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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Why Do We Need Leadership?
A perception exists that higher education is experiencing a
"great leadership crisis." Cabs for better, stronger, more vision-
ary, and bolder leadership intensified after the publication
of several repots by blue ribbon commissions, whose running
theme is "the decline of higher education." To Reclaim a
kRacy (Bennett 1984) challenges presidents to be more cou-
rageous in assuming the role of leadership in curricular
reform. And Integrity in the College Curriculum declares that
"this generation of academic presidents and deans is required
to lead us away from the declining and devalued bachelor's
degree" (AAC 1985, p. 7).

The message in thew and other reports on the slate of
higher education is that official campus leaderspresidents
and other academic officers- -need to direct and guide their
campuses if the problems of higher education are to be con-
fronted and resolved. This faith in the power and wisdom
of leadership and its potential to make a difference in colleges
and universities underlies much of the literature of higher
education and is particularly ubiquitous in contemporary and
highly popular wcrks on leadership. Recently, however, scho-
lars have posited new ideas that challenge traditional notions
that organizations are driven by leadership or that the quality
of leadership significantly affects organizational perfr mance.

What is Leadership?
Research traditions in leadership can he grouped into six
major categories: trait theories, which attempt to identify spe-
cific personal characteristics that appear to contribute to a
person's ability to assume and successfully function in posi
tions of leadership; power and influence theorit which con-
sider leadership in terms of the source and amount of power
available to leaders and the manner in which leaders exercise
that power over followers through either unilateral or recip
meal interactions; behavioral theorieA which study leadership
by examining patterns of activity, managerial roles, and behav-
ior categories of leaders- -that is, by considering what it is
that leaders actually do; contingency theoria, which empha-
size the importance of situational factors, such as the nature
of the task performed by a group or the nature of the external
environment to understand effective leadership; cultural and
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symbolic theone which study the influence of leaders in
maintaining or reinterpreting the systems of shared beliefs
and values that give meaning to organizational life; and cog-
nitive theories, which suggest leadership is a social attribution
that permits people to make sense of an equiwx.al, fluid, and
complex votrki.

One of the most useful organizational typologies (rum the
perspective of leadership stiggests that organizations can be
looked at through four different vantage points or coherent
perspectives, identified as "frames" (13olman and Deal 1984).
The structural frame emphasizes formal roles and relation-
ships, the human resource frame focuses on the needs of
people, the political frame considers the conflict over scarce
resources, and the symbolic frame views orromizations as cul-
tures with shared values.

Is Leadership in Higher Education Different?
Even thitugh the literature on leadership and organizational
theory is rich, its many conceptual orientations and interpre-
tations do not appear to be particularly influential, at least
not explicitly, in informing the literature on administrative
leadership in higher education. Much of this work tends to
be ath,Atittic;a1, with c'onsiderable attention given to style
of leadership and personality traits.

The study of leadership in colleges and universities is pro b.
lematic lwcause of the dual control systems, conflicts between
professional and administrative authority, unclear goals, and
other special proper. .!'s of normative, professional organ-
izations. Leadership in higher education can he examined
from the perspective of leadership theories and organizational
frames, however, even though an explicit conceptual orien-
tation is absent in many of the works.

Research and commentaries on the presidency suggest that
presidents tend to accept a traditional and directive view when
they define their leadership role; few appear to emphasize
the importance of two-way communication or social exchange
processes of mutual influence or to identify leadership as
facilitating rather than directing the work of highly educated
professionals. Furthermore, few works have considered the
possibility that the debate about transformational versus trans-

iv



actional may not be purely an "eitherior" and that both pers
pecti-res may he useful but in a more complex configuration.

How Are Our Views of Leadership Changing?
Several contemporary works indicate that the understanding
of leadership in academic organizations, at least among scho
lars, may he undergoing a paradigmatic shift, from a rational
perspective toward a cultural and symbolic perspective. Close
attention is being given to the manifestation of symbolic lead,
ership, as shown by works concerning the role of college
presidents in the management of meaning, the construction
of institutional reality, and the interpretatit in of myths, rituals,
and symbols. For the most part, however, cultuntl and sym-
bolic views of leadership have not been incorporated into
the practitioners' perspective of higher education adminis
tration, perhaps because it tends to present the leader in a
role that is considerably more modest than seen in images
of heroic or transtbrmational leadership associated with ratio
nal and pc rover theories.

Cultural and symbolic theories deserve serious attention
because they pr:.-sent a view of leadership that is highly corn.
patible with the characteristics of academic orgmizations.
The ambiguity of purpose, the diffusion of power and author
ity, and the absence of dear and measurable outcomes are
but a few of the constraints faced by college presidents and
other administrative leaders. Viewed from a rational ixispec.
live, these constraints make the presidency appear as an
impassible job. Presidents who consider their role from a
symbolic perspective will be less concerned alxita displaying
bold leadership to leave their imprint on a campus, more
concerned with making marginal impruvernents and helping
campus constituents make sense of an equivocal world.

Making Sena' of Adminisiniiire Leatlersbp
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FOREWORD

The following three statements are probably universally
accepted as truths: There is a general consensus that higher
education has a leadership crisis. Strong, effective leadership
is necessary for a strong, effective institution. Most academic
leaders are unschooled and unsure about what comprises
effective leadership.

A report that simply reviews the theoretical literature on
leadership will not fill this higher education leadership vac
uum: The major scholarly work on leadership has been clay
ducted in the area of political science and business admin-
istration. There is a serious concern on the applicability of
this literature as it relates to non-profit, professional organ-
izations such as colleges and universities. What is needed
is a careful integration and synthesis of this literature base
with the literature concerning higher education as a social
institution. This has been magnificently done by Estela Ben
Simon of Pennsylvania State University, Anna Neumann of
Columbia University, and Robert Birnbaum of the University
of Maryland. In this report, the authors have reviewed the
literature that gives a "conceptual explanation" of leadership.
They then relate this literature directly to higher education
and its sociological and organizational uniqueness. Their final
integration of this literature develops a clarity concerning
higher education leadership. it will have major impact in the
understanding of higher education leadership for many years
to come.

Leadership is not only a process, it is a value. In organi-
zations, such as higher education, that are primarily value
driven, an understanding of leadership at all levels is crucial
for the effectiveness of the organization. It is critical to what
the organization is. How people value leadership is very cru-
cial to the make-up and dynamics of what that organization
will become. There is no right or correct leadership process.
What is wrong is for any organization to develop leadership
practices through ignorance. This report can help to enlighten
those that are willing to be helped.

Jonathan D. Fife
Professor and Director
ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
School of Education and Human Development
The George Washington University
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THE CONTEMPORARY CONTEXT AND CALLS FOR LEADERSHIP

Concern with institutional leadership has increased in recent
years. This attention is in part related to a perception that
higher education is experiencing a "great leadership crisis."
According to Academic Straw', one of the most widely read
books about higher education, "one of the most significant
developments in postwar academic life has been the pro-
gressive breakdown of governance and leadership" (Keller
1983, p. 27). The author is not alone in perceiving a "crisis
of leadership" in higher education.

Calls for better, stronger, and bolder leadership have been
echoed simultaneously in several reports by blue ribbon com-
missions, decrying the decline of higher education. In To
Reclaim a Legacy (Bennett 1984), former Secretary of Edu-
cation William Bennett challenges college presidents to be
more courageous in assuming a leadership role in curricular
reform, suggesting that the revitalization of colleges and uni-
versities depends on presidents who are willing to assume
a strong role in the academic affairs of their institutions, just
as effectiveness in elementary and secondary schools depends
upon strong school principals. In a similar but stronger tone,
Inttgriv in We Code e Curriculum (AAC 1985) blames the
disintegration of the curriculum on Faculty, declaring that the
crisis will only grow unless presidents reassert their leadership
for the curriculum and shape a strategy to mc,:e their faculties
to responsible action. The mandate being handed to official
campus leaders contains no hint ofambivalence:

This generation of academic praidents and deans is
required to lead us away from the declining and devalued
bachelor's dEgree. *Their visions must be bolder, their
initiatives more enemetic and it and the great
potential for academic leadership that r latent in the
authority of their positions must be asserted forcefully and
skitifuNy(p. 7).

Thus, as the 1980s have become the era of criticism, !cadet-
ship correspondingly has been touted as the cure for higher
education's ills. The message resounds that campus leaders- -
presidents and other academic officers- -sht Id take action
to resolve problems contributing to higher education's
demise. This faith in the power and wisdom of leadership
and in its potential to make a difference in colleges and uni,
versifies underlies much of the literature of higher education.

As the 19EWs
haw become
the era of
cdssn,
kadersh#1
corresjlond-
low& ints been
touted as the

'e for
higher
education's
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It is particularly ubiquitous in contemporary and highly pop-
ular works on !cadetship. Some suggest, for example, that
every organization "must have a single authority, someone
or some body of people authorized to initiate, plan, decide,
manage, monitor, and punish its members" and that "lead-
ership is imperative" to accomplish this end (Keller 1983,
p. 35). Another observer calls for "strong, assertive, and
enlightened presidents who will lead us to a new and higher
level of contribution" (Fisher 1984, p. 11), while yet another
assets that leadership is both necessary and important
because people instinctively want to have leaders, because
groups need leaders to perform functions that groups cannot
perform for themselves, and because leaders can provide an
effective check on "unseen players" who might manipulate
power to the detriment of the group (Gardner 1986b, p. 19).
And the national bestseller, In Sean th of Excellence: Lessons
from America's Best-Run Companie4 stresses the central
importance of the leader, who is "the value shaper, the exem-
plar, the maker of meanings" in converting average companies
and average employees into excellent organizations (Peters
and Waterman 1982, p. 82).

Constraints in Responding to the Calls for Leadership
Although calls for leadership abound and although optimism
runs high at the thought of finding new, vigorous, decisive,
transforming, and inspirational leaders, few are consistent
with normative statements describing how college and uni-
versity leadership and governance should ideally function.
Governance is not solely an administrative prerogative but
properly is a shared responsibility and joint effort involving
all important campus constituencies, particularly the faculty.

The influential "Joint Statement on Government of Colleges
and Universities," for example, bestows on the faculty the
primary responsibility for "curriculum, subject matter and
methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those
aspects of student life [that] relate to the educational process"
(American Association of University Professors 1984, p. 109).
In such matters, the president is expected to "concur with
the faculty judgment except in rare instances and for com-
pelling rmsons, which should be stated in derail" (p. 109).
in sum, the Joint Statement reserves for faculty authority over
the central functkm of colleges and universities. Thus, reform-
ist reports of the 1980s calling forstrong and courageous

16



leadership may be dysfunctional by AAUP standards, if not
impossible. The norms of the profession may militate against
the kinds of assertive leadership that has been called for
because change would require faculty, administrators, and
trustees to actand to allow each other to actin ways that
radically depart from strongly ingrained beliefs as to the
proper role of the administration and the faculty.

Although presidents and administrators may do all the
"tight things" as prescribed in the calls for leadership, they
may still fail in the end if their initiatives do not coincide with
desires of faculties, trustees, or other key constituencies. While
presidents are being counseled to "turn their institutions
around," evidence suggests that acting too fast and too aggres-
sively may cause contentious relationships between faculty
and administration, which in some cases could result in dis-
missal or premature departure from the presidency (Biemiller
1986; Mooney 1988). Faculty expectations for involvement
in decision making may represent the single greatest obstacle
to directive leadership.

Reports and commentaries in 71,e Chronicle of Higher /Edu-
cation have addressed pressures on college leaders, especially
on presidents, in attending simultaneously to external audien-
ces to raise funds and friends and in responding to calls for
accountability (Evangelauf 1984); in sk4Ping trustees' leader-
ship so that it avoids extremss of nonparticipation and over-
participation (Jacobson 1985); in attending simultaneously
to boards that want a role in internal college management
and faculties that want to be consulted on personnel appoint-
ments and financial decisions (McMillen 1986); and in using
the thinking of the marketplace, without sounding like "heads
of automobile dealerships" or without forgetting education's
fundamental mission (Plante 1985). The professional media
are rife with pictures of college presidentscaught among the
conflicting ideals, standards, expectations, and demands of
faculty, trustees, students, community, Rate agencies, and
interest groups.

Furthermore, several external and internal constraints and
pressures have been identified that reduce the degrees of
freedom within which college presidents exercise leadership,
including reduced confidence in leadership and respect for
authority; reduced institutirmal growth resulting from demo.
graphic changes in the student body and declining maxim-es;
intrusion of external groups, such as the media and govern

Making Sense ofAdministrative Leaden* 3



meet (e.g., sunshine laws, legal action); e e need to contend
with system bureaucracies, faculty unions, and intrusive
boards of trustees; and the presence of friends, colleagues,
and associates who car. turn as easily into fatal opponents
(Kerr and Grade 1986).

One of the dilemmas faced by college presidents is that
soon after assuming office, they learn it is very difficult to
leave their mark on the institution (Kauffman 1980). Campus
expectations strongly influence what the president can realis-
tically accomplish. Often presidents become caught up in
counteracting their predecessors' actions, ministering to a
divided campus or correcting budgetary deficiencies. The
extent to which presidents can lead vigorously may be
severely limited by institutional history as well as by an estab-
lished constituency that can as easily welcome as reject bold
attempts at reform. Given these realities, most presidents
accept that their impact may be equivocal.

Overcoming Constraints to Leadership
Critics of higher education leadership seem to assume that
today's presidents do not have the courage and decisiveness
of vast presidents. An obvious solution would be for presi-
dential search committees to seek stronger and more decisive
candidates. Alternatively, the presidency could be srength-
ened by increasing the legal authorityof the position and
curtailing the influence of other groups. A former president
(Fisher 1984) proposed that trustees should consider sus-
pending all existing college policies regarding shared author
ity and grant exclusive authority to the president kar the con-
duct of all campus affairs. The president could then give other
campus groups, as a privilege, the opportunity to participate
in governance at the president's discretion. A less radical pro-
posal would give presidents greater discretion to act without
the full panoply of consultation and consensus building, while
requiring accountability through periodic reviews of their
performance (Brewster 1976; Mortimer and McConnell 1978).

Presidents have resources at their disposal with which they
can exercise their influence, including substantial control
over the budget, extensive staffs, and presidential authority
to appoint key personnel and to set institutional priorities
(C,orson 1960; Trow 1984). Nevertheless, these resources may
be illusory (Cohen and March 1974). For example, accounting
procedures may constrain how much influence presidents



have on budgetary decision making, decisions about the cur-
riculum and academic appointments are delegated to the
flKulty, and planning activities have greater symbolic than
instrumental value.

One special resourcethe governing hoard's support.
has been given extensive attention. It has been said that the
ability of today's college president to lead in the face of seem-
ingly overwhelming constraints requires, first and foremast,
the board's commitment to create an effective presidency
(Kerr 1984), which requires the board to review the presi-
dency regularly (for example, as part of a regular governance
review), include the president as a board member (or accord
membership when full membership is prohibited by law),
provide for an adequate presidential staff and a top leadership
team, uphold the president's role as the institution's chief
academic officer, approve union contracts as advised by the
president and avoid pitting the president directly against
union officials during negotiations, provide the president
with discretionary resources to initiate innovative programs,
and build a board of devoted trustees whose terms are long
enough to permit good working relationships to be estab-
lished and substantive projects to be accomplished. Thus,
it is possible for boards to ease constraints on presidential
leadership.

The realization that leadership must be practiced in a
troubled, complex, and crisis ridden context has also led to
a stream of advice that focuses on the very makeup of the
leadership role. Some sources (Eaton 11 ; Green 1988a;
Kerr 1984; Mayhew 1979) suggest specific principles, styles,
and orientations to guide the activities of academic leaders.
For example, presidents have been advised to choose their
priorities judiciously, to develop a good working relationship
with the governing board, to ensure campuswide consultation
but to prevent the disruption of vetoes by special interests,
to provide full information to important community members
but to avoid the interference of those groups, to create an
institutional vision and to speak out on important social
issues, and, quite simply, to be lucky. On a more personal
level, they have been advised to be risk takers and to show
a preference for individualism rather than affiliation. Presi
dents have also been advised to select and appoint other
competent leaders, to develop solid understandings of how
their institutions work, to study their budgets in search of

Making Sense of Administrative Leadership 5



hidden flexibility, to establish and attend to their own agen-
das, and to exercise good judgment about what can and can-
not work. Leaders need to become skilled at symbolic lead-
ership to bridge campus fragmentation, build coalitions to
resolve conflicts and find common ground, and build teams
to broaden administrative vision.

