).

Leadership is an essential ingredient in the improvement of
instruction and is defined as action that facilitates achievement of
the objectives identified by the people involved (Saunders,
Phillips, & Johnson, 1966). Acceptance of this point of view
implies that leadership can be performed by the status leader, by

any member of the group, or by the group as a whole. Consequently,
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the responsibility for making decisions about instructional
improvement should be extended to all persons affected by those
decisions.

Leadership has been called many things and has called for many
more. The ASCD published an article titled "A Concept of
Educational Leadership," in which Ramseyer (1960) stated:

The Tleadership action about which we are speaking is goal

centered, value oriented, communicative, catalytic, energizing,

initiatory and/or creative; the leader is understanding,
perceptive, communicative and accepted; what he does or what
happens within groups identified, strengthens, supports,
suggests new alternatives, alters relationships and
arrangements, provides new structures of means of operation,
creates new understandings, motivates, provides new

perspectives and conceptualizations. (p. 26)

Despite the abundance of writers claiming to have examined the
concept of leadership, the literature indicated that a coherent
theory concerning this historically elusive trait is still being
articulated. The difficulties involved in achieving this coherence
are not new and were noted by Bennis (1959):

The issues involved in studies of leadership have plagued man

since the beginnings of intellectual discourse. The study of

leadership raises the fundamental issues that every group,
organization, nation, and group of nations has to resolve or at
least struggle with: Why do people subordinate themselves?

What are the sources of power? How and why do leaders arise?

Why do leaders lead? What is the function of the leader? Can

all the various kinds of leaders be accounted for under one

frame of reference? (p. 261)

Most of the early notions regarding leadership centered on
personal qualities. The earliest leaders were seen as having
special powers viewed as supernatural circumstances, such as gifts

of the gods or of the devil. Today such claims are rare, but many
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outstanding leaders have been known to attribute their success to
such powers as intuition, extraordinary perception, unusual
abilities to forecast the future, or the ability to "read other
people and situations."

Concern with leadership is as old as recorded history. In the
Republic, Plato speculated about the proper education and training
of political leaders. He distinguished between two modes of action,
leading and executing, and viewed the leader as one who does not
have to act at all, but rules over those who are capable of
execution. In other words, Plato drew the dividing line between
thought and action with the general idea that he who "knows" does
not have to "do," and he who "does" does not have to "know."

Jennings (1960) compared Plato and Machiavelli. Whereas Plato
believed in the omniscient lawgiver who formulated the character and
direction of the ideal city-state, Machiavelli believed in the
omnipotent great man. In his volume De Principipatibus, often
referred to as The Prince, Machiavelli noted that a powerful leader
was needed in two major instances: at the birth of an organizétion
and at times of severe crisis. Through his description of how a
prince should behave under given circumstances, Machiavelli helped
form much of the basis of modern political science.

Leadership is still generally thought of in terms of personal
abilities, but now the assumption seems to be that the abilities in
question are the same as those possessed by all persons; those who
become leaders are presumed to have them to a greater degree than

others.
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In 1940, Bird conducted one of the earliest investigations into
studies of leadership, in which he attempted to characterize leaders
in terms of specific traits or attributes. His findings revealed 79
traits emerging from 20 different studies; of these, only 5% were
common to four or more investigations.

Stogdill’s (1948) survey indicated that the most commonly
identified so-called leadership traits were the following: (a)
physical and constitutional factors--height, weight, physique, and
appearance; (b) intelligence; (c) self-confidence; (d) sociability;
(e) will--initiative, persistence, and ambition; (f) dominance; and
(g) surgency--talkativeness, enthusiasm, alertness, and originality.
Out of the 124 studies he reviewed, Stogdill found two conclusions
supported in at least 15 of the studies:

1. The person who occupies a position of leadership exceeds
the average member of the group in the following ways:
scholarship, intelligence, activity and social participa-
tion; dependability in exercising responsibilities; and
socio-economic status.

