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ADMINISTRATOR PREPARATION PROGRAMS
AS KNOWLEDGE UTILIZERS

TR

Paula F. Silver
University Council for E?ucationa] Administration

The title of this paper bears-the unfortunate implicatﬁon that avai]ab?e
knolwedge about educational administration is,hindeed utilized in preparagion
programs for educat1ona1 administrators. My intent, however, 1S to 1nd1cate some
aspects of such programs in wh1ch available know]edge 1s,d1st1nct1/ underut111zed
or unutilized. Specifically, the available conceptual and empirical knowledge
about educat1ona1 organizations has been strikingly disregarded in the manage-

ment, thé design, and the study of training programs -- a condition which might

‘well contr1bute to the continuing, if Wot growing, credibility gap between

s L3

practitjoners and professors.

.

jent definition of knowledge as a "range of information, awareness, understanding."
For purposes of this paper, then: “knowledge" will be interpreted to refer to
empirical data such as results from rescarch, technical or interpersonal skill
such as is acquired from expericence, and theoretici1 frameworks or conceptualiza-
tions by which experience might be understood.

With this definition in mind,\a review of tne 11l.riture ahout preparation
PrOGrans, as reporied below, way undcrtaken. The 1iLLr1‘Jre, by its ¢ .isvsions if

not by its content, suggested ways in which some of thkrowledge that is

3
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disseminated by professors might be utilized by them for the 1mp}ovement

of the very programs in which they function, especially for the manage-

‘me.it, design, and study of these training programs. Illustrations of

soecific applications of available knowiedge follow the "Review of the
Literature" section below and a conceptual-empirical foundation for an

E>-d
experimental program is .offered.

Review o? the Literature

The literature about preparation programs for educational administra-
tors can be divided roughly into two categories: the literature about the
desiéﬁ or content of such programs; and that in which studies of preparation

p?&gram§ are prﬁjepted or reported. Within the former categbry are included

‘selections about total programs as well as selections about such specific

aspects of -programs as recruitment, the internship, or particular instructional

!

methods. The latter category consists of exploraticns of the persons and

content of preparation pragrams.

Literature About Program Design
The literature about the design or content of preparation programs also
fall roughly into two categories: that in which intuition or speculation serve

as the basis for recommended program design; and that in which attempts were made

A

: \ - . . .
to incorporate conceptuy] or empirical knowledge in recommended proyram design
\.
and content. \\\
Prior to 1970, ~ost discussants of program design used sets of assumptions
about administrative processes or .functians 1n education (Culbertson, 1963;

Hencley, 19635 Wengert, 19625 Harlow, i962) and the context of administrative
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practice (Boyan, 1963; Lortie, 1962; Re11er, 1962; Walton, 1962; Cunningham

and Nystrand, 1969} or ideals about administrators' attributes (Culbertson,

1962; Willower, 1964) as the bases for deducing the recommended content

of preparation programs. Many of these sets of administrative activities or
environmental conditions represent the informed thinking of learned professors
rdther than taxonomies of processes and conditions o~ theorgticé] frameworks
for the design of training programs. As displayed in a convenient summary
outline by Nagle (1969, p. 63-4;, the various sets of assumptions about *he
processes and context of administration showed not much comparability.

One implicit assumption apparently underlying all of this early litera-
ture was that the presentation of subject matter -- i.e., organizational theories
and information about specific processes or technologies -- autngtica]Iy
results in.learning. In the literature of the 1960's, in other. words, the
knowledge about organizational structure and brocess which was to be taught in
educational administration courses was not explicitly linked to the structure
and ‘processes of preparation programs themselves.

A iwarked change in the literature about preparation programs can be noted
1n the literature of the 1970's. While less prone to deal with total program
design and more likely to focus upon particular aspects of preparation pro-
grams, recent authors have tended to emphasize the applications of theoretical
or cmpirical knowledye to the design of partiCulér program elements. Hughes and
Tanner (1970), for example, explained the use of Bayesian statistics and other

rosearch tools in the development of an evaluation of a special preparation pro-

gram; Ranney and tuty (19/73) described the use of cowrunication theory 1n the
design of inlornanip prograds, Gaynor and Duvall (1973) as well as Van Hoter
(19/3) used existing rnusaieige to splicate particular inotructional e thodo-

Tegiesy Sarriiloiux (1977) deseribed a Manayement By Objectives approach

e
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to the design of internships; and March (1973) used conceptualizations of
"organized anarchies," a context of decline, and comparative advantages of
universities, along with data about management behavior, as bases for
recormending the teaching of five specific analytical skills.