White advice for leaders is not lacking, such advice is often
contradictory and ccmfusing for two reasons. First, observers
often use different conceptual orientations to guide their
understandings of leadership and organizational behavior.
Second, while all the advice appears sensible, much of it is
contradictory. Scholars, observers of leadershir and former
and present academic leaders disagree atxt ether suc-
cessful leadership requires remaining distant of being inti-
mately involved with constituents, whether it should empha-
size the acquisition of resources or focus on academic matters,
whether it involves accountability or fostering creativity, or
whether it requires setting goals or helping others to achieve
their own goals.

6



CONCEPTUAL EXPLANATIONS OF LEADERSHIP

This section summarizes and critiques some of the major
approaches to the study of leadership. The first part considers
theories and models of leadership itself; the second views
leadership within the context of theories of organization.
Leadership has been studied in business organizations, the
military, and governmental agencies, but little attention has
been given to leadership in higher education (Vroom 1983).
At the same time, the study of leadership in colleges and uni-
versities may be mote problematic than in other settings
because of the dual control systems, conflicts between pro-
fessional and administrative authority, unclear goals, and other
special properties of normative, professional organization:;
(Baldridge et al. 1978; Birnbaum 1988; Perkins 1973).

Theories and Models of Leadership
Research traditions in leadership can be grouped into six
major categories. The boundaries of these categories are fluid,
and they are neither mutually exclusive nor consistent. They
do, however, provide a convenient way of organizing an oth-
erwise overwhelming array of materials. The categories
include trait theories, which attempt to identify specific per-
sonal characteristics that contribute to a person's ability to
assume and successfully function in positions of leackiship,
power and influence theorit6, which consider leadership in
terms of the source and amount of power availabh to leaders
and the manner in which leaders exercise that power over
followers through either unilateral or reciprocal nteractions;
hehaviond theories, which study leadership by examining
leaders' patterns of activity, managerial roles, and categories
of behaviorthat is, by considering what it is that leaders
actually do; contingency theories, which emphasize the impor-
tance of situational factors, such as the nature of the task per-
formed by a group or the nature of the external environment
to understand effective leadership; cultural and vfinholic the
orie4 which study the influence of leaders in maintaining
or reinterpreting the system of shared beliefs and values that
give meaning to organizational life; and awnitive theories,
which suggest leadership is a social attribution that permits
people to make sense of an equivocal, fluid, and complex
wait'. (See, e.g., Gibb [1968], Hollander [1985], House and
Baetz 119791, Vroom 119761, and Yuld 119811 for major sum
manes of research findings in these various traditions and
Bass 11981) for an exhaustive and definitive survey of lead-
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ership theaty and research that cites and summarizes over
4,500 studies.)

Trait theories
This approach proposes that leaders are persons endowed
with specific traits related to their effectiveness that differ-
entiate them from followers. Traits may include physical char-
acteristics (height, appearance, age, energy level), personality
(self deem, dominance, emotional stability, initiative, per-
sistence), social background (education, socioeconomic sta-
tus), and ability (general intelligence, verbal fluency, knowl-
edge, originality, social insight, cognitive complexity). It is
sometimes assumed that these traits are innate, sometimes
that they can he developed. Although some traits (such as
assertiveness, decisiveness, dependability, persistence, self-
confidence) and some skills (such as verbal fluency, creativity,
persuasiveness, tact) appear to he characteristic of successful
leaders (Bass 1981), possession of the traits does not guar-
antee effectiveness, nor does their absence proscribe it. Other
situational factors seem to be more critical. Motecwer, cause
and-effect relationships are questionable, and measurement
is difficult. For example, while self-confident people may
become leaders, it is equally plausible that becoming leaders
may make people self confident. Similarly, no valid and reli-
able "units" exist by which the level of self confidence can
be assessed, and it is not possible to determine how much
self confidence is desirable or the point at which others see
it as arrogance. Analyses of literally hundreds of studies per-
formed over decades indicate that no traits have proven to
be essential for successful leadership (Bass 1981; GM 1968),
and trait theixies are no longer a major focus of organizational
research. A fitting epitaph to this tradition is that "personality
traits do not contribute highly to effective leadership per-
formance" (Fiedler and Garcia 1987, p. 21).

Power and influence theories
A second research tradition focuses on how effective leaders
use power. Two themes have emerged. The first, identified
here as the social power apparach, considers how leaders
influence followers. The second, the social =change
approach, emphasizes the reciprocal relationship between
leaders and followers through which leaders arc themselves
influenced as they try to influence others.
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Leaders who rely on social power to influence followers
by virtue of their offices can be identified as officials. Leaders
who influence others solely because of their personalities
are called informal leaders, and those who influence through
both office and personal;ty con be considered formal leaders.
In normative organizations like colleges and universities that
rely primarily on symbols rather than coercion or financial
remuneration to motivate and coordinate participants, organi-
zational control is usually exercised by formal leaders rather
than by officials or informal leaders (Etzioni 1961, 1964). Five
bases of social power have been suggested (French and Raven
1968). Leaders can influence others through their offices
because of the legitimacy provided by our social and legal
systems (legitimate power) and through the ability of leaders
to provide rewards (reward pouwr) and to threaten punish-
ments (rive power) Leaders can also influence others
through their own personalities in two waystheir perceived
expertise (cwt power') and the extent to which others per
scatally identify with and like them (referent power). Sum
males of research (Yukl 1981) suggest that the use of per
sonal forms of power such as ("pert power and referent
power should lead to greater satisfaction and performance
of followers (and presumably to increased organizational
effectiveness as well). legitimate power appears to be
uncorrelated with performance, coercive power is negatively
correlated, and the findings on reward power are inconsistent.
The research has been Wuxi primarily on hierarchical groups,
however, and causal relationships are not clear. For example,
while it may be that less use of legitimate power and legal
authority may increase performance, it may aLso be true that
leaders rely less on legitimate power when groups are per-
forming well.

While social power theories emphasize one-way influence,
social exchange theories emphasize two-way mutual influence
and reciprocal relationships between leaders who provic!:.
needed services to a group in exchange for the group's ap-
proval and compliance with the leader's demands (Blau 1964;
Homans 1958). Leadership thus is not a unilateral and direc
tive process but a cyclic and "dynamic two-way process in
which superiors and subordinates repeatedly interact to build,
reaffirm, or alter their relationship" (Zahn and Wolf 1981,
p. 26). Leaders accumulate power through their positions
and their perslatalities, but their authority is constrained by
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followers' opectations (Hollander 1985). In essence, the
group agrees to collectively reduce its own autonomy and
to accept the authority of the leader in exchange for the
rewards and benefits (social approval, financial benefits, com-
petitive advantage) the leader can bring them. Doing so does
not mean that followers agree to cede all their potential power
and influence, and indeed several models of exchange theory
suggest that leaders can increase their own power by empow-
ering their subordinates (Kanter 1983). Evidence suggests,
for example, that members of a working group who see them-
selves as influencing their superior are more likely in turn
to perceive their superior as influential (that is, as having
more power) than are groups whose members feel they have
little influence on their superiors (Likert 1961),

leaders also accumulate power by virtue of their expertise
and as they produce and fairly distribute rewards expected
by the group, leadership therefore is related to the expec-
tations of followers. To be successful, leaders must either
fulfill these expectations or change them (Blau 1964; Hol-
lander 1964; Price and Garland 1981). The difference between
fulfilling or changing expectations is at the heart of the dis
Unction between transactional and transformational leadership
( Itts.s 1985; Bennis and Nanus 1985; Bums 1978).

Bums views transactional leadership as a relationship
between leaders and followers based on an exchange of
valued things, which could be economic, political, or psy-
chological in nature. From this perspective, leaders and fol-
lowers are seen as involved in a trargaining process rather
than in a relationship with an enduring purpose. The monitors
of transactional leadership are modal values like honesty,
fairness, and honoring commitments.

Transformational leadership on the other hand goes beyond
meeting the basic needs of subordinates. It engages followers
in such a way as to raise them to new levels of morality and
motivation. Leaders' and followers' purposes bmome fused
tinder transformational leadership rather than separate but
related, as under transactional leadership. 'Transforming lead-
ers are concerned with end values such as liberty, justice,
or equality. Neither transactional nor transformational lead-
ership, says Bums, should be confused with what commonly
passes for leadership"acts of oratory, manipulation, sheer
self-advancement. brute coercion...conspicuous position
taking without folbwers or follow-through, ilostiving om var
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sous stages...authoritarianism" (p. 427).
Another view of transformational leadership was developed

from interviews held with 90 top leaders, including corporate
executives, elected government officials, orchestra conductors,
and college presidents (Bennis and Nanus 1985). These lead-
ers employed four strategies: (1) attention through vision
(having a clear agenda and being oriented toward result.$);
(2) achieving meaning through communication (interpreting
reality to enable coordinated action, with the use of meta.
plan, images, and models as particularly effective in con-
veying meaning and explanations); (3) gaining tnig through
positioning (acquired by demonstrating accountability, pre-.
dktability, reliability, constancy); and (4) gaining recognition
or attention through positive selfregard (with the leader
emphasizing his or her own strengths and minimizing
weaknesses).

One way to differentiate transactional from transformational
leadership is that while the transactional leader accepts the
organizational culture as it exists, the transformational leader
invents, introduces, and advances new milord forms (Bass
1985). Three factors associated with transformational lead-
ership are charismatic leadership (see, e.g., House and Baem
1979, pp. 399-401), individual consideration, and intellectual
stimulation. To be a charismatic leader, one must possess
certain traits, including self-confidence, self-esteem, and self
determination. Individualized consideration refers to aspects
of consultation and participative decision making. In Bass's
model, leaders demonstrate this characteristic by being con-
cerned with the development of their subordinates, by dele.
gating challenging work, by maintaining contact with sub.
ordinates, by maintaining informal communication charm iels,
by keeping subordinates informed, and by providing men-
toting. Intellectual stimulation from the perspective of trans
formational leadership is seen as the leader's ability to change
the way followers perceive, conceptualize, and solve prth.
lems. The ability to use images and symbols to project ideas
is one way in which leaders provide intellectual stimulation.

Transformational leadership creates "performance beyond
expectation" and "induces additional effort by sharply increas-
ing subordinate confidence and by elevating the value of out-
comes for the subordinate. This is done by expanding the
subordinate's needs, by focusing on transcendental interests,
and/or by altering or widening the subordinate's level of
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needs on Maslow 's hierarchy" (Bass 1985, p. 22). Such lead-
ership is more likely LI emerge in times of rapid change and
distress and in organizations that have unclear galls and struc-
ture, well-educated members, and a high level of trust.

Even though transfomutional leadership may be made
passible only in rare circumstances by even rarer individuals,
it has captured the interest of organizational scholars. Yet an
understanding of transformational leadership is unclear
because it has been defined from at least two different per-
spectives. The classic use of transformational leadership, as
proposed by Bums (1978), had "powerful moral connota-
tions" (Gardner 1986a, p. 22). As the term gained in pop-
ularity, however, it evolved into a code word for innovative
or motivational leadership, and the moral connotation has
been lost.

Behavioral theories
The third approach to leadership considers neither leaders'
characteristics nor the sources of their power, but rather what
leaders actually do (Mintzherg 1973; Say les 1979). Data are
often collected about leaders 0,1.010 use of diaries, obser-
vation, activity sampling, self, reporting, questionnaires, or
analysis of critical incidents. Early studies analyzed the effects
on the group's performance of the leader's behavior asso-
ciated with different styles of leadership. The concepts of
authoritarian, democratic, and laissez-faire leadership (Lippett
and White 1958) differentiated leaders bated on whether they
were directive or crarticiraory, emphasized accomplishing
tasks or individual satisfaction, and encouraged or discouraged
interpersonal contact. Groups headed by authoritarian leaders
produced more work, but they also had lower morale and
less satisfaction and were more vulnerable to external dis-
ruption and to diminished performance when the leader was
removed. The authoritarian-democratic dimension of lead-
ership has four types of relationships in organizations, ranging
from exploitative autocratic (called System 1), to benevolent
autocratic (System 2), consultative (System 3), and democratic
(System 4) (Liken 1S'67). Productivitywas presumed to
increase as organizations moved away from Systems I and
2 (with top-down communication, centralized control, and
lack of influence by subordinates over plans or goals) and
toward Systems 3 and 4 (bottom,up communication, decen-
tralized control, high influence by subordinates over plans
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or goals).
The most influential research in the behavioral tradition

was conducted as part of ;he Ohi :Axe leadership studies.
It identified two essential aspects of leadership behavior:
"initiating structure" (task oriented) and "consideration"
(relationship oriented) (Stogdill and Coons 1957). Task
oriented leaders arm such activities as directing, coordi-
nating, planning, and problem solving. Leaders emphasizing
consideration behave in a friendly, considerate, supportive,
consultative, and open manner. This research approach sug-
gests that leaders should emphasize accomplishing tasks only
in certain circumstance; under different conditions, devel-
cgsing and maintaining the group should he stressed. The
problem is finding the right combination of the two, and here
the literature on the effect cif the leader's behavior on the
group's performance or satisfaction is contradictory.

One influential application of this approach is the Man
agerial Grid, a two-dimensional array with two scaled axes
(Blake and Mouton 1964). A person's leadership style can
be located on the grid by identifying the degree of concern
for production (task oriented) on a nine-point scale on one
axis and concern for people (relationship oriented) on a nine
point scale on the other axis. Leaders with low scores on both
scales, identified on Blake and Mouton's scoring system as
(0,0), are completely ineffective and demonstrate no concern
either for tasks or relationships; their leadership orientation
is considered to be pathological. Those high on one scale
but low on the other, for example (9,0) or (0,9), are less effec-
tive than they could be because they ignore either important
relational or task aspects of organizational functioning. Other
leaders Mance the two scales by compromising the appar-
ently conflicting demands of relationships and tasks, but the
compromise results in outcomes (5,5)- -that merely support
the group's satisfactory performance. The most effective and
desirable style of leadership is one with high scores on both
scales (9,9) that emphasizes both productivity and people.
The grid has often been criticized for asserting that one "best
way" exists of providing leadership without concern for the
particular task, the nature of the environment, or the qualities
of the participants.

In addition to studying leaders' initiating or consideration
activities, it is possible to identify their behaviors as they play
a number of car,anizational roles. An observation of managers
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at work, for example, resulted in 10 basic managerial roles
categorized in three groups: interpersonal behavior (the roles
of figurehead, liaison, leader), information-processing behav-
ior (the roles of monitor, disseminator, spokesman), and
decision making behavior (the roles of entrepreneur, dis-
..urbance handler, resource allocator, negotiator) (Mintzberg
1973). Another list of 17 comparable "behavior categories"
includes, in addition to those cited by the Ohio State studies
and by A4intzberg, such activities as inspiring, setting goals,
and clarify'ng roles (Bass 1981). Another series of essays has
continued this tradition by describing leaders' attributes and
their uses of power as they perform such tasks of leadership
as renewing the organization, motivating others, envisioning
goals, affirming values, managing, and representing the group
(Gardner I986a, 1986b, 1986c, 1986d, 1986e, 1987a, 1987b,
1987c, 1988a, 1988b, 1988c).

The usefulness of these theories in helping to define behav-
ior leading to effective leadership is problematic, at least In
part because no agreement exists on categories among the
many classification systems that have been proposed. All of
them assume that leaders are effective when they engage in
those activities that are most important for the specific
uation, so that effective and ineffective leadership chzu
as the situation changes. But research on the relationship f
the leader's behavior to the group's performance or its sat-
isfaction often gives equivocal results (Korman 1966). Among
other things, subordinates' performance may influence the
leader's behavior as much as the reverse (Crowe, Bochner,
and Clark 1972; Greene 1975, 1979), so that the direction
of causality is questionable and the presumed relationship
between behavior and effectiveness almost tautological. It
is relatively easy to call certain behaviors of leaders "effective"
once the desired outcomes are observed but much more dif
ficult to stipulate in advance the behaviors of leaders that will
have the desired outcomes.