2. The qualities, skills, and characteristics are determined
to a great extent by the situation in which the leader is
to function. (pp. 35-36)

Although there was some predictive value in Stogdill’s study,
the low correlation between traits and leadership makes it of little
value in assessing the leadership potential of an individual. Gibb
(1954) gave the following account:

Reviews such as that of Stogdill reveal that numerous studies

of the personalities of 1leaders have failed to find any

consistent pattern of traits which characterize leaders. The
traits of leadership are any or all of those personality traits

which, in any particular situation, enable an individual to (1)
contribute significantly to a group locomotion in the direction
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of a recognized goal, and (2) be perceived as doing so by

fellow members. (p. 889)

Jennings (1961) agreed with Gibb, concluding that "fifty years of
study have failed to produce one personality trait or set of
qualities that can be used to discriminate leaders and nonleaders."

The concept of leadership was elusive, but the job needed to
get done and theorists were diligent in proposing the best
management methods for getting it done. The early 1900s was the age
of scientific management, with Frederick Taylor the most widely read
theorist of the time. Proponents of this technological approach
proposed that the best way to increase output was to improve the
techniques or methods used by workers. Time and motion studies were
prevalent in this effort.

The human relations movement, initiated by Elton Mayo in the
late 1920s, argued that, in addition to finding the best technologi-
cal methods to improve output, it was beneficial for management to
look into human affairs. Claims were made that the real power
centers within an organization were the interpersonal relations that
developed within the working unit.

Theorists have contended that a concern for tasks (scientific
management) tends to be represented by authoritarian leader
behavior, whereas a concern for relationships (human relations) is
represented by democratic leader behavior. The difference in the
two styles of leader behavior is based on the assumptions leaders
make about the source of their power or authority and human nature.

Hersey and Blanchard (1988) noted that the authoritarian style of
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leader behavior is often based on the assumption that leaders derive
power from the position they occupy and that people are innately
lazy and unreliable (Theory X, McGregor, 1960). The democratic
style assumes that leaders’ power is granted by the group they are
to lead and that people can be basically self-directed and creative
if they are properly motivated (Theory Y, McGregor, 1960).

The Ohio State leadership studies, initiated in 1945 by the
Bureau of Business Research at The Ohio State University, were
conducted in an attempt to identify various dimensions of leader
behavior (Stogdill & Coons, 1957). The researchers narrowed the
description of 1leader behavior to two dimensions: initiating
structure and consideration. Initiating structure refers to the
establishment of well-defined patterns of organization, channels of
communication, and methods of procedure (tasks). Consideration
refers to friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in
relationships (relations). Blake and Mouton (1964) popularized
these concepts in their Managerial Grid and used them extensively in
organization and management-development programs.

Bennis (1969) called theorists who express concern for both
tasks and relationships "revisionists." Revisionists believe that a
successful leader "must contribute to both major group objectives:
goal achievement and group maintenance" (Cartwright & Zander, 1960)
or, in Barnard’s (1938) terms, must "facilitate cooperative action
that is both effective and efficient.”

Adherents of the leadership contingency model use the concept

of adaptive leader behavior and question the existence of a 'best"
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style of leadership. According to this model, it is not a matter of
the best style, but of the most effective style for a particular
situation. Successful Tleaders adapt their behavior to meet the
needs of the group with whom they are working and the environment in
which they are working (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).

This growing recognition of the specialized demands made on
leaders dependent on the nature of the group, the task, and other
aspects of the situation, gave credence to the shift during the
1940s toward the "situational approach." By focusing on the
situational aspects of leadership, it theoretically became possible
to increase leadership effectiveness through education and training.
The situational approach afforded an opportunity for training
individuals in adapting their style to the situation.

Hemphill (1949) viewed leadership as a dynamic process, varying
from situation to situation with changes in leaders, followers, and
situatioﬁs. Hall and Lindzey (1957) commented:
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