Recent selections about total program design are similarly
differentiated from the writings of the 1960's: recent authors have been
more likely to address the utilization of specific domains of knowledge.
Hatley and Miskel (1973), for example, used systems theory as the basis
for initial and continuing program revision; Pohland and Blood (1973)
developed a taxonomic base for the design of a complete preparation program;

and Evan (1973) identified specific sociological, organizational, and

systems concepts. as well as an experimental research design, as the founda-
!

tion for a recommended experimental preparation program.
i

»

Promising as this trend may be, if cne values the use of knowledge
in all endeavors including the design of preparation programs, recent writings
mark the very first halting steps. The recent authors used very strictly de-
limted bodies of knowledge -- far less knowledge than is available to us --
and their writings are in the rcalms of untried recownaendations or untested
practices. As Farquhar and Piele (1973) <aid of the literature they reviewed,
"the sajurity of state-ents are relatively imprecise and qeneral. There s
ruch repetition of broad platitudes, but Tittle rxplicit analysis of Lrends

and needs (p. 56})."

Literature About the Stady of Prograns
The studies of preparation srogrens doonot (/o) applar o oe tullowing
b oormilar Lrend Covard nereased beowde e wii b ctoons all hut two of the
repurted ctudies are an the survey ode, and, hale the two roooa T D Thoory -
ERIC g
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based studies (Steinhoff and Bishop, 1973; Bernstein, 1974) were under-
taken recently, other recent studies have been predominantly in the survey
mode {Campbell and Newell, 1973; Sims, 1970; Kline and Munsterman, 1974

and 1975), and additional surveys are projected: instrument is currently

being prepared for a survey of preparation progfams in the United States;
aﬁa]yses of the data in the UCEA-CORPS data bank at Purdue, exclusively

survey data, will be undertaken during 1975, 1976, and 1977. IMlustrative

of the numcrous surveys of preparation programs in educational administra-

tion are the UCEA (1973) study of "The Preparation and Certification of
Educational Administrators,” and the AASA (1965) “Study of Graduate Programs of

Preparation for Superintendents of Schools."

It is clear, from a review of the studies of preparation programs,
that most of the theoretical or conceptual bases uponi which productive
studies of school systems or administrative behavior have been founded, though
probably applicable to the study of preparation programs, have not been
ut1l1zed 1n tne study of such ﬁrograms. It follows that many research metnodo-
logies, also extolled for their efficacy in the jineration of copirical know-
Tedge, have likewise been disregarded in the study of preparation programs.
o continue to ve inundated witn torronts of urvey Jata, auch of 1t of Luch
do btful validity tnat 1t is ssall wonder the recommendations flowing from

- - \
cuch studies are rarely, 1f cver, iplesented. As Farquhar ana iele (1973)

1 1) P . - . 1 Y 4§
ointed ity "Aoparently, progiam Gesigaers hoeilate...16 viow the stady of
- 3 rl [3 B I b [ v 3 + AY . < ,L
o Dpietion wilh AYO3aradiory progras s b ik NS R R
i M W1 1 [ . i n
CroTarly o wvor (oL wb).
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Knowledge Utilization in Preparation Programs

Knowledge Utilization in Program Management

On the subject of the management or administration of prep-
aration programs for educational administrators, there appears to be
no 1iterature whatsoever. From the total absence of such references, one
mignt assume -- nopefully, erroneously -- that such programs are hardly
managed at all! But perhaps a safer assumption would be that the mdnagemeﬁt
of preparation programs is not characterized by the systematic, intentinnal
utilization of available knowledge about the administration of educational
organifations. This, then, might be the most suitable starting point for
discussion of ways in which available knowledge could beneficially be
applied within preparation programs.