Contingen4-y theories
The fourth perspective on leadership emphasizes the /11-KW-
lance of situational factors, such as the nature of the task per-
formed by a group and the nature of the external environ-
ment. The theories assume that different situations require
different patterns of traits and behavior for a leader to be effec-
tive. Became effective behavior is contingent on the situation,
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theI are collectively referred to as "contingency theories."
Behavioral theories and contingency theories overlap con-

siderably. Both concur that effective behavior depends on
the nature of the situation, with contingency theories tending
to emphasize the importance of factors outside the organi..
ration, while behavioral theories more frequently focus on
internal variables. Different ttxxiels have proposed that effec-
tive leadership depends on factors like the nature of the exter-
nal environment, the type of task, the personal qualities of
the leader, leader-follower relations, maturity of followers,
followers' expectations, presence or absence of a crisis, avail-
ability of reward systems, clarification of role, or any one of
dozens of other factots, depending upon the specific theory
(Bass 1981; Yukl 1981). These theories essentially say that
no single approach to leadership is the best but at the same
time that not all approaches are equally effective. The answer
to the question "what is effective leadership?" is "it all
depends."

Contingency theories attempt to indicate how the leaders'
behavior is shaped and thus constrained by situational factors
and unfolding events, including pressures to conform to oth
as' expectations, institutional regulations and routines, orders
by superiors, nature of the task, perception of the external
envircatment, feedback about organizational effectiveness,
erwitonmental complexity and stability, organisational struc-
ture, interdependence of subunits, complexity of tasks, and
subordinates' orientation toward goals. Some observers sug-
gest that leaders' behavior may he shaped by their level in
the hierarchy (leaders at lower levels have less discretion),
the nature of the functions of the organizational unit (pro-
duction leaders can be more directive than research loaders),
characteristics of the task and the technology (leaders of low-
complexity tasks can be more authoritarian), sire of the orp-
nizational unit (leaders of larger units engage in less summt
behavior), lateral interdependence (leaders of interdependent
groups are less responsive to their subordinates), subordi-
nates' competence (effective leaders emphasize performance
with weaker subordinates), and presence of a crisis (leaders
are expected to act more decisively in crises) (see, e.g., Bass
1985; Mintzberg 1973; Sayles 1979; Yukl 1981).

Several contingency models have become well known.
Fsedler's contingency model (Fiedler 1967, 1971) suggests
that leaders are primarily motivated to he either task tx- rela-
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tions oriented. The effectiveness of either orientation depends
on the nature of relations between leader and members (slip-
portive or nonsupportive), structure of the task (clear or
ambiguous), and positional power (high or low) in specific
situations. These three Factors combine in various ways to
produce situations ranging from those in which leaders have
high control (good relations, structured task, and high power)
to those of low control (nonsupportive relations, ambiguous
task, and low power). Task-motivated leaders will be most
effective in situations in which they have either high or low
control; relationship-oriented leaders will be most effective
when their situational control is moderate. it is therefore mis-
leading to speak of a person as a "good" or "bad" leader,
as effectiveness differs between situations depending on the
leader's personality and degree of situational control. This
theory suggests that the most effective way of improving lead-
ership is not to change a person's .style of leadership but to
place leaders into positions suitable to their leadership ori-
entation or to have them alter their situations to be consistent
with their strengths.

More recently, Fiedler has further developed the contin-
gency model by incorporating into it two factors that have
largely been ignored or found to be unrelated to a leader's
performance--the leader's intelligence and the leader's com-
petence and experience (Fiedler and Garcia 1987). The new
approach, called cognitim resource theory, assumes that intel-
ligent and competent leaders make more effective plans and
decisions than others and that intelligent and directive leaders
should therefore be more effective undo low stress than less
intelligent ones. If the leader is under high stress, however,
the leader's intelligence will be divested from the problem
to the source of the stress, and performance will then be
related to the leader's job-relevant experience rather than
to intelligence. The relationship of intelligence and expe-
rience to the leader's effectiveness therefore depends on sev-
eral factors, including the level of stress, the degree of group
support, the directive or nondirective orientation of the leader,
and the leader's emphasis upon task or relationship moti-
vation. Cognitive resource theory also suggests that the relative
intellectual abilities of groups and leaders may affect the
woup's performance. In activities in which the group's abil-
ities are correlated negatively with performance, high-ability
leaders may be effective. When both the leader's and the

16

3



group's abilities are high, however, competition and rivalry
between them may inhibit the group's performance.

While Fiedler's contingency model is probably the best
known, it is by no means the only contingency approach.
The situational leadership tbecoy, for example, relates appro-
priate behavior of leaders to the maturity (motivation to
achieve, willingness to take responsibility, and education and/
or experience) of followers (Hersey and Blanchard 1977).
When subordinates are very immature in relation to the task,
the leader should be directive and autocratic in defining sub
ordinates' roles and establishing objectives, standards, and
procedures. When subordinates have a moderate amount
of maturity, the leader should engage in considerable
relationship-oriented behavior and a moderate degree of
directing and organizing work. When subordinates are very
mature, the leader should delegate responsibility for deciding
how the work is done to subordinates and allow them con-
siderable autonomy.

The path-goal theory suggests that effective leaders are thc)se
who clarify the paths to attaining waLs and help subordinates
overcome problems, thereby increasing subordinates' saris
faction and productivity (House 1971). Leaders should em-
phasize initiating or consideration behavior depending on
differences in the task, work environment, and characteristics
of subordinates. For erample, when tasks are ambiguous,
leaders should help structure them; when tasks are not ambig.
uous but are structured, leaders should he considerate and
supportive.

The modal of decision participation relates the leader's
effectiveness to the degree to which subordinates are per-
mitted to participate in making decisions (Vroom and Yetton
1973). The model is based on an analysis of how a leader's
decision making behavior affects the quality of the decision
and the subordinates' acceptance of the decision. Acceptance
of decision is the degree of commitment by subordinates
to implement a decision effectively. Quality of decision refers
to the objective aspects of a decision that affect the group's
performance. Five procedures can he used to make decisions
in ways that involve none, some, or all of the leader's imme
diate subordinates: two varieties of autocratic decision mak.
Mg, two varieties of consultation, and a joint decision- making
proem by !trader and subrdinates. The effectiveness of a
decisionmaking procedure depends upon a number of
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-'spec ts of the situation: the importance of the decision's qual-
ity and subordinates' acceptance of it, the amount of relevant
information possessed by the leader and by subordinates,
the likelihood that subordinates will accept an autocratic deci-
sion, the likelihood that subordinates will cooperate in trying
to make a good decision if allowed to participate, and the
amount of disagreement among subordinates on their pre-
ferred alternatives.

Depending on the situation, the model provides a set of
rules for determining what decision-making procedures the
leader should avoid in a given situation because quality of
decisions or acceptance of them would be risked. Effective
leadership requires determining the appropriate involvement
of subordinates in each decision, which depends not only
upon the characteristics of the subordinates but also on
aspects of the decision-making process itself, such as the
degree to which a solution must be acceptable to others, the
availability of data, and the sharing of organizational goals.
Leaders can learn to recognize the .e characteristics and to
adjust their styles accordingly (Vroom 1976).

The multiple linkage model of leader effectivenesssuggests
that any short-term effect of the leader's behavior on the
group's performance is mediated by intervening variables
(Yukl 1971, 1981). The variables include characteristics of
the group, such as resources and support services, task-role
organization, cohesiveness of the group and teamwork, and
relations between leader and subordinates, and individual
characteristics of subordinates, such as their effort, clarity of
roles, and skills. A leader's effectiveness depends on the ability
to correct any deficiencies in the intervening variables for
the work unit. The extent to which certain intervening var-
iables are important and need improvement and the steps
that the leader can take are determined by the situation.
"When there are no serious deficiencies in any intervening
variables, or leaders cannot correct deficiencies because of
situational constraints, short-term leadership behavior will
have little impact on subordinate performance" (Yukl 1981,
p, 160). The model presumes, however, that over time leaders
can act to change some of the situational variables and create
a more favorable situation through strategic planning, for-
mation of policy, program development, organizational
change, and political activities outside the work of the wait
unit.
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While most contingency theories attempt to describe situa
tiers under which task or relationship leadership may
improve the group's performance, Kerr and Jermier's sub-
stitutes for hierarchical leadership examines the nature of
situations in which neither tisk nor consideration leadership
may have any effect on subordinates' satisfaction, motivation,
or performance (Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr 1986; Kerr and
jermier 1978). Some organizations have elements within
themselves that substitute for or neutralize le adership. Theie
model distinguishes between two kinds of situational vari-
ables: "substitutes" and "neutralizers." Substitutes that make
behavior of the leader unnet-essary and redundant include
characteristics of the subordinates, the task, or the organi-
zation that ensure subordinates will clearly understand their
roles, know how to do their work, be highly motivated to
perform effectively, and be satisfied with their jobs. Neutral-
izers include characteristics of the task or the organization
that prevent the leader from acting in a specified way or that
counteract the effects of leadership.

For example, lack of control over rewards can prevent the
leader from using rewards as incentives for orceptional per-
formance, and disinterest on the part of the subordinate for
the rewards controlled by the leader counterxts the potential
for motivation. Characteristics of subordinates such as training
and experience can serve as substitutes and/or neutralizers
for instrumental leadership and supportive leadership if sub..
ordinates look primarily to similar professionals for approval,
recognition, and standards of performance. Various attributes
of tasks may serve as substitutes for instrumental leadership
(for example, if a task is simple and repetitive or provides
internal feedback), and can be substitutes for supportive lead-
ership if the task is interesting and enjoyable.

Organizational characteristics can also serve as substitutes
for leadership. Organizational formalization can serve as a
substitute for directive behavior. Rules and policies can serve
as a neutralizer as well as a substitute if they are so inflexible
that the leader cannot make changes to facilitate subordinates'
efforts. Cohesion in the work group and limited contact
between the leader and stub ordinatai tan also act as suhsti-
tums or neutralizers.

These elements may "render relationship- and/or task-
oriented leadership not tally impossible but also unnecessary"
(Kerr and Jermier 1978, p. 396). For example, relationship-

Making Serm of Administrative leadership 19

r-1 (-1



oriented leaders will find it more difficult to exert influence
when organizational participants need independence, have
a professional orientation, or are indifferent to organizational
rewards; when the task is intrinsically satisfying; when the
organization includes closely knit and cohesive work grourcs;
when rewards are outside the leader's control; or when spatial
distance exists between the leader and those the leader
wishes to influence. Some of these same factors also inhibit
the influence of task oriented leadership over performance.
In addition, task-oriented leadership is less effective when
participants have special ability, knowledge, experience, or
training and when tasks provide their own feedback concern-
ing accomplishment.

While organizational leadership is important, it may be
a mistake to believe that all leadership must come from "lead-
ers." In many organizationsand it would seem particularly
true in professional organizations-- much of the guidance
and support may be provided by the participants, the nature
of the task, or the characteristics of the organization itself.
"To the extent that other potential sources are deficient, the
hierarchical superior is clearly in a position to play a dominant
role.. .and formal leadership ought to be important. To the
extent that other sources provide structure and stroking in
abundance, the hierarchical leader will have little chance to
exert downward influence" (Kerr and jefIlliCT 1978, p. 400).
Tests (k the "substitutes for leadership" model (Nowell and
Dorfman 1981) have pnwided mixed support for the
construct,

Oakuml and symbolic theories
The models described previously all presume to a greater
or lesser degree that leaders exist in a world that is essentially
certain, rational, and linear. They assume that organizations
consist of people, processes, and structures that can be de-
scribed, analyzed, and made more efficient and effective. Lead-

ers are a central focus of organizational life. Empirical, quan-
titative research and rational analyses arc considered potent
tools through which the essential nature of organizational
functions can be discovered and organizations thereby
improved.

In contrast, cultural perspectives and symbolic approachesc
represent a garadigmatk. shift (Kuhn 1970; Lincoln 1985)
in thinking alxrut organizations and leadership. They assume
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that organizational stmctures and processes are invented, not
discovered. Organizations themselves represent an attempt
by humans with limited rational capacities to collectively
Impose meaning upon an equivocal, fluid, and complex
world. The importance of facts, descriptions of events, or
cause -and -effect relationships is not their "existence" but their
interpretation. These theories propose that leadership func-
tions within complex social systems whose participants
attempt to find meaningful patterns in the behaviors of others
so that they can develop common understandings alxna the
nature of reality. Within this context, it is as important to study
how leaders think and process organizational data (Srivastra
and Associates 1983) as it is to look at their trthavior.

Cultural and symbolic views of leadership suggest that
organizational participants come over time through their inter-
actions to develop and to re-create shared meanings that influ-
ence their perceptions and their activities. These shared mean-
ings can be thought of as defining an organization's "culture,"
that is, the dominant values, norms, philosophy, rules, and
climate that reflect basic, unquestioned assumptions that
organizational participants have of themselves and of their
environment. Culture can be seen in the way language is Ivied,
in the way power is distributed and decisions made, and par-
ticularly in the symbols, stories, myths, and legends that infuse
specific organigations with meaning (Deal and Kennedy 1982;
Martin 1982; Selz.nick 1957; Tierney 1985). Culture can be
thought of as the "social or normative glue that holds the
organization together. It expresses the values or social ideals
and beliefs that organizational members come to share"
(Smircich 1983, p. 344).

Some scholars and analysts propose that a major factor in
the success of leaders is the degree to which they are able
to articulate and influence cultural norms and values. Leaders
are expected to mold culture by creating new symbols and
myths, developing organizational sagas (Clark 1972; Martin
et al. 1983), establishing and reinforcing consistent values,
and in other ways transforming the culture of the organization
(Deal and Kennedy 1982; Peters and Waterman 1982; Schein
1985), which is believed to lead to increased commitment
to the organization, motivation by participants, and organi-
zational excellence. The leader manages culture to suit the
strategic ends of the organization Leadership of this kind
can be thought of as 'The management of meaning"; people
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emerge as leaders

. by virtue of the part they Nay in the definition of the
situation... their role in framing twperience in a way that
pivvidttc the basic for action, e.g., by mobili2-ing meaning,
by articukaing and defining what has previously remained
implicit or unsvaid, by inivrating inuwes and meanings that
pwide a focus for new attention, and by consolidating
confronting, or changing prevailing wisdom. ... /Lead-
ership' ineohts a complicity or process of rugotiation
through ulrich certain indiMluaLs implicitly or explicitly;
surrender their pouer to define the nature of the e.r4rerience
to others (Smircich and Morgan 1982, p. 258).

While leaders can influence culture, however, no consensus
exists that culture can in fact he "managed." Rather than being
something subject to the leader's manipulation, culture may
be thought of ass a powerful constraint upon the individual
leader's discretion. Meaning does not normally develop out
of extraordinary or heroic leadership but rather through the
constant activities and interactions of everyday organizational
life. Leaders who do not appreciate and operate within the
cultural expectations of an mganization may lose their influ-
ence and authority.

Leaders may be able to affect the sentiments and commit-
ments of organizational participants, but they may have little
effect over the tangible outcomes of organizational behavior
(Pfeffer 1981). A longitudinal study of leadership in large cor
porations found that chief executive officers had little effect
on most performance variables compared to the effects of
time, the nature of the industry, and the characteristics of the
specific company (Liebe sun and O'Connor 1972). Similarly,
data analyzing the budgets of large cities over a 17-year period
indicate that most of the yearly variance was accounted for
by the characteristics of the city itself rather than by the mayor
(Salancik and Pfeffer 1977). Analysis of data collected from
colleges and universities over a 10-year period does not reveal
a relationship between changes in presidential leadership
and measures of institutional functioning (Bimtraum 19890.

Several reasons have been suggested for findings that ques-
tion the instrumental effectiveness of leaders. For example,
leaders are likely to have been filtered and socialized by
careers that have made them conservative and homogeneous
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and to have their discretion restricted by internal constraints
and external forces outside their control (Cohen and March
1974; March 1984; Pfeffer 1977, 1981). The meaning of lead-
ership in such situations is unclear. Leaders spend comic!.
enable time in ceremonial and symbolic activities that may
have little objective relationship to organizational gads (Feld-
man and March 1981; March 1984; Meyer and Rowan 1983)
but that are still important because they symbolically signal
that the Organization is functioning as its sponsors and sup
porters believe it should.

Cognitive theories
Cognitive theories of leadership (Cohen and March 1974;
McCall and Lombardo 1978; Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich
1985; Sergiovanni and Corbally 1984; Sims, Gioia, and Asso-
dates 1986) are closely related to symbolic approaches in
that they emphasize leadership as arising from the social cog-
nition of organimions. in many ways, leadership is a serial
attributionan explanation used by ohservers to help them
find meanings in unusual orgcnizational occurrences. This
explanation is commonly directed toward persons filling roles
identified as positions of leadership. "leaders" may be per
ceived as causative factors in ownizatkins because of the
expectations of followers, because of leaders' salience and
prominence, because of the human need to impose order
and seek causes for cithowise inexplicable events and out
comes, or because leaders conform to prototypical models
of what followers expect leaders to be (Calder 1977; Cron.
shaw and Lord 1987; Green and Mitchell 1979; McElroy 1982;
Phillips and Lord 1981; Weiner 1985).

Leadership is associated with a set of myths reinforcing
organizational constructions of meanings that helps panic
'pants to believe in the effectiveness of individual control.
These myths influence the perceptions of leaders as well as
of followers, so that leaders are likely to have exaggerated
beliefs in their own efficacy. For example, the confidence
that has been found to be a characteristic of leaders may be
more perceptual than instrumental. "Experience does seem
to result in a feeling of having more control over the situation
and probaNy increases the individual's confidence in
approaching Ethel task" (Fiedler and Garcia 1987, p. 41).

Cognitive processes of selective attention and judgmental
bias enable leaders to take credit for successes and attribute

Making Sense of Adminigrative Lc hp 23



24

them to internal causes like their ability and effort, while they
shift the blame for failures, which they attribute to external
causes like luck and difficulty of the task (Bradley 1978; Frieze
and Weiner 1971; Salancik and Meindl 1984; Weiner and
Kukla 1970).

Cognitive biases (Kahneman, Movie, and Tversky 1942;
Nishett and Russ 1980) allow followers to "see" evidence
of the effects of leadership even when it does no exist. For
example, when groups are arbitrarily told that they have been
successful at a task, they are more likely to perceive that they
have had good leadership than groups arbitrarily told that
they have failed, and extreme (good or frad) performance
crf an organization is likely to lead to a preference to use lead -
ership as an explanation even in the absence of supporting
data ( Meindl, Ehrlich, and Dukerich 1985; Mitchell, Larson,
and Green 1977; Raw 1975). One reason may be that merely
focusing someone's attention on a person as the potential
MSC' of an equivocal event will affect the extent to which
that person is judged to be the cause (Nisbet and Ross 1980).
By creating roles in which leadership is expected, followers
construct an attribution that organizational effects are the
result of the leader's behavior. Leaders, then, are people
believed to have caused events. "Successful leaders...are
those who can .separate themselves from organizational W-
ives and associate themselves with organizational successes"
( Pfeffer 1977, p. 110). Assessments by (*hers of a leader's
effectiveness may be related less to the instrumental behavior
of the leader and nitre to perceptions of followers of the
degree to which the leader appears to do leaderlike things.

Summary
Trait theories are the mast primitive of the theories of lead-
ership in that they reduce the explanation of leadership to
individual characteristics. Although scholars of leadership
elf it it discount that many leaders may have cenat. traits in
common, they suggest that a model emphasizing traits is too
simple to explain a pi imem in as complex as leadership.
iknver and influence thel wies are somewhat related to trait
theories in that individual characteristics like charisma, Intel,
lect expertise, and interpersonal skills are seen as ex naribut.
ing to the leader's ability to influence., followers. Within this
group of theories, the transactional and transformational mod-
els have received the greatest attention. The IT imuy



tion between these two approaches is that transactional theory
perceives the relationship between leader and followers as
one of reciprocity and mutual influence and transformational
theory perceives the relationship as initiated and directed
by the leader. Additionally, while transactional leaders are
seen as maintaining the culture of an organization, transfig-
mational leaders are seen as changing it. The transformational
model is considerably more appealing than the transactional
model because within the latter model the leader's role is
seen as managerial and oriented toward maintemrice, while
in the former it is seen as an agent of change. Transforma-
tional leadership in the real world, however, is probably a
relatively infrequent occurrence.

Behavioral and contingecy theories are closely related. Both
theories suggest that leaders may be either task oriemecl ox
relationship oriented, depending on the circumstances under
which leadership is being exercised. The main distinction
is that behavioral theories emphasize the influence of internal
variables (e.g., personal qualities of the leader) and contin-
gency theories emphasize the influence of external vitriables
(e.g., the nature of the task). Within contingency theories,
the substitutes for hierarchical leadership appear to he the
must nontraditional approach, suggesting that characteristics
of followers (e.g., professional autonomy) or the organization

standard operating procedures) substitute for or lieu
tralize the exercise of fOrmal leadership. This appnrach is
particularly relevant to the understanding of leadership in
professional oiganintions because it allows for the possibility
of leadership to emerge from among followers.

While trait, lxthavioral, and contingency the-toles describe
for the most part leadership under conditions in which rules
of leader and follower are clearly distinguished and assume
clarity in organizational purpose, cultural arai symbolic the
ories represent a significant departure from traditional
appnraches. Instead of viewing leadership as an objective
act in which leaders influence the activities of followers
through the display of specific traits, or power, or behaviors.
cultural and symbolic theories view leadership as a subjective
act in which leaders elicit followers' commitment by con-
structing a reality that is congruent with followers' bdiefs
and that reflects desired ends. These theories place cc amid
erable emphasis c in the means used by leaders, including
communication, the manipulation of symbols and myths, and
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the use of language. While cultural and symbolic theories
view the leader as inventing reality for his followers, cognitive
theories regard leaders as an invention of followers. What
matters is perception: If leaders are seen as doing the desired
leaderlike things, they will he regarded as effective leaders.

Organizational Theory and Images of Leadership
Our beliefs about leadership have disparate sources, including
individual biographies, social histories, works of fiction, polit-
ical analyses, small-group observations, and the laboratory
experiments of social psychologists. Often these concepts
are presented without consideration for the differences that
environmental, swial, and contextual factm may play in
defining and understanding leadership; behavior considered
to he good leadership in one setting may be seen as disrup-
tive in another. Because no objective criteria exist for assess-
ing the presence, absence. or degree of leadership, leadership
is to a great extent in the eye of the beholder. In organiza-
tic am, too, leadership exists to the extent that people believe
it does, and that belief depends in part on how participants,
through their interactions, construct the realities of owani-
zatit alai life and define the role of leaders within them.

No right or wrong ways exist to view organizatiorK A num-
if different models have been suggested, and each model

,ies different images of what leadership is and how it may
he appropriately manifested. In the study of organisations,
laNsical management the my was succeeded in turn by We-

berian bureaucracy, human relations models, neo-Weberian
models emphasizing decision making and conflict, the insti-
tutional school focusing on the structure, history, and values
of organizatims, and contingency models emphasizing either
technology or the environment (Kass and Rosenzweig 1973;
Pen( iw 1979). Organizations can be studied as rational, nat-
ural, or open systems (Katz and Kahn 1978; Scutt 1981) or
thought of metaphorically as machines, organisms, brains,
cultures, political systems, psychic prisons, processes of flux
and transformation, or instruments of domination (Morgan
1986). Others have described them as systems of interpre-
tation that create a shared reality through the continued inter-
actions of participants (Daft and Weick 1984; Weick 1979),
as groups molded by environments (Pfeffer and Salancik
1978), and as complex, adaptive, and evolutionary nonlinear
systems (De Greene 1982 ). Each of these models illuminates
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certain aspects of leadership while ignoring other equally
valid aspects. Using any one of these models or metaphors
exclusively can lead to eitherAw thinking, which is a limited
and ineffective way of conceptualizing either organizations
or leadership. In contrast, views about leadership that incor-
porate many dimensions of leadership take a both /arid
approach. By confronting the paradoxes of leadership, they
create conflict that allows us to see the phenomenon in new
ways. Ineffective leaders focus on only one model; more effec
Live leaders balance two or more (if them (Quinn 1988).

One of the mast useful organizational typologies from the
perspective of leadership is that of Holman and Deal (1984),
who suggest that organizations can he looked at through four
different vantage points, or coherent perspectives, which they
identify as "frames." The structural frame emphasizes formal
roles and relationships, the human resource frame focuses
on the needs of people, the political frame considers the con
Rio over scarce resources, and the symbolic frame views
organizations as cultures with shared values.

Frames are flint/ores on the uurld Frames filter out some
things ubile allowing others to pass through easily l)-emu's
help us to order the world and decide what action to take
Every manager uses a pcirsonal frame, or image, of organi-
zations to Rather information, make judgments, and get
things done (Holman and Deal 1984, p. 4).

This perspective of the frame is useful for several reasons.
It suggests that both leaders and followers with different per-
spectives will interpret the meaning of leadership differently.
And it is consistent with evolving ideas about higher edu-
cation organizations as they have been portrayed as bureau-
cracies, collegiums, political systems, and organized anarchies.
Examining the organizational theories that lead to different
frames and their application to the study of higher edu.7ation
indicates how changing perceptions of organization lead to
different expectations of leadership. And finally, it suggests
the desirability of developing cognitive complexity among
leaders who will have to contend with uncertainty and incrms
ingly turbulent environments:

Managers uho understand and use only one' or two of the
frames an like a highly specialized pecie*: My may ix'
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well (Adapted to a very narrow erwimnment but exiremely
rubwrable to chant m in climate or competition. ... The
turbulent managerial world of the next few decades will
belong to the manages and the organizations with a more
comprehensive understanding of the phenomena of each
of the four frames (Raman and Deal 1984, pp. 278-79).

Sltractural frame
The structural frame, as exemplified by the work of Max
Weber (1947), considers organizations as hierarchical systems
of roles with fixed divisions of labor characterized by written
rules and promotion based on merit (Erzioni 1964). Different
organizational structures are assumed to be most suitable
to support different activities, and designing an appropriate
structure is seen as essential to maximizing organizational
effrctivenem. Although the word "bureaucracy" has come
to have negative connotations over time, it refers merely to
"the type of organization designed to accomplish large-scale
administrative tasks by systematically coordinating the work
of many people" (Blau 1956, p. 14). Bureaucracies are closed
systems pursuing explicit goals (Bolman and Deal 1984),
and when tasks to be performed are "well understood, pre-
dictable, routine, and repetitive, a bureaucratic structure is
the most effective" (Perrow 1979, p. 162). The essence of
a structural or bureaucratic view of organizations is rationality:

The purely burecucratic type of administrative organiza-
tion . the most rational known means of carrying
out imperative contra over human beings. It is superior
to any other form in precision, in stability, in the strinsetuy
of its discOline, and in its reliability (Weber 1947, p. 24).

Bureaucracies have often been criticized as impersonal, unre-
sponsive, and unimaginative, but their countervailing benefits
have tended to go unappreciated. Among other things, they
are efficient, provide fairness and equity, and reduce the dis-
cretion that superiors might otherwise have in dealing with
subordinates.

Leaders who adopt the structural frame "control activity
by making decisions, resolving conflicts, solving problems,
evaluating performances and output, and distributing rewards
and penahics" (Bolman and Deal 1984, p. 39). Because
bureaucracies create differences in status between individuals
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higher and lower in the organization and people tend to deal
with each other in their official capacities, bureaucratic leaders
are often seen by subordinates as distant and aloof

Human rwsource frame
Whereas the structural frame suggests that people should he
changed to meet the needs of organizations, the human
resource frame suggests that organizations should be c%anged
to meet the needs of people. Based upon studies of organi-
zations (Liked 1961, 1967; McGregor 1960) as well as studies
of small groups (Homans 1950), this approach is based on
the belief that people have inherent needs for achievement
and creativity. Effective organizations are those that provide
opportunities for self actualization and self-control. McGregor
(1960) differentiated the structural from the human resource
frame in his characterizations of Theory X (workers are lazy,
resist change, and must he led by managers) and Theory Y
(we :kers are inherently motivated and creative, and effective
managers are those who structure organizations to use this
energy). Rather than emphasizing control and supervision,
leaders who adopt the human resource frame give attention
to removing organizational constraints on workers and to
such self enhancing processes as increased participation in
decision waking and job enlargement.

The principle behind the human resource frame is that
employee-centered leadership will lead to increased morale,
which in turn grill lead to increased productivity. Critics of
the human relations school argue, however, that "there is
little empirical support for the human relations theory or the
odes, that extensive efforts to find support have resulted in
increasing limitations and contingencies, and that the grand
schemes such as Likert's appear methodologically unstaind
and theoretically biased" (Pen-ow 1979, p. 133).

Peal frame
The political frame is -narked by five essential characteristics:

I. Most of the important decisions in organizationc Myth x,
the allocation of scarce rests/trees

2. Orisianizations are coalitions [comprised] of a number
of it dividuaLs and interest group (for example hier-
archical kveis, departments, professiona I groups, ethnic
groups).
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3, Individuals and interest groups differ in their values,
preferences, beliefs, information, and perceptions of
reality. Such differences we usually enduring and
change slouiy if at all

4. Organizational goats and decisions emerge from ongol!;18
procemes of bargaining, negotiation, and joc keying for
position among individuals and groups

5. Because of scarce raources and enduring difference
power and conflict are essentied features of organiza-
tional life (Bohnan and Deal 1984, p. 109).

leaders who use the political frame see organtrations as frag-
mented into special interest groups, each pursuing its own
objectives. Because no group is strong enough to impose
its will on all others, they form coalitions with other groups
that have some commonality in their goals and that will work
together to achieve them (Bacharach and Lawler 191A)). The
political frame also assumes that most participants in a com-
munity arc apathetic.

Organizational politics involves acquiring, developing, and
using power to obtain preferred outcomes in situations in
which groups disagree (Pfeffer 1981). The power ofa group
to obt-tin outcomes (Insistent with its own preferences
depends upon the value of its contribution to the political
community and the Extent to which that contribution is avail-
able from other sources (Bacharach and Lawler 1980). In
higher education settings, for example, depamuents that
acquire highly rewarded external resources, such as grants,
arc more likely to have more influence over institutional bud-
get allocations than are other departments (Hills and Mahoney
1978; Salancik and Pfeffer 1974).

Leaders who adopt a politir:41 frame practice the art of the
possible. Because organizations consist of different groups
with legitimate interests, political 1.2ders try to find solutions
to problems in a manlier co nsiderct .acceptahle by various
constituencies. Bef..ause these systems are too complex and
fractionated to tx coordinated either through their structure
or through appeais to common norms, leaders influence out-
comes by analyting the prefr.-rtces of different groups and
designing alternatives that can find common ground between
them (Lindblom 1968) and by developing compromises that
facilitate the formation of coalitions that support the leaders'
interests. Under the political frame, leaders assist the organi-
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zation to manage its own affairs, assist in the process by which
issues are deliberated and judgments are made, and then take
actions to implement decisions (Tucker 1981).

Synthetic frame
Through the symbolic frame, organizations are systems of
reality invented through the continued interaction of the par-
tidpants. The symbolic frame reflects a tradition of research
that analyzes how organizational decisions are mzde when
rationality is limited, goals are equivocal, and claims on the
leaders' attention exceed their cognitive capacities (Cyert
and March 1963; March and Olsen 1979; March and Simon
1958). The symbolic frame parallels many of the ideas pre-
sented earlier in this section describing cultural, symbolic,
and cognitive theories of leadership.

One of the most important organizational presentations
from a symbolic and cognitive perspective is Cohen and
March's classic work, Leadership and Ambiguity ( 1974 ). In
this work, colleges and universities are described as prom.
typical "organized anarchies," a term coined to identify orga-
nizations with three characteristics: problematic goals, unclear
technology, and fluid participation in decision making. Tradi-
tional notions of organizational rationality cannot be applied
when institutional purposes are vague and often articulated
to rationalize previous actions, the reasons that certain edu-
cational practices appear to have certain results are not known,
and authority structures and participants constantly shift. In
the organized anarchy:

Teachers decide., if, tvhen, and ubat to teach. Students
decide if, when, and what to learn. Lt*slators and donors
decide if, when, and what to stimort. Neither coordination
(exapt the spontaneous mutual adaptation of decision
nor award As/ practiced Resources are allocated by what-
ever process erns t. but without explicit accommodation
and without explicit reference to some sups -ordinate goals.
The ',decisions" of the system are a consequence producal
by the system but intended by no one and decisive47 con-
trolled by no one. The anarchy model assumes a loosely
connected tork4 or one that can be treated as loosely am-
nected because it is bountifu4 and large resource "buffos"
can be established between decisions It assumes that the
statistiad prop ertiew of a large number of autonomous deci
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slims are such that they will reliably produce joint1), satis
factory stales (Cohen and March 1974, pp. 33-34).

Because the orgmization's goals are ambiguous, decisions
are often by-products of unintended and unplanned activity.
Traditional models of organization assume that people in
designated roles follow rational processes to develop and
implement solutions to identified problems. But the model
of the organized anarchy suggests instead that problems, solu-
tions, participants, and choice opportunities make up four
bus. ;y coupled streams flowing through the organization.
When organizational choices must he made, problems, solu-
tions, and participants may become connected to them
because they are contemporaneous rather than because of
any logical relationship. These connections develop much
as if their elements were all thrown into a large container
and mixed up, a process referred to as "garbage-can decision
making."