Courses in educational administration frequently concern technologies
to which students are exposed anq which students are exhorted to employ.
Yet, 11, the available literature, no programs are cited in which such
tochnologics are applied to the design, implementation, or development of
asministrator training. Such planning technologies as Planning-Programming-
Budgeting Systems, Opcrations Rewecarch, Delphi, 6r force analysis (See
Culbertson, 13/3), for example, do not appear to have been utilized as a

ms of planning preparation programs.

A PPLS-a0 «x. ple sght suffice to 11lustrate the absence of techno-

157 10 program nanegenent. The vecy image of professors prenaring diaries

Coroa progran boebget, or obsenuioasly snboatting T1sts of o CLives for
@ epartoental Vana ert Oy Oogedtives is alaust 1o Tuhicssus Lo con-
Cooplatel Dok, s ool Srors vaiue Lhar tuae, Chear aut a7, and tner
v Lol 0w tu Lt to sueh o roe el Tormaps Low s and
Lo tarS, g S dar values . ves o b quvalent reguest fror
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their superordinates. It wouid seem, therefore, that attempts to apply
PPBS-MBO technologies to preparation programs themselves would reveal

some shortcomings of these popular catchword technologies and, at very
least, sensitize professors to the real problems -- moral and operational --
of implementation.

To my knowledge, refined Management Information Systems regarding
professors, students, or alumni, such as could pe used for the rational,
efficient allocation of human resources in terms of specialized knowiedge,
interests. and skills, to not exist within preparation programs; nor do
computer-based Flexible Modu]ar'Schedules, hierarchically differentiated
staff, cost/effectiveness measures or, indeed, any of the other popular,
or even unpopular, technologies.

From at least two perspectives, apart from the increased sensitization
of professors, the application of administrative skills (technical know-
ledge) to the management of preparation programs would have beneficial
offects: first, the programs themselves mignt be more efficiently and
effective]y conducted, second, students would enjoy renewed belicf tnat

N

fnerr L entors do, after all, know how to administer an educationu urcaniza-
tion and ‘nat the techniques lauded in the textbooks work to .ooe advantage.
1f, furthoroore, the students themselves were encouraged to dmple wnt

Jarious teennnlogies within the denartnent of cducational adninictration,
J t

tne beaefits of "loariang by dorng” (See Nowney unoan "action-study aporoach”,

1973, p. 4) and tre oo o~ utor discnsion of T nore gy woid
Pikely beoaorcased.
ViowT ol E e I AU 17E AL M

n e carchoas Ly e “H\Upt%, theories, 1 JLHOGU;UJIWS coaonsed
Wl ool e puralian e rans coulid g 1 be applicd to studies of the . rogreis
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themselves. Surely, studies of departments of educational administra-

tion as learning systems, as economic or political phenomena, as decision

structures, comp]iaﬁce structures, communication networks, open systems,
and numerous other types of entities would yield profound as well as
practical knowleage about orofessional preparation 1n education (See Siiver,
1975).
Since the 1950's, when the "theory movement" began 1o predominate
the tninking about administrator training, a broad range of theoretical
frameworks, conceptualizations, and research methodologies has been borrowed
fros the various behavioral sciences anc applied to the study of school
systems and adiministrators (See Culbertson et al., 1973). So productive
has tne "theory movement' been in generating knowledge about school orgamza-
<.ens and praviding new perspectives on human behavior in school organiza-
tionis that the relative abscnce of soc1al science perspectives or methodologies
1n wne study of preparation programs SeCms quite remarkable. In addition
to knowing how -any students are admitted to programs, the adinissions
criteria, the titles of content of courses, tne wnaracteristics of professors,
and Lie 11;0, v Lauld b dawovering what peeosaratlon proyrias Jre, TOw
Ly function, ond why ey fanctisnoas they do.
AL L1yt ey T b bagstrate Lo sinds of
L otnat could ve gloaned torouyn tne

Ciowle e {(tr oretical and ¢.opirical) to
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2. What are the orgamizational structures of departments of
educational administration? What are their communication and
decision-making patterns? How complex are they 1n structure? What
are the power or compliance relationships within department~?

3. How do departments of educational adninistration respond to
external forces? With what policies, tactics, or strategies
do departments respond to environmental inputs? What are the
characteristics of environments of departments, and how do
inputs occur?

4. How do professors of educational administration behave vis a vis
their students? What are the tvpes and contexts of professor-
student interactions? What needs, values, attitudes, beliefs,
and ideologies of professors and students are related to various
interaction styles and outcomes?