Because of cognitive haws and limits to rationality, rela
tionships that may have occurred in the garbage can by chance
can he believed to be integrally connected by participants
who create their versions of reality through processes of ret-
rospective sense nuking (Weick 1979). Because the relation-
ships are not necessarily logical, problems are seldom
resolved according to traditional ideas of rationality. Instead,
decisions are more likely to get made by flight (problems
arbitrarily connected to a decision leave when they find some
other decision arena more attractive) or oversight (decisions
are made quickly before extraneous problems, solutions, or
participants---consido.ed by the decision maker to be gar-
bage-- -prevent action by hemming attached to it).

The effects of autonomous actors, loose coupling of organi-
zational elements (Weick 1976), cognitive biases and limits,
and chance severely circumscribe the influence of leaders,
leading some observers to say that "the college presidency
is an illusion" (Cohen and March 1974, p. 2) that "person-
if[ ies] the organization, its activities, and its outcomes"
(Pfeffer and Salancik 1978, p. 16) and whose influence is more
symbolic than real. Elaborations of this concept suggest that
leaders are important as a class but not as individuals. A com-
parison ikf leaders to light bulbs notes that while they are
essential providers of the light that enables organirational
participants to work together, the differences between leaders
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are minor and difficult to measure reliably (March 1984). To
properly coordinate loosely coupled systems, leaders muse
emphasize symbolic management and in particular should
focus attention on the expression of key system values, while
decentralizing everything else (Weick 1982 ).

Summary
An organizational frame reptesents a distinctive cognitive lens
that influences what leaders see and do. The structural frame,
for example, views organizations as mechanistic hierarchies
with dearly established lines of authority. The classic school
of thought associated with this frame is Weber's bureaucracy.
Leaders with a structural frame are likely to emphasize their
role in making decisions, analyzing problems, determining
alternate solutions, choosing the best, and executing it.

Within the human relations frame, organizations are viewed
as collectivities with organizational members as their primary
resource. The emphasis is on human needs and how orwmi
zations can be tailored to meet them. The school of thought
associated will this frame is McGregor's Theory X and Theory
Y. Leaders with a human relations frame seek participative,
democratic decision making and strive to meet people's needs
and help them realize their aspirations.

The political frame sees organizations as formal and infor
mal groups vying for power to control institutional processes
and outcomes. Decisions result from bargaining, influencing,
and coalition building. Conflict, not salient in the two pre
view frames, is here a central feature of organizations. leaders
with a political frame are mediators or negotiators between
shifting power blocs.

Within the symbolic frame, organizations are viewed as
kxxsely coupled and as having unclear goals. Organizational
structures and processes are invented. Leaders who adhere
to the symbolic frame are primarily catalysts or facilitators
of an ongoing process.
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HIGHER EDUCATION AND LEADERSHIP THEORY

This section examines works on leadership in the literature
ti higher education from the perspective of theories discussed
in the previous section, suggesiing implications of these stud-
ies for effective leadership in higher education.

Although studies of leadership in higher education have
traditionally been atheoretical, a resurgence of theoretical
research has occurred in recent years, and several works have
attempted to integrate findings in the higher education lit-
erature with more general theories of leadership. A review
of the strengths and weaknesses of several conceptual
approaches to studying leadership in the context of academic
organizations, for example, provides a clear and concise sum-
mary of the major theories of leadership along with a com-
prehensive annotated bibliography of works on leadership,
corporate management, and higher education administration
keyed to each theory (Dill and Fullagar 1987). Another essay
erapha.sizes the role of leaders in organizational improvement
and gives considerable attention to characteristics and behav-
iors of leaders as developed through the Ohio State leadership
studies (Pincher 1987), not only recognizing the contingent
nature of leadership but also including a critical analysis of
several works on the presidency.

Trak Meath:a
Trait theory continues to be influential in images of effective
leadership in higher education, even though it is no longer
a major approach to research among organizational theorists.
Works concerned primarily with describing successful pres-
idents, with identifying the characteristics to look for in select-
ing individuals for positions of leadership, or with comparing
the characteristics of effective and ineffective leaders are the
most likely to reflect a trait approach. Even though trait theory
may not necessarily be the authors' primary orientation, the
tendency to associate leaders with specific traits is sYa common
that many works on leadership refer to traits or individual
qualities (see, e.g., Kerr 1984; Kerr and Grade 1986; Vaughan
1986; Walker 1979).

Successful academic leaders have been described in terms
of personal attributes, interpersonal abilities, and technical
management skills (Kaplowitz 1986). Personal attributes
include humor, courage, judgment, integrity, intelligence,
persistence, hard work, vision, and being opportunity con
scions; interpersonal abilities include being open, building
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teams, and being compassionate. Technical management skills
include producing results, resolving conflicts, analyzing and
evaluating problems, being able to shape the work CiNif011-
ment, and being gall oriented (Gilley, Fulmer, and Reith
lingshoefer 1986; Vaughan 1986).

A portrait of the effective president suggests the following
personal traits:

. . a strong drive for responsibility, vigor, persistence, will-
ingnem to take chances orOnalitv, ability to deltwate,
humor, initiative in axial situation fairness, stiff
comfit decisimnms, sense of identity, personal style,
capacio, to organize, willingne.ss to act or boldness
(Fisher 1984, p. 24).

A belief persists that in selecting candidates for positions
of leadership, one should look for individuals who appear
to have such characteristics. Most often cited are confidence,
courage, fairness, respect for the opinions of (Acts, and sen-
sitivity. Undesirable characteristics include being soft-spoken,
insecure, vain, concerned with administrative pomp, and
graveness (Eble 1978). The trouble, of course, is that judg-
ments on the presence or absence of these characteristics
are highly subjective. No research has shown, for example,
that a college president who speaks in an assertive and strong
voice will be more effective than a soft-spoken president.
One study of presidential effectiveness compares the traits
and behaviors of 412 presidents identified as highly effective
by their peers with a group of 412 "represenrative" presidents
(Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler 1988). The prototypical effective
president was self described as a "strong risk-raking loner
with a dream" who was less likely to Eton dose collegial rela-
tionships than typical presidents, worked longer hours, made
decisions easily, and confided less frequently in other pres-
idents. Closer examination of the data reveals, however, that
effective and representative presidents were probably more
alike than different. In four of five leadership factors derived
from a factor analysis of survey items (managing style, human
relations, image, and social reference), no significant differ-
owes were found between the two groups of presidents. Sig-
nificant differences were found only for the confidence factor,
which consisted of items that assessed the extent to which
presidents believed they can make a difference in their
institutions.
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While this study suggests that effective leaders are "loners"
who maintain social distance, the findings of another study
suggest that successful colleges are headed by presidents who
are "people-orientedcaring, supportive, and nurturing" (Gil-
ley, Fulmer, and ReithlinAshoefer 1986, p. 115). Similarly,
while the former study maintains that effective leaders are
risk takers, the other says that successful presidents "work
feverishly to minimize risk at every step of the way" (p. 65).
These audits' axifIkting findings suggest the problems of
analyzing the effectiveness of leadership from a trait perspec
tive. Few people exhibit consistent traits under all circum-
stances, so that both "distance" and "nurturing" may accu-
rately represent effective leadership as manifested in different
situations. If this in Fad is the case, these studies provide a
strong arz,ument for the need to define the effectiveness Of
leadership in dynamic rather than static terms.

Power and Influence Theories
Power and influence theories fall into two types, those that
consider leadership in terms of the influence or effects that
leaders may have on their followers (social power theory and
transformational leadership theory) and those that consider
leadership in terms of mutual influence and reciprocal rela-
tionships between leaders and followers (social exchange
theory and transactional leadership theory).

Social power theory
From this perspective, effective leaders are those who can
use their power to influence the activities of others. Concepts
of social power appeared to be an important influence in
shaping presidents' implicit theories of leadership in one'
study (Birnbaum 1989a). When asked to explain what lead-
ership meant to them, most of the presidents participating
in an extensive study of institutional leadership provided defi-
nitions describing leadership as a one-way process, with the
leader's function depicted as getting others to follow or accept
their directives. FOf a small minority, the role of the leader
was not to direct the group but to facilitate the emergence
of leadership latent within it. Definitions that included ele
mitts of other conceptual orientations (trait theories, con.
tangency theories, and symbolic theories) were mentioned
infrequently.
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The most likely sources of power for academic leaders are
expert and referent power rather than legitimate, coercive,
or reward powers (see the discussion of power and influence
theories in the previous section). It has been proposed that
college presidents can exert influence over their campuses
through charismatic power, which has been questionably
identified as analogous to referent power (Fisher 1984). This
particular perspective maintains that academic leaders can
cultivate charismatic power by remaining distant or remote
from constituents. by attending to their personal appearance
and style, and by exhibiting self-confidence. To establish dis-
tance and remoteness, presidents are counseled not to estab-
lish close relationships with faculty, not to be overly visible,
and to emphasize the importance of the trappings of the office
as symbols of its elevated state. Style consists of presidential
comportment, attitude, speech, dress, mannerisms, appear-
ance, and personal habits. Self-confidence relates to cultivating
a style of speaking and walking that conveys a sense of self
assuredness. The concept of charismatic power that has been
proposed here appears to be much different from referent
power, which traditionally has been defined as the willingness
of followers to accept influence by a leader they like and with
Whom they identify.

Practitioners and scholars tend to question the importance
given to charismatic traits as well as whether leaders stand
to gain by creating distance between themselves and their
constituents. It has been suggested (Keoliane 1985) that a
leader who is concerned with creating an image of mystery
and separateness cannot be effective at building coalitions,
a critical part of leadership. High levels of campus discontent
have been attributed to leaders who were considered to be
tcio distant from their internal and external constituencies
and who tended to take constituents' support for granted or
to feel it wAS not needed (Whetter! 1984). Reacting to the
current preoccupation with charismatic leadership, a recent
comment:fly published in The Wall Street journalsays "lead-
ership is more doing than dash."

It has Me to do with "leadership qualities" and ,71.11 less
to do with "charisma" . Charisma becomes the undoing
of leaders It makes them nil-Ica-Mk convincedof their own
infallibility, unable to change This is what haipened to
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Stalin, Hitler, and Mal, and it is a commotpktce in the
stun . of ancient &slog that only Akaxtruier the Gmat's mirk
death SCOW, him from becoming an ineffectual failure
(Drucker 1988).

Social anthange theory/transactional timely
College and university presidents cm accumulate and exert
power by controlling access to information, controlling the
budgetary process, allocating resources to preferred projects,
and assessing major faculty and administrative appointments
(Corson 1960). On college campuses, however, the presence
of other sources of power-the trustees' power to make policy
and the faculty's professional authority seriously limits the
plesident's discretionary comrul of organizational activities.
For this reason, social exchange theory is particularly useful
for examining the principles of shared governance and con-
sultation and the image of the president as first among equals,
which undergirds much of the normative values of academic
organizations.

Transactional theory can he particularly useful for under-
standing the interactions between leaders and followers. The
idiosyncracy credit (1C) model (Hollander 1987), a major
transactional approach to leadership, is of particular relevance
to the understanding of leaders' influence in academic own.
nations, This model suggests that followers will accept chat
and tolerate a leader's behavior that deviates from their expec
tations more readily if leaders first engage in actions that will
demonstrate their expertise and conformity to the group's
norms. The IC model, for example, explains why new pies
idents initially may find it beneficial to concentrate on getting
to know their institutions history, culture. and key players
before proclaiming changes they plan to introduce. A study
of new presidents suggests that first-time presidents, not want
ing to appear indecisive, may overkx)k the potential benefits
of "getting to know" and "becoming known" by the insti
tution. In contrast experienced presidents, in assuming office
at a new institution, recognized the importance of spending
time learning about the expectations of followers (Iiensimn
1987, 1989a).

Two works relate presidential failure and success in
accomplishing change to presidents' initial actions. These
studies show the relevance of concepts underlying the IC
model. For example, a member of a new university admit.),
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istration attributed the fitilure to implement radical changes
and reforms to the inability of the new president and his aca-
demic administrators to build loyaltyand to gain credits--
among respected members of the faculty.

W'e succeeded in infusing new bkxxl. . but we failed to
recirculate the old blood We lost an opportunity to build
loixdty among repeded members of the' tweran faculty
If veteran faculty members had been made to feel that Ay,
too, bad a future in the transformed university, they mkt
bar embraced the' academic reorganization plan with
some' mthusius-m. Instead the veteran faculty members were
hurt, inclOuint, and finally- -angry (Bennis 1972, p. 116).

In contrast another study illustrates that time spent accumu-
lating credits (e.g., fulfilling the expectations of constituents)
can lead to positive outcomes (Gilley, Fulmer, and Reith
lingshoefer 1986). The authors observed that presidential
success was related to gaining acceptance and respect from
key constituents thrt.,ugh low-key, pleasant, and noncontro-
versial actions early in the presidential term. In their judg-
ment, change and departure from established patterns were
tolerated because "of the safety zone of good will they hald)
created" (p. 66).

The influence of mid:it exchange theory can also be
detected in works that downplay the charismatic and directive
role of leaders. These studies portray leaders as coordinators
of ongoing activities rather than as architects of hold initi-
atives. This view of leadership is related to the anarchical
(Cohen and Mardi 1974), democratic-political (Walker 1979),
atunustic (Kerr and Gade 1986), and cybernetic (Birnbaum
1988) moclels of university leackrship that will be discussed
in the next section.

Transformational theory
This perspective suggests that effective leaders create and
pn mite desirable "visions" or images of the institution.
Unlike goals, tasks, and agendas, which refer to concrete and
instrumental ends to be achieved, vision refers to akered per-
ceptions, attitudes, and commitments. The transforming leader
must encourage the college community to accept a vision
created by his or her symbolic actions (Green 1988b; lies-
burgh 1979).
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Transformation implies a "metamorphosis or a substitution
of one state or system for another, so that a qualitatively Of
ferent condition is present" (Cameron and Lunch 1986, p. 1).
Fear that higher education is suffering a crisis in leadership
has made calls for transformational leadership a recurrent
theme in recent studies. Some suggest it is an "illusion, an
omnipotent fantasy" (Bennis 1972, p. 115) for a change
oriented administrator to expect that academic organiations
would be receptive to this kind of leadership. In higher edu-
cation, transformational leadership more appropriately may
refer to the inspirational role of the leader. For example, the
description of leadership as the "poetic part of the presi,
dency" that "sweeps listeners and participants up into the
nobility of intellectual and artistic adventures and the urgency
of thinking well and feeling deeply about the critical issues
of our time" (Keller 1983, p. 25) is unmistakably transfor-
mational in tone, as is thc following eloquent and inspiring
call:

in the years ahead, higher education will he sorely tested
If we believe that out- institutions lave value, we must artic
Wale that metre and achieve adequate utulerstanding and
support. We must find leaders ubo are dedicated enoui,e)
to the purpose of higher education that they will (Vend
thimis(dves, if necosary, for that purpose.... The qualities
of transforming kadership are those that res2ore in organi,
zations or society a srnse of meaning and purpow and
release the powerful capacity humankind has for reneual
(Kauffman 1980, pp. 114.15).

A modem example of the transformational leader may he
found in Theodore I lesburgh, who has been described
"brilliant, forceful, and charismatic...a legend on campus,
where stories of students scampering up the fire escape out
side his office for a glimpse of the great man arc a pan of
the Notre Dame lore, like winning tine for the Upper" ( Ward
1988, pp. 32-33). Images like this one, along with the popular
belief that transformatit alai leaders are concerned with "doing
the right things" while managers are concerned with "doing
thinxs right" (Bennis and Nanus 1985; Cameron and Ulrich
1986), make transfonnational leadership irresistible to leaders
and nonkaders alike.

A five step agenda derived from an analysis of the qualities
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possessed by great leaders like Ghandi, Mart n Luther King,
Jr., and Winston Churchill attempts to put transformational
leadership into practical terms (Cameron and Ulrich 1986).
The list includes the following steps: (1) create readiness
for change by focusing attention on the unsatisfactory aspects
of the organization; (2) overcome resistance by using non-
threatening approaches to introduce change; (3) articulate
a vision by combining rational reasoning and symbolic imag-
ery; (4) generate commitment; and (5) institutionalize com-
mitment Suggested approaches on how to implement each
step came mostly from examples drawn from industry and
tested in cisc studies of two colleges in crisis whose presi-
dents took actions that corresponded to the agenda prescribed
for transformational leadership. Of course, while following
these steps might result in changes that make the campus
more adaptable to the demands of the environment, it might
not result in changes in the perceptions, beliefs, and values
of campus constituents that are at the core of transformational
leadership as initially proposed (Rums 1978).

The nature of colleges and universities appears to make
the exercise of transformational leadership extreme:- difficult
except under certain wnditions. Three such conditions have
been suggested-- institutional crisis, institutional size, and
institutional quality (Bimbaum 1988). institutional crisis is
likely to encourage transformational leadership because cam-
pus members and the external community expect leaders
to take strong action. Portrayals of presidents exercising trans-
formational leadership can be found in case study reports
of institutions sufftyring adversity (see, e.g., Cameron and
Ulrich 1986; Chaffee 1984; Clark 1970; Riesman and Fuller
1985). Thansfonnational leadership is also more likely to
emerge in small institution.; where leaders can exert a great
deal of personal influence drough their daily interactions
with the campus. Leaders in 10 small private liberal arts col-
leges identified as having high faculty morale displayed char-
acteristics tithe transformational orientation (Rice and Austin
1988). These leaders were seen by others as powerful influ-
ences in the life of their colleges and were credited with
single-handedly turning their institutions around. Institutions
that need to be upgraded to achieve comparability with their
peers also provide an opportunity for transformational leader-
ship. Such pRtsidents have been described as "pathbreaking
If aciers" ( Kerr and Cade 1986).
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Although with few exceptions (see Bass 1985) leaders tend
to be considered as being either transactional or transfor-
mational, a recent study comparing the initial activities of
new presidents in institutions in crisis suggests that leaders
who use transactional means (e.g., conforming to organiza-
tional culture) may be more successful in attaining transfor-
mational effects (e.g., improving the organizational culture)
than leaders whose behavior reflects the pure form (one--
way approach) of transformational leadership (Bensimon
1989c). Even in institutions in distress, a leadership approach
that conforms to the group's norms while also seeking to
improve them may he of greater benefit than heroic attempts
at redesigning an institution.

Behavioral Theories
Behavior of the leader
These theories examine whether the leader is task (initiating
structure) or people (consideration) oriented or both. Blake
and Mouton (1964) adapted their managerial grid into an
academic grid and applied it to higher education. Their model
suggests five styles of academic administration (Blake, Mou
ton, and Williams 1981): caretaker. authority-obedience,
comfortable pleasant, constituency-centered, and team. The
optimum style is identified as team administration, which
is characteristic of leaders who scored high on both concern
ftx- institutional performance and concern for people on their
grid.

Some limited empirical tests of this theory have been per.
formed. A study of department chairs found that those judged
as effective by the faculty scored high both in initiating Ante
ture (task) and consideration of people (Knight and Nolen
1985). On the other hand, a case study of a single institution
reports that departments with high faculty morale had chairs
who scored high on measures of consideration of people
and participative leadership style but not in initiating structure
(Madron, Craig, and Mendel 1976). The academic grid appears
to have found its greatest use as a tool for self assessment.
For example, the grid was adapted into a questionnaire to
assist department chairs in determining their prsmal styles
of leadership (Tucker 1981).

Presidents perceptions of the similarity of their role to
other leadership roles were used to describe two types of
presidentsmediative and authoritative, which are roughly
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comparable to emphasizing consideration of people and
initiating structure (task), respectively (Cohen and March
1974). Mediative presidmts tended to define their roles in
terms of constituencies, while authoritative presidents
appeared to be more directive. Additionally, mediative pres-
idents were more likely to measure their success on the basis
of faculty respect, while authoritative presidents were more
likely to base it on the quality of educational programs.

Administrative styles based on the self reported behaviors
of presidents were found to be related to faculty and student
outcomes in 49 small private liberal arts colleges (Astin and
Scherrei 1980). These findings, however, may be influenced
by the size of the institutions.

Mannerial role;
A comprehensive essay (Dill 1984) reviews the literature on
administrative behavior in higher education, employing the
behavioral framework developed by Mintzberg (1973). The
findings (p. 91) suggest that like managers in other settings,
senior administrators in higher education:

Perform a great variety of work at a continuous pace;
Carry out activities characterized by variety, fragmentation,
and brevity;
Prefer issues that are current, specific, and ad hoc;
Demonstrate preference for verbal media (telephone
calls, meetings, brief discussions); and
Develop informal information systems.

Although academic leaders are likely to learn from their
actions, almost no attention has been given to what leaders
learn on the job. A qualitative study 'used on interviews with
32 presidents reports that what presidents learn from their
actions varies, depending on whether they feel the action
they took was wrong (substantive error) or whether they feel
the action was justified but the pnx-css used (process error)
was inappropriate (Neumann 1988). New presidents who
made substantive errors learned how to sense situational dif-
ferences that called for diverse (and new) responses, they
began to identify new behaviors that were more appropriate
to their new settings, and they gave up the behaviors that
worked in their old settings but appeared to be dysfunctional
in their new ones. From process errors, presidents tended
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to learn the degree of influence organizational members have
on what presidents can accomplish. Some presidents also
made action errors, which consisted of taking action when
none should have been taken. From these errors, presidents
gained respect for personal and organizational limitations.

emigiagency Theories
From this perspective, effective leadership requires adapting
one's style of leadership to situational factors. Applying four
contingency theories to higher education, Vroom (1983)
found that if used to determine the kind of leader best suited
to chair academic departments, each would prescribe a dif-
ferent type of leader. Situational variables in Fiedler's con-
tingency model and in House's path -goal theory prescribe
a task oriented leader who would do whatever is necessary
to drive the group to complete a job. In contrast, Hersey and
Bbnchard's 11k-cycle theory and the Vroom-Yetton decision
prtx-ess theory identify individuals with a delegating and par
ticipative style of leadership. The contradictory prescriptions
may be the result of their development in organizational set-
tings with dearly delineated superior and subordinate roles.
Thus, they may have limited applicability to the study of lead-
ership in higher education. The Vroom-Yetton model appears
to be better suited to higher education organizations, because
it uses multiple criteria to determine particivative or autocratic
decision making (Floyd 1985).

Although the observation that "a president may be egal
itarian one day and authoe;tarian the next" (Gil ''y, Fulmer,
and Reithlingshoefer 1986, p. 66) is commonplace, little sys-
tematic application of contingency theory has ot.-curred to
determine under what conditions alternative forms of lead-
ership should be displayed. Generally, contingency theories
have found their greatest applicability in the study of lead-
ership in academic departments, probably because decision
making at this level is less ecluivtral than at higher levels
of the academic organization. An application of the ViliX1111'
Yetton model to the study of decision making among depart-
ment chairs concludes that they frequently chose autocratic
styles of decision making in situations where a consultative
style would have increased the likelihood of the faculty's
acceptance of the decision (Taylor 1982). Hersey and Blan-
chard's theory was used to develop a questionnaire that would
help department chairs determine departmental level of matu
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rity and select a corresponding style of ieadership (Tucker
1981). An analysis of studies on the behavior of leaders (Dill
1984) suggests that "when given a choice of leader roles, fac-
ulty members consistently preferred the leader as
a... 'facilitator' or one who smoothed out problems and
sought to provide the resources necessary for the research
activities of faculty members" (p. 79).

Kerr and jermier's theory of substitutes for hierarchical lead-
ership may be highly relevant for academic organizations.
Despite being one of the few contingency theories in which
leadership is not seen as residing solely with the official
leader, it has received little attention in the study of academic
leadership. If leadership in higher education were to be
viewed from this perspective, one could conclude that direc-
tive leadership may not be effective because characteristics
of academic organizations (such as faculty autonomy and
a reward structure that is academic-discipline-- and peer-fused)
substitute for or neutralize the influence of leaders (Birnbaum
1989a). Similarly, a consideration of the influence of admin-
istrators on the faculty's motivation asks, "What are university
adniinistrators to do in the face of so many 'substitutes' for
their leadership?" (Slaw 1983, p. 312). Because alternatives
such as stressing local (e.g., primary identification is with the
institution) rather than professional orientation (e.g., primary
identification is with the academic discipline) or reducing
self-goverrance and self-motivation are not in the best inter-.
ests of the university, it may be more fruitful for administrators
to assume the role of facilitator than controller.

Cultural and Symbolic Theories
Occasionally effective leaders give symbolic meaning to
events that others may see as perplexing, senseless, or chaotic
They do so by focusing attention on aspects of college life
that are both familiar and meaningful to the college com-
munity. Cultural and symbolic approaches to studying lead-
ership appear in works on organizations as cultural systems
(Chaffee and Tierney 1988; Kuh and Whitt 1988). Understand-
ing colleges and universities as cultures was originally intro-
duced in a now classic case study of Reed, Swarthmore, and
Antioch (Clark 1970, 1972). This study suggests that leaders
may play an important role in creating and maintaining insti-
tutional saws. The role of academic leaders in the preset.
vation of academic culture may be even more critical today

46



than in the past, because increased specialization, profes-
sionalintion, and complexity have weakened the values and
beliefs that provided institutions with a common sense of
purpose, commitment, and order (Dill 1982). Although lead-
ers may not be able to change culture through management,
their attention to social integration and symbolic events may
enable them to sustain and strengthen the culture that already
exists (Dill 199:4.

Cultural and symbolic perspectives on leadership have fig-
ured prominer.iy in a small handful of recent works that
examine the actions of leaders and their effects on campus
during times of financial decline. A recent study suggests that
college presidents who are sensitive to the faculty's inter-
cartation of financial stress are more likely to elicit the facul-
ty's support for their own leadership (Neumann 1989a). One
of the most important contributions to the understanding
of leadership from a cultural perspective is the work on the
role of substantive and symbolic actions in successful turn-
around situations (Chaffee 1984, 1985a, 1985b). The exam-.
ination of managerial techniques of presidents in institutions
suffering financial decline discloses three alternative strategic
approaches -- linear, adaptive, and interpretive. Linear striate'
gists were concerned with achieving goals. Adaptive strategists
were concerned with aligning the organization with the envi-
ronment, for example, by changing the organizational on
entation to meet current demands and thus to ensure the
continued flow of resources. Interpretive strategists reflected
the cultural/symbolic perspective in that they were concerned
with how people saw, understood, and felt about their lives.
Interpretive leaders believed that effective action involves
shaping the values, symbols, and emotions that influence
the behaviors of individuals. The use of interpretive strategy
in combination with adaptive strategy was considerably more
effective in turning institutions around than the use of adap-
tive strategy alone (Chaffee 1984). Presidents who employed
interpretive strategies were careful to protect the essential
character of their institutions and to refrain from actions and
commitments that compromise or disrupt the institution's
self-identity and sense of integrity by only introducing new
programs that were outgrowths of the old ones. For example,
they reaffirmed the existing institutional mission and did not
attempt to pursue programmatic thrusts that were outside
the expertise of the faculty.
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Strategies of change that make sense to institutional
members and that therefore are likely to elicit acceptance
and support may depend upon leaders understanding an
organization from cultural perspectives, To do so, leaders
may be required to act as anthropologists uncovering the
organizational culture by seeking to identify metaphors
embedded in the language of the college community (Cor-
bally 1984; Deshler 1985; Peck 1983; Tierney 1988). Frame
works for organizational cultures suggest that leaders can
begin to understand their institutional cultures by identifying
internal contradictions or incongruities between values and
structure, by developing a comparative awareness, by clar-
ifying the identity of the institution, by communicating so
as "to say the right things and to say things right," and by act-
ing on multiple and changing fronts (Chaffee and Tierney
1988, pp. 185.91).

Leaders should pose organizational questions to help them
identify characteristics of the organizational environment,
the influence of institutional mission on decision making,
processes of socialization, the uses of information, the
approaches used to make decisions, and constituents' expec-
tations of leaders (Tierney 1988). Researchers also can gain
insights into leadership by examining the symbols embedded
in the language of leaders. A study of 32 presidents reveals
that they used six categories of symbols -metaphorical, phys-
ical, communicative, structural, personification, and idea
tional----when they talked about their leadership role. Under-
standing the use of symbolism can help academic leaders
to become more consistent by sensitizing them to contra-
dictions between the symbols they use and the behaviors
they exhibit on their campuses. Leaders may become more
effective by using symbols that are consistent with the insti-
tution's culture (Tierney 1989).

The "techniques of managing meaning and social inte-
gration are the undiscussml skills of academic management"
(1)ill 1982, p. 304). For example, it has been suggested that
leaders in community colleges have consistently failed to
interpret and articulate their missions and to create positive
images among their publics (Vaughan 1986). While it is dear
that cultural and symbolic leadership skills are becoming
increasingly important to presidents, scholars still have much
to kart about the characteristics of these skills and effective



ways of teaching them to present and aspiring leaders (Green
1980. A recent examination of colleges and universities
from a cultural perspective provides administrators with the
following insights: Senior faculty or other axe groups of in.sti..
tutional leaders provide continuity and maintain a cohesive
institutional culture; institutional policies and practices are
driven and bound by culture; culture-driven policies and prac
tices may denigrate the integrity and worth of certain groups;
institutional culture is difficult to modify intentionally; and
organizational size and complexity work against distinctive
patterns of values and assumptions (Kith and Whitt 1988, p.

Cognitive Theories
Cognitive theories have important implications for perceptions
of leaders' effectiveness. In many sinrations, presidential lead
ership may not have measurable outcomes other than social
attributionor the tendency of campus constituents to assign
to a president the credit or blame for unusual institutional
outcomes. From this perspective, leaders are individuals
believed by followers to have caused events (Birnbaum
1989b). Leaders themselves, in the absence of dear indicators,
are subject to cognitive bias that can lead them to make pre
dictable errors of judgment (Birnbaum 1987) and to over
estimate their effectiveness in campus improvements (Birn-
baum 1986).

Summary
Trait theories and power and influence theories appear to
be particularly influential in works on leadership in higher
education. Several tithe works reviewed tend to relate effec-
tiveness of leaders to individual characteristics, although Ili A
necessarily the same ones. For example, while some consider
"being distant" as a desirable characteristic, others propose
that "being nurturing" is more important.

Even though exchange theories are more relevant to the
understanding of leadership in academic organizations, winks
that consider leadership from the perspective of power and
influence theories tend to emphasize oneway, leader !iiitiated
and leader directed approaches. Transformational ineory, in
particular, has received Considerable attention, while trans
actional theory has for the most pan been igreired

Behavioral and contingency theories may have itni:ted
application in higher education because these theories focus
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their attention on the relationship between superior and sub-
ordinate roles. Within the category of behavioral theories,
the most promising approach may be in the study of admin..
istrative behavior, particularly as a way of understanding how
leaders learn from their actions and mistakes. Examining
how leaders learn from a behavioral perspective may provide
new directions and ideas for the design of training programs
for academic leaders.

Within the category of contingency theories, Kerr and jer-
mier's theory of substitute for hierarchical leadership may
be of greatest use, even though it has been almost totally over-
looked by scholars of academic leadership.

Although cultural and symbolic perspectiveson leadership
were first suggested in the early 1970s in Burton Clark's case
study of Reed, Swarthmore, and Antioch, only recently has
this view of leadership attracted serious attention. Cultural
and symbolic perspectives have been shown to be especially
useful for understanding the internal dynamics of institutions
in financial crisis, particularly in differentiating the strategies
leaders use to cope with financial stress and to communicate
with constituents. Cognitive theories offer a promising new
way of studying leadership, but their use in higher education
to date has been



HIGHER EDUCATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY

This section examines works on leadership in higher edu-
catica through the lenses of the four organizational frames
introduced in the second section. The first part examines
works on leadership in higher education according to their
dominant organizational frame; the second examines more
recent works that have attempted to examine leadership by
integrating two or more of the organizational frames.

The works selected for discussion belong to the general
body of literature on leadership in higher education; however,
special attention has been given to those works that have been
influential in illuminating the theory and practice of leader-
ship and administration in colleges and universities. As in
the previous section, the assignation of a particular work to
an organizational frame was more likely to be erased on its
implicit rather than its explicit conceptual orientation.