The kind of research suggested here seems to be a prerequisite for
attempts to improve preparation programs; for until we know what the programs
are and what effects their various dimensions have on students, we can
hardly be guiced by anything more substantive than speculation, aspiration,
and 1ntuition in the improvement of programs. .Sdmilarly, attempts to
acquire knowledge about the effects of preparation on administrator perform-
ance wou'd have to follow such research as is suggested here; for unless
we know something about the relevant dimensions of training programs,

we have no variables to which to relate postgraduate administrative

performance.

cenctedse Btilization an Progras Design

Uiilisation of kroaledge an tne design of preparaton progr. . CX-

(oept as cay be informed by capirical data 1n the fulure, 35 a ..ore 2lusive

Cadcavor. Cor one taing, it irplies experisentation, an inexact, o n5IVe,

and rr,e s contare taat ontails vexing ethical st oo and The o wilhity

o g e ures L egh (valtatier s Yty ooy furity

"oro R pout w1 b {Ravet Ty o, L curs 4 oatout
o 9
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the soundness of our knowledge and, possibly, controlling mechanisms
which preclude rigorous inquiries about our knowledge and practices.
Nevertheless, if we expect students to apply knowledge to the analysis
and design of educational systems, and if we intend them to modify their
behavior, we should probably be willing to do the same.

Without asserting that we have sufficient knowledge about all the
relevant dimensions of administrator preparation in education, one could
maintain that there are more domains of knowlédge relevant to administr>-

tor training than we currently use with premeditation in preparation pro-

grams. Knowledge about operant conditioning, socialization, and force fields

would be i]lustrat1yei while these phenomena can be assumed to operate
within educational administration departments, no systematic efforts appear
to have been made to design situations in which these phenomena could more
effectively enhance learning. Other conceptual knowledge, especially when
supported by cmpirical data, could at least be incorporated in program
design 1f not used as the foundation for program design.

Onc acditional cxample might illustrate the point wore fully. Thirtecn
Joars ago Culbertson {1962) projected an idecal of an administrator as a
"roreeptive gencralist,t an indivngal who "w111l need a breadth of vision
{n. 153,." w1ll nave "the capacity to fushion anpropriate relationships

¢ eeon Lne purposes of the schools and the ever-changing socicty they
cerve (p. 154)," and will be able "to Tearn ncw fields of application
ioicrly and to relate trem to social i cducalional valaes {(p. Gué)."
Wil lower LiiuA) Tater renforced this Tnage witn g oonception of the ad-

" 4 '

oanteacor an o "refTeclive goatralist,” ore g ol nas g theoretical

. . R o . hi ' . ~ . ~ »
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and tension between ‘theory and practice (p, 64);".and Miller (1967)

expressed a deszre to promote the "scholar-pract1t1oner" administrator.

Recent research based on conceptual systems theory {Schroder et al. , 1967)

lends such prcfound support for this prophetic 1dea] that the training of -

4

admin1strat1on students to be such 1nd1v1duals m1gnt be w1th1n tho »a3im
of poss1bz]1ty ‘ . - | (

In research based upon, conceptual systems theory it has been f;und N
that 1nd1v1duals who have relatively high conceptual, 1evels of "integrative
compfgxity,? sometimes known as relatioral thinking, in the 1nterpévsona1
domain of cognition @xhibit characteristig behaviors; they exhibit "a
tendency to rema1n cogn1zant of amb1gutty and open to new 1nf0rmatzon even
after a dec1s1on has been reached (Sieber.and Lar- atta, 1964, p. 637) " they
demonstrate grbater breadth of category search for information (assoc1ated
with ability to deal creatively with env1ronment) than do individuals w1th
simpler conceptual structures (Kar]ins, }967); they tend to-be more confi-
dent of their jultgments of incongruert stimuli than those with lesser inte-.
grative complexity (Bieris 1971j; they are relatively more open to other
peunle's perspectives and more able to Ehange impressions af dthers as new
information becomes available (Schroder, 1971); and they tend to, be more .
.+ ¢ wnicative with others (Schroder, et al,, 1967) r1ementary schoo1 prln-