The University as Bureaucracy (The Structural Frame)
According to the structural frame, the essence of bureaucratic
leadership is making decisions and designing systems of con-
trol and coordination that direct the work of others and verify
their compliance with directives. Because bureaucracies are
ultimately centralized systems, the bureaucratic leader has
final authority and therefore may be ea% as a larger-than-life,
or heroic, leader. "Much of the organization's power is held
by the hero, and great expectations are raised because people
trust him to solve problems and fend of threats from the envi-
ronment" (Bakkidge et al. 1978, p. 44). Bureaucratic leaders
have been thought of as heroic in that their position at the
top of a presumably competenc -based hierarchy suggests
tha they have knowledge and power well beyond the range
of the average person. (This perspective is different from the
culturally inspired concept of the leader as hero, which refers
to the symbolic rather than to the instrumental effects of lead
ership. Cultural hems come over time to be thought of as
the embodiment of institutional purpose, and their exploits
are celebrated through organizational myth and legend. )

From the bureaucratic perspective, the president of a col
lege or university is seen as the center of power, responsible
for the welfare and outcomes of the institution (Kerr and
Gad e 1986). The heroic image of leaders in higher education
can be found in references to great presidential figures of
the past (see, e.g., Kerr and (Made 1986) as well as in current
works that idealize the pusition (see, e.g., Fisher 1984; Fisher,
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Tack, and Wheeler 1988). The concept of heroic leadership
can also be found in presidents' perceptions that they are
more effective than average---and considerably more effective
than their predecessorsand that under their adminisiration
it has been possible to make major improvements on campus
(Birnbaum 1986).

The influence of the bureaucratic perspective is most appar-
ent in rational interpretations of the leader's administrative
and managerial role and the skills necessary to perform the
rile. Colleges and universities have many bureaucratic prop-
erties, because the same processes that create bureaucracies
in othcv settings do so in higher education as well (Blau 1973;
Stroup 1966). The classic work representative of this frame
suggests it is the responsibility of the leader to "synchronize"
the orP..alintion so that all its parts are working effectively
and in harmony. The leader's role is to guard against disrup-
tion by anticipating and eliminating potential sources of con-
flict (Stroup 1966). Qualities and skills commonly associated
with this perspective include being decisive, being results
oriented, having the ability to plan comprehensively, man-
aging by objectives, and being a rational problem solver (Bald-
ridge et al. 1977, 1978; Benezet, Katz, and Magnusson 1981).

The bureaucratic perspective on leadership in higher edu-
cation can he found in works that focus on administrative
and managerial techniques. Such works provide extensive
practical advice in the art and science of administration,
including how to deal with diy-to-day tasks, the appropriate
ways of working and communicating with faculty and stu-
dents, how to use time efficiently, methods of getting the
mom from people, and how to exercise authority (Epic).
maticdly (see, e.g., Eble 1978). Such works tend to provide
advice that stresses rational administrative procedures. For
example, administrative decision making has 11.!n described
as consisting of a series of sequential steps in which leaders:

I. Idermfp problems, analyze them, and decide in what
order they should be taper ached
Detvlop a program of solutions to these problems indi-
viduals!), and jointly.
07ganize support for individual parts of Ibis program
in priver order and for the total program.

4. Get the human and financial resources necematy
carry out the prwram.
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5. Take atiminkratite action to effectuate the programs
(Kerr and Gade 1986, p. 55).

The rational side of administration is also evident in several
recommendations stressing the need for forecasting, planning,
and institutional research during times of decline (Baldridge
et al. 1978).

Under the structural Of bureaucratic paradigms, effective
leaders apply rational calculations to most effectively relate
resouttes to desired outcomes. Administrative leaders are
seen as establishing and accomplishing instrumental goals,
acquiring and maneuvering the resources that will effectuate
them, deigning adequate organizational structures and staff-
ing them with qualified personnel, engaging in informational
and analytical activities before deciding the best means for
accomplishing the goals, and evaluating activities to assess
compliance with goals (Balderston 1978; Dressel 1981; Rich
man and Fanner 1976). From this perspective, effective pres-
idents are the "masters of the enterprise over which they pre-
side" (Mayhew 1979, p. 82). They show their control by
appointing strong individuals to chief administrative offices
and being willing to remove people from office, by devoting
time to the details of administration and management, by
having a high level of understanding for finances, by estab
lishing their own agendas and priorities, and by valuing the
faculty without succumbing to what presidents may view as
improper intrusions in institutional governance.

While rational approaches figure prominently in the lit-
erature on higher education leadership and administration,
the concept of bureaucracy conjures up negative images in
higher education. Leaders labeled bureaucratic tend to he
seen as hierarchical and authoritarian, if not autocratic. They
may be seen as having a "muscle view of administration"
(Walker 1979, p. 5). A study of 40 small liberal arts colleges
reports that presidents who were classified as bureaucratic
received negative judgments from campus constituents, both
in terms of their human relations Adlis and administrative
skills. Faculty and their fellow administrators perceived them
as remote, ineffective, and inefficient. Although bureaucratic
leaders would appear to emphasize efficiency, students on
their campuses were found to be dissatisfied with basic ser-
vices, such as registration processes, financial aid, and the
quality of housing. Additionally, the administrative teams of
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bUCCAUCIIffiC presidents, rather than displaying alternative WM-
plementuy styles (e.g., collegial), were found to function
in a hierarchical fashion, both in the way they communicated
and interacted with the president and with their own sub
ordinates (Asiin and Scherrei 1980).

A study of the relative influence of administrators and fat
ulty on colleges and universities reveals a high level of
bureaucratic control in private, less selective, liberal arts col-
leges and in community colleges. In these institutions, faculty
senates were nonexistent or were dominated by adminis-
trators (Baldridge et al. 1978). Bureaucratic leadership has
been associated with administrative dthninance over decision
making (Baldridge et al 1978; Bensimun 1984; Reyes and
`1\vombly 1987; Richardson 1975; Richardson and Rhodes
1983). The findings reported in a recent study of community
college presidents show they gave greater importance to
attributes associated with the her )ic image of bureaucratic
leadership, such as integrity, good judgment, and courage,
than to attributes associated with the symbolic frame, such
as tolerance for ambiguity and curiosity. And rational skills,
such as producing results and defining problems and soh}
dons, were rated higher in importance than collegial skills,
such as motivating others, developing collegial relations with
faculty, and being a team member (Vaughan 1986).

The University as Collegium (The
Human Resource Frame)
Within higher education, the human resource orientation
is best exemplified by considering the institution (or at least
the faculty of the institution) as a collegium, a community
of equals, or a cc immunity of scholars ((oodman 1962; Minot
1962). In a collegium, where differences in status are deem-
phasizea people interact as equals in a system that stresses
consensus, shared pc wer and participation in governance,
and common commitments and aspirations. Behavior is con
trolled primarily through the group's norms (Humans 1950.
1961) and through acceptance of professional rather than
legal authority (Etzioni 1964). Leaders in collegial systems
are selected by their peers for limited terms and are consid
card "first among equals" as they serve the interegs of the
group members. Rather than issue orders, they try to mold
consensus and to create the conditions under which the group
will discipline itself by appealing to the group's moms and



values. Leaders are more servants of the group than masters,
and they are expected to listen, to persuade, to leave them
selves open to influence, and to share the burden of decision
making.

From this perspective, presidents are viewed as the center
of influence (Kerr and Gade 1986) and as responsible for
defining and articulating the common good (Millets 1974 ).
While the skills seen as important for a bureaucratic leader
(=note attributes related to "getting results," leaders in col-
legial systems rise to power because others see them as exem-
plifying the group's aspirations and accomplishments to a
high degree (Humans 1950). Characteristics seen as essential
for the collegial leader are modesty, perceiving the unspoken
needs of individuals and goals of groups, placing institutional
interests ahead of one's own, being able to listen, facilitating
rather than commanding group processes, and influencing
rather than dominating through persuasion. Leaders gain
acceptance, respect, attention, and trust of campus conslit
cents and colleagues by demonstrating professional expertise
and interpersonal skills (Baldridge et al. 1977).

While decision making in the collegium may he understood
as a rational process similar to that discussed under the
bureaucracy, leaders place emphasis on the processes
involved in defining priorities, problems, ;curls, and tasks
to which institutional energies and resources will be devoted.
Within this perspective, leaders are viewed as less concerned
with hierarchical relationships. They believe that the organi-
zation's core is not its leadership so much as its membership.
The job of leaders is to promote consensus within the corn-
munity--and especially between administrators and faculty.

Under the human resource or collegial paradigm, effective
leaders are those who view themselves as working with
respected colleagues. They see talent and expertise diffused
throughout the organization and not lodged solely in bier
archical leadership. They believe that it is the responsibility
of leaders to discover and elicit such expertise for thf, good
of the community. The leader's job is not to control or to
direct but to facilitate and encourage.

While many presidents consider themselves to operate in
a collegial mode, campus constituents do not always see them
that way (Beasimon 1988). To be an effective collegial leader
may require considerable attention to communication pro-
cesses. From the comparative descriptions of authoritarian
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and democratic leaders (Powers and Powers 1983), it can
be inferred that effective collegial leaders gain authority by
demonstrating the ability to orchestrate consultation rather
than relying on authoritarian tactics. Collegial leaders do not
act alone; they use proc-esses and structures to involve those
who will be affected by the &visions made.

The following guidelines have been proposed for academic
leaders who want to implement consultative practices: (1)
consultation should occur early in the decision-making pro-
cess; (2) the procedures for consultation should be uniform
and fair to aill parties; (3) adequate time should be provided
fir responding to requests for consultation; (4) access to
infomiation relevant to the decision should be readily avail-
able; (5) the advice rendered must be adequately considered
and feedback given; and (6) the decision, when made, should
be communicated to the consulting group (Mortimer and
McConnell 1978, p. 275). It is generally agreed that consul-
tative and participatory processes are highly desirable in aca-
demic organizations; however, it has been noted that if these
processes are to be effectively implemented, greater attention
must he given to the training of administrators in participatory
leadership skills (Floyd 1985).

Cotlegiai leadership tends to be associated with positive
campus outcomes. For example, a case study of 10 small inde-
pendent colleges attributes high faculty morale and satisf=ac-
tion in part to leaders who were aggressively participatory,
emp(iwering, willing to share information, and willing to pro-
mote a strong role for faculty leadership (Rice and Austin
1988). Presidents and faculty members may not agree on the
proper role (if faculty leadership on their campuses, however.

In one study, presidents tended to emphasize the role of
faculty leadership in performing and supporting traditional
academic activities, while faculty officers emphasized their
role in protecting fitculty rights and promoting their welfare
(Neumann 1987). Additionally, presidents and faculty were
more likely to have incollSiNiel views al)out the meaning
(if good ficulty leadership in commtmity and state colleges
than in universities and independent colleges. In some ways,
these findings lend support to the declaration that collegial
g(wernance has died, except perhaps in elite liberal arts col
leges ( Baldridge et al. 1978).

Although the literature on the collegial mix1t.1 includes
discussions of the responsibility of the collective faculty to



assume a leadership role on campus, limited attention has
been given to the roles of individual faculty leaders at the
policy-making level. An extensive review of the literature on
faculty participation in decision making observes:

The higher education literature dues not provide any
focused coverage of the leaders,* role played by faculty
serving in roles like chair of the campuswide academic sen-
ate or chair of a committee directly advisory to a president
or academic vice president Both the interactions between
faculty waders and other faculty participants and the inter
actions between faculty leaders and administrative leaders
should be examined It is likely that rather major midi
*aims will be necessary to apply generic organization
theory to such faculty leadership, which has no direct par
allel in business or other organizational settings (Floyd
1985, p. 68).

Collegial approaches to leadership are not without critics.
Some blame the absence of strong leadership on the myths
of the collegium, maintaining that "dual leadership does not
work" (Keller 1983, p. 35). Studies of public institutions also
suggest that a purely collegial approach is nOt likely to be
effective in the majority of these institutions, as it ignores the
conflict and adversarial relations that may be characteristic
of unionized institutions and fails to take into account the
influence of external authorities in institutional affairs (Mor
timer and McConnell 1978).

Other critics suggest that faculty and administration consist
of two distinct cultures, making a process of developing con
sensus based on shared values unlikely. Furthermore, invok
ing "the best interests of the institution" as the evaluative
criterion guiding decision making gives the process a sense
of rationality, even though it is based on a standard that is
undefinable. From this perspective, collegial approaches, such
as consultation, Lan be thought of as myths to make decision
making appear rational rather than political (Lansford 1970).

The University as Political System
(The Political Frame)
The political model as applied to higher education ( lialdridge
1971) focuses on processes that commit an organization to
specifi c goals and sets the strategies for reaching those gel;.
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Because most people most of the time find establishing policy
an uninteresting, unrewarding activity, polity making is usu-
ally left to administrators. Participation is fluid as people move
in and out of the decision-making process. Decisions are
made by those who persist, usually by small groups of polit-
ical elites who govern most major decisions. Conflict is a nor-
mal condition of the model; it increases as resources become
scarce. The pressures exerted by internal groups can, as well
as the activities of external audiences and constituents,
severely limit formal authority.

When leadership in higher education is viewed through
the political frame, leaders are considered mediators or nego
tiators between shifting power blocs and as policy makers
presiding over a cabinet form of administration. The leader's
power is based on the control of information and manipu-
lation of expertise rather than on official position within a
hierarchical structure, as in the case of the structural frame,
or the respect of colleagues based on professional expertise,
as in the case of the human resource frame.

1 hider the political paradigm, effective leadership is seen
as catalytic (Whetten 1984). Catalytic leaders concentrate on
building support from constituents, on establishing jointly
supported objectives, and on fostering respect among all inter-
est groups. they rely on diplomacy and persuasicm; they are
willing to compromise on means but unwilling to compro-
mise on ends (Birnbaum 1988). One of the best known por-
trayals of the political role chin--,terizes the president as:

. leader, educator, creator, initiator, wielder ofposeur,
lump; be is also office bolder, carrtaker, inheritor, con-

sensus weker, persuader, boti;eneth. But he is mos* a medi-
ator The first lath of the mediator is peace. . peace within
the student lx dl; the faculty; the trustees; andpeace
between and among them (Kerr 1963, p. 36).

A valuable discussion of the role of presidents from
a political perspective, Walker's highly personalized obser
rations about presidential leadership demonstrate a complex
understanding of organizations from an open-systems per
spective that incorporates both political and symbolic ele-
ments of university organization (1979). Consequently, his
observant ms and comments have an interpretive quality that
go beyond the mere recollection of anecdotes. In his



derntrratic-political model of leadership, presidents are prob-
lem solvers rather than bureaucratic decision makers. The
difference is that decision makers see themselves as single-
handedly making tough choices, whereas problem salvers
see themselves as presiding over a process that involves nego-
tiating, interpreting, and compromising with many powerful
individuals over many potentially good solutions. The
problem-solving style requires that leaders be open and com-
municative so that all parties nave access to the same infix-
mation, that they first consult the people closest to the prob-
lem, and that they avoid committing themselves irrevocably
or too early to a preferred solution that may undermine the
emergent- -if more plausible options. Leaders who adhere
to this styli should also he sensitive to giving and sharing
credit with others, valuing patience. perseverance, criticism,
and faimes,s.

Tactics recommended to academic loaders who wish to
he politically effective include giving constituents advance
notice of actions they plan to take, being sensitive to timing
announcements with the mood of the campus, keeping
members of the cabinet informed and enlisting their support,
and personally soliciting the support of constituents (Kel-
lerman 1987; Richardson, Blocker, and Bender 1972). During
financial crises, a style cif leadership that combines political
acumen (involving important campus constituencies) and
rational management proemses (gaining good infrirmation )
will he more beneficial than resorting to a bureaucratic crisis
centered style of management (McCorkle and Archibald
1982). Scholars, diswev, however, about the benefits of con
sultative processes during crises (Hammond 1981).

Critics of the political aspects of campus leadership have
focused on the president's role in resolving conflicts among
power blocs within the university. Power blocs are depicted
as a "conspiracy against leadership" (Kerr and Gade 1986,
p. 143), and polycentric authority is seen not as a system of
checks and hahnces (Walker 1979) but as a system "organized
more to stop things than to get things done" (Kerr and Gade
1986, p. 145). Partial support for this view might be found
in the belief that consensus politics is under strain because
interest groups or power blocs tend to compete rather than
to cooperate, unlike the consultative prticesses associated
with a political style of leadership (Kellerman 1987).
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The University as Organized Anarchy
(The Symbolic Frame)
When leadership in higher education is viewed through the
symbolic frame, leaders serve primarily as facilitators of an
ongoing process. This perspective, which is influenced by
the cognitive approaches to leadership discussed in the sec-
ond section, emphasizes the effect leaders have on the expres-
sive side rather than on the instrumental side of organizations.
They channel the institution's activities in subtle ways. They
do not command, but negotiate. They do not plan compre-
hensively, but try to apply preexisting solutions to problems
(lialdridge et al. 1978). An administrative leader might be
seen as one who brings about a sense of organizational pur-
pose and orderliness through interpretation, elaboration, and
reinforcement of institutional culture.