cipais characterized by higher leve}s of integrative complex1ty were found
to be more Rerson Oriented in leadership style and likely to be 10caFed4in,
more’comp]ex 1nterpersdna1 school settings (Silver, 19]5b)t.1n terms of
-‘theoretical knowledge and empirical data, in other words, it would appear
that tndividua]s with re]ativé]?’hjgh.]ovels of cdncnptuai‘compipxjty,can

actualize the “pcrceptjve gcnora]ist" 1deal progec ted in the 1960's.
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Leve]s of conceptual comp]ex1ty appear to be learned in the home
enviror ent (Harvey, 1964) , the school env1¥onment (Schroder et al., 1973),
or the college ment (Joyce and Weil, 1973). It would seem that we
have sufficient theoretical and emp1r1ca1 knowledge to Just1fy exper1menta-
tign with administrator training progFams des1gped to increase conceptual
complexity of administrators. Programs incofporating efforts- to increase

1ntegrdt1ve comp]ex1ty of students would include: .numerous complex problem-

so1v1ng tasks with appropr1ate feedback°'many 1eadersh1p opportun1t1es,

»11keW1se with appropr1ate feedback; a d.vers1f1ed and ambiguous env1ronment

-Wwith amp]e opportun1ty to explore, sample, and test one's ab111t1es, encourage-

!

ment of divergbnce and divers1t§; and challenging new instructional materials
such as complex computer-based simulations 3nd,jnformdtion-rich multi-media
simulations. ' . . /{ u
Such a érogram has yet to be 'designed, studied, and rigorously tested.
It reﬁresents, however, one of many possib]gpekamples of potential kno&]edge
utilization for the design of preparation programs iy educetiona1 administra-

tion. . £

Summary and Conclesion
A review of the literature about preparation programs in educational ~

a?uinistration revealed that much of the knowledge which is disseminated -

by professors of:educational adminidtration fs ndt uti]izee within the training
pragrams themselves. A. regards the design of programs, for example, the'11tera-
ture of the 196d's contains no explicit applications of theoretical or
empiricq1,know1oége to p}ogram design, and in wore recent articles one
eoncoptuali}dtion or technology hds generally been epplted to one facet of

program design. In the study of preparation prograus, theoretizal bases for

14
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research and disciplined methodologies have rarely been applied, and
there appears to be no trend toward increased knowledge utilizatiOn for e
research. Nith regard to the management of preparation programs, there is
no literature whatsoever to inform assessments of the degree of know]edge
utilized in thesadministration of the programs.

Because of the apparently minimal utilization of knowledge in the
context of~training programs themsieVes, suggestions for 1ncreasing
knowledge utilization were offered. The implementation of a range of ﬁmnage-
ment technologies, preferably“by students ‘within preparation programs, was
suggested as a means of inereasing progran/efficiency, enhancing professors'

sensitivity, and enriching students' experiences. A series of theory-related

] questions was suggested as the bases for studies which would provide em-

piricai foundations for research about program,effectiveness Finally, the
,‘\

appiication of knowledge to program design was suggested and one available

domain of know]edge, conceptual systems theory, was offergd as illustrative

of a foundation for an experimental preparation program. ’ ( -

It should be noted that\tnese suggestions are not intended to.imply

. 1somorphism betweeft public schools or school systemg and departments of

.

educational adfinistratien. There are, however, two premises upon which the
suggestions are based both school systems and departments of’ educational
administration, as human systems, are appropriate subJect% for the app]ication

of behavioral %gience approaches; to the extent that similar variables are

" “nherént to both school systems and departments of educational administra-

4

tion, their discovery by means of behavioral science approaches may ultimately
facilitate the transfer of learning across systan beundaries. L

There 1S a fundamental dis;rcpuncy, it serns, bhetween the content of
pfeparation programs and bghavior within those programs, between the ideolégy

r
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of professors who espouse knowledge utilization and action on the part

of those professors. This .discrepancy might contribute, directly and

indirectly, to the current economic crisis with which departments of ’

educational administration are faceq, for it minimizes efficiency,

impedes data-based program developmgnt, and curtails rational program de-
«  sign. It seems likely, therefore, that the preparation programs which make °

the most successful aﬂaptétions to changing environments over time will be

those in which knowledge is optimally utilized in the future.

%
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