The symbolic view of organizations challenges two basic
beliefs about leadership. One is the belief in the effkacy of
leadership, which presumes that leaders have the power and
resources to make choices that will affect organizational out-
comes. The other is the belief in differential success among
leaders, which pre';umes that individuals pussess attributes
that determine their success or failure as leaders (March
1982). The symbolic view stresses that administrative dis
action is constrained by many factors. It also emphasizes,
however, that academic leaders usually have more influence
than other organizational participants and that they can use
that influence to make marginal changes supporting their
own desired outcomes.

Fight tactical ruies have been suggested for leadership in
the organized anarchy (Cohen and March 1974) and hive
been elaborated and illustrated with practical problems rel-
evant to the administration of higher education (Birnbaum
1988):

1. *era time. A leader who is well informed about an issue
and gives it full and consistent attention is more likely
to be in a position to influence outcomes.

2. Pmist. Initial rejection of an idea, project, or solution
should be seen as a temporary condition rather than an
irreversible defeat. The longer a leader persists in push-
ing for something, the more likely it is to get accepted.

3. 1...Lu.-bange status for substance Leaders who can suppress
[heir need for recognition by letting others take the credit
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or by sharing credit with others may be more successful
in gaining approval for programs they suggest.

4. Facilitate the opposition's particpation. Sharing problem-
solving authority with opponents is likely to diminish
their aspirations and discourage expressions of
discontent.

5. Overload the system. Proposing many new issues and
new projects simultaneously may increase the likelihtxxl
that some will be accepted without close suutiny.

6. Provide garbage cans. Making a proposal always involves
the risk that it will attract other unrelated and unresolved
problems. To avoid having one's proposal buried by
such "garbage," always try to make "garbage cans" avail-
able in the form of alternative forums in which other
people's problems can be expressed.

7. Manage unobtrusively. 1,arge-scale effects may be more
obtainable by making small and unobtrusive changes
rather than major changes, which can trigger opposition
and alarm among campus constituents.

8. Interpret history. Records of meetings, decisions made,
and significant campus activities should be prepared
long enough after the event so that they can be written
to appear consistent with actions seen as desirable in
the present.

Because the symbolic perspective on leadership consists
of propositions that challenge widely held ideas about lead-
ership, it has attracted a fair amount of criticism. The sug
gestion that presidents may have only limited effects on erg.
nizational outcomes has been interpreted as disparagement
of the presidency. Critics have become overly preoccupied
with literal interpretations of the conceptual metaphors (
the implications of labeling the university an "organized anar..
clay" or the comrarison of presidents to light bulbs) and the
rigor of Cohen and March's research methodology (1974)
(see, e.g., Pincher 1987; Millet 1978; Trow 1985). As a con
sequence, a tendency exists to overlook subtle but very impor
rant ideas concerning the meaning of symbolic leadership
for example, that presidents can have an impact on institu
tional functioning if they pay greater attention to initiating
and maintaining structurt ; and processes designed to attend
to the expressive side of their institutions than if they become
overly preoccupied with imposing rational control in an
organizational form that is antagonistic to it.
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But even those who criticize the concept of organized anar-
chy (e.g., Kerr and Gade 1986) appear to accept many of its
premises in their alternative model labeled "atomistic deci-
sion making in a shared environment" This model assumes
that the autonomy enjoyed by individual members of the aca-
demic community and the absence of a clear purpose con-
strain the exercise of leadership. Additionally, the presidency
is seen as bound by context so that actions that could result
in effective leadership in one setting could lead to failure
of leadership in another. In the "atomistic model," presidents
act as "the guardians of the community, maintaining it and,
when necessary, changing it--a little at a time" (p. 154). The
president is not seen as playing an active role in the decisions
being made, except perhaps when a serious internal or exter-
nal threat arises. Within this model, the president needs to
be well informed, most be sensitive about any threats, and
must be selective about intervention. While the atornistic
model of !tradership is not linked conceptually to any par
ticular theory of leadership or organizational behavior, the
underlying assumptions are substantively similar to those
in the organized anarchy model.

Despite the criticisms of organized anarchy:

. . academic management is still highly intuitive, tends
avoid the use of quantitative data or ataikihk, man.

((gement technology, and is subject to the political influence
of mrious powerful grolf...c and interests.. .. in short, the
garbcce can model of decision making and the institu-
tional context of organized anarchy... receive much sup
port from the available research on administrative behavior
(Dill 1984, p. 92')

The Urlversity as Cybernetic System
While approaches associated with bureaucratic and collegial
frames are easily differentiated from one another, more over
hip is evident among the collegial, political, and symbolic
approaches to leadership. Consultative processes, for example,
play an imptatant role in both the collegial and political mod-
els, and open communication and unobtrusive management
ale considered important skills in the political and symbolic
models.

While the models may appear to be competing, in many
ways they are complementary. Each illtimi.ntes certain aspects
of organizations and leadership while ohscuring others. A
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fifth modelthe university as a cybernetic system---has been
proposed as one way to integrate important aspects of bureau-
cratic, collegial, political, and symbolic concepts into a com-
prehensive view of how academic institutions work (Rim.
baum 1988). Within this model, institutions are seen as
controlled in part by negative feedback loops created and
reinforced in the institutions (bureaucratic) structure and
negative feedback loops created and reinforced in the insti-
tution's (collegial) social system. The balance and relative
importance of these loops are mediated by systems of (polit-
ical) power and cultural and cognitive (symbolic) elements
unique to the institution. In the cybernetic organization
(Steinbruner 1974), institutional perfmmance is continuously
assessed by "monitor' institutional leaders or groups inter-
ested in a limited number of specific aspects of organizational
functioning. If organizational performance in a monitored
area (e.g., minority enrollment, faculty parking) falls below
the threshold considered acceptable by a monitor, the mon-
itor is activated to alert others to the "problem" and to press
for correctivt action.

For the system to work, leaders must know what kind of
negative feedback is important, they must appoint capable
and responsible "monitors" for outcomes considered by the
leader to be important, and they must be sure that the mon,
itors are free to present the negative feedback that is detected.
Cybernetic institutions tend to run themselves, and leaders
tend to respond to disruptions or to improve activities through
subtle intementions rather than engaging in dramatic attempts
to radically change institutional functioning. This appnuch
does not mean that leaders arc unnecessary to the system
or that they have no effect on it but rather that their effec
tiveness depends on their functioning according to specific
cybernetic principles.

The principles of cybernetic administration (Rimhaum
1988; Morgan 1986; Weick 1979) reflect the integration of
organizational theory, leadership theory, and higher
education:

I. Leaders should "complicate' themselves by learning
to kx)k at pn iblerns and events through the four dif
fetera (x-Amizational frames and change their behavior
to match changing situational demands.

2. Leaders should bcct.me more sensitive to the possibility
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of unanticipated consequences of their actions. Effective
cybernetic leaders are able .:o define and design prob..
!ems in a manner that enables them to be addressed
by ongoing organizational structures and processes.

3. Presidents should increase reliance on intuition as they
gain experience and are able to understand their orga-
nizatim through multifnune perspectives.

4. Leaders should recognize that decision making is not
an analytical, sequential process that culminates in a
major pronouncement but the incremental effect of
many small actions that make some outcomes more
likely than others.

S. Presidents should understand the sources of common
cognitive errors and develop habits of thought that
question the sources of data and their interpretation.

6. Presidents should encourage dissent within their staffs
and seek opinions and perspectives that challenge the
status quo.

7. Presidents should select personnel who emphasize
different values and thereli we notice and interpret cues
differently from the leader.

8. Presidents should be certain that data are collected that
serve as indicators of the issues with which the pres-
ident is concerned.

9. Presidents should practice openness by sharing ir!fix-
illation and data widely and iry using a variety of forums
to communicate formally and informally with campus
ccrnstituents.

10. Presidents should know and listen to their ibllowers.
11. Presidents should be prod bureaucrats by giving atten-

tion to the routine tasks of administration that influence
the perceptions constituents form abcut the larder'
competence and the institution's quality.

An Integrated Perspective of Leadership
in Higher Education
Integrated approaches are becoming more evident at the con-
ceptual (Bess 1988; Chaffee 1988; Childers 1981; Faennan
and Quinn 1985; Whetten and Cameron 1985) and applied
(Bensimon 19891,; Birnbaum 1988; Neumann 1989b)
Combining cybernetic logic with the linear, adaptive, and
interpretive models of strategy results in a highly sophisticated
and useful analysis of leadership and effectiveness in state



systems of higher education (Chaffee 1988). The analysis
draws on cybernetic principles to suggest ways in which sys
tems can carry out the: responsibilities for monitoring with-
out controlling institutional affairs. Three models of strategy
are used to explain the multiple tasks of system leadership
goal achievement, resource acquisition, and constituent
satisfaction.

The concept of Janusian thinking (Cameron 1984), which
suggests that leaders should value inconsistency and the par
adoxical aspects of their institutions, represents another
attempt at developing analytical approaches that match the
complexity of organizations. The existence of such paradoxes
means, for example, that bureaucratic and collegial systems
coexist within an institution, that stability and change both
may be seen as desirable, and that generalists and specialists
may be equally valuable to an institution.

Much of the current research suggests that the effectiveness
of leadership may be related to cognitive complexity. More
complex leaders may have the flexibility to understand situa
tions through the use of different and competing scenarios
and to act in ways that enable them to attend simultaneously
to various organizational needs. Ineffectiveness is related to
individual rigidity and narrow interpretation of organizational
needs (Faerman and Quinn 1985; Whetten and Cameron
1%5). nuts, effective leaders are seen as those who can
simultaneously attend to the structural, human, political, and
symbolic needs of the organization, while ineffective leaders
are those who focus their attention on a single aspect of an
evganizat ion's functioning.

Leaders who incorporate elements of the four Orgard12-
6011ai models may be more flexible in responding to different
administrative tasks because they are able to enact different
realities of the organization and provide different interpreta
tions of events. The display of complex under Landings
through the use of multiple frames or strategies may be par
titularly important as the environment of colleges and uni-
versities becomes more turbulent. Presidents entering office
today appear to be more complex than those who began their
terms several years ago (Neumann 1989b). The prevalence
of adaptive and interpretive strategies among presidents taking
office today suggests that the changes that have taken place
in the environment demand more complex and varied strut
tegic approaches.
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Maintaining a complex approach to ',ministration (e.g.,
:.ending to mukifaceted organizational processes and out-
comes) is of particular importance during periods of declining
resources. At such times, administrators need to remember
that organizational health depends not only on the acquisition
of resources but also on their efforts to involve constituents,
to keep them infonnc,',, and to solicit their input (Whetten
1984).

Despite the increasing acceptance of the notion that CM
plex leaders are likely to be more effective than the kx! who
think and act on every problem using a single perspective,
it is unclear the extent to which administrative styles of aca-
demic leaders are in fact complex. A study of 32 college and
university presidents who identified the organizational frames
implicit in their definitions of what constitutes gocx1 lead-
ership shows greater use of one (e.g., bureaucratic) and two
frames (e.g., collegial and symbolic) rather than three or more
(Bensimon 1989b). The results also show that new presidents
were likely to define good leadership from a single-frame
perspective, while presidents who had been in office for at
least five years and new presidents who had held at least one
other presidency in the past were found to hold mukiframe
perspectives almost exclusively. It is passible that the more
experienced presidents have assimilated the potential corn
plexities of the role and so can shift among frames with
greater ease.

Summary
This section suggests that leadership in academic organiza-
tions can be viewed as taking different forms, depending on
whether the university is regarded as a bureaucracy, a col-
legium, a political system, or an organized anarchy.

When the university is seen as a bureaucracy, the emphasis
is on the leader's role in making decisions, getting results,
and establishing systems of management. When the university
is portrayed as a cc illegiurn, leadership is seen as participative.
The leader strives to meet constituents' needs and help them
realize their aspirations, and the emphasis is on the ability
to manage processes of consultation and on into personal
skills. When looking at the university as a political system,
leaders are seen as influencing through persuasion and diplo-
macy and as being open and communicative. The leader is
a mediator or negotiator between shifting power blocs. in
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the university as organized anarchy, leaders are constrained
by existing organizational structures and proses es and may
make modes improvements through subtle actions and the
manipulation of symbols.

Rment work suggests that leaders who incorporate ele-
ments of the four models are likely to have more flexible
responses to different administrative tasks because they notice
the multiple realities of an organization and are able to inter-
pret events in a variety of ways. leaders who can think and
act using more than one organizational model may be able
to fulfill the many, and often conflicting, expectations of their
position more skillfully than leaders who cannot differentiate
among situational requirements. Integrated approaches to
leadership are represented by the cybernetic model and by
strategic appnmches that combine linear, adaptive, and inter
prelive modes of administrative thought and action.
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OVERVIEW AND INTEGRATION

Potential users of research on leadership have often criticized
conceptual studies of administration as being neither relevant
nor particularly instructive. Our review suggests that the appli.
cation of some theorits of leadership (e.g., transactional, sym.
balk, situational) could provide academic leaders with
insights into processes of leadership and otganizational func
tioning that have not been captured in works that treat lead-
ership as a set of personal characteristics or specified behav-
iors. While conceptual works on leadership may not tell
administrators what kind of leaders they are or tell them what
to do, they can be useful in helping them understand the
limits of leadership, in describing the difference between
instrumental and symbolic behavior and the importance of
demonstrating both, in recognizing the importance of the
common, everyday activities of leaders that go on behind
the scenes and prevent things from going wrong, and in
appreciating the advantages of seeing and understanding their
institutions through many lenses.

The apparent lack of connection lwtween leaders' activity
and research on leaders is as much the fault of leaders as it
is of scholars. As long as leaders look to researchers to identify
specific activities that will enable them to Ile more effective,
they are doomed to disappointment. Research can provide
only trivial and superficial responses to those who seek spy
cific answeis. What scholars have done--and can continue
to do----is provide insights that enable administrators and their
constituents to make the organizational world they live in
more coherent, thereby permitting them to engage in more
constructive, sensible, and personally rewarding behavior.
Practitioners often lose sight of the significant effects of stilt
arship, because the best ideas researchers develop are inter
nalized and become pan of the way practitioners construct
their world. As simple ideas of institutions as machines
become replaced by images of colleges and universities as
political systems, cultures, even anarchies, the administrative
world view is changed in the most profound and fundamental
ways.

Even though it is true that a dearth of research exists in
the area of administrative leadership, particularly in the study
of rok.-s other than the presidency, some promising new
trends deserve recognition. First, issues related to organiza-
tional culture and symbolic leadership are receiving concerted
attention from a small group of scholars. Second, consensus
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is growing that the complexity of organizations demands
greater complexity in research designs. in the rig, scholars
have been inclined to define and !exile at leadership photon].
ena in terms of dichotomous variables (Fischer l9871. Thus,
leaders are seen as authoritative or participative, bureaucratic
or collegial, transformational or transactional, task- or people
oriented. By applying intewated conceptual frameworks and
pospectives, scholars may better capture organizational and
administrative complexity that more effectively comprehends
the presence and effects of complementary and competing
charak teristics within a single organization or individual's
behavioral repertoire.

several themes in this report about the study and practice
of leadership merit further discussion: the meaning of effec-
tive leadership, the concept of cognitive complexity, differ-
ences between transactional and transformational leadership,
}cadetship paradigms, gaps in the literature, and new ways
of thinking about leadership.

The Effectiveness of Leadership
Every theory of leadership and organizational frame discussed
in this monograph holds implications for effective leadership;
at its core, each has a picture of what ideal leaders should
he like, what they should accomplish, or how they should
carry out the role of leadership. Therefore, conceptions of
the effectiveness of leadership depend on the theory being
used.

A pluralistic culture can have no single acceptable definition
)1 leadership or measure of effA-tiveness. In higher education,

views of effedive leadership vary aux wding to constituencies,
levels of analysis, and institutional types. When academic lead-
ers want to know how well they arc doing, it might be more
beneficial to ask themselves how they are viewee by their

inst intents rather than assessing themselves against an arbi-
trary standard like charisma, decisiveness, or courage.

iespite the difficulty of measuring effective leadership on
the basis of institutional outcomes, theories of leadership
and o irganizational models influenced by the traditional para-
digm suggest the critical role leaders play in affecting organi
rational outcomes. The current dominant view, as captured
by reports of prestigious atalL}rities, proclaim that "presidents
make a difference" (Kerr 1984 ). Causal attributions can lead
by to believe that because "stn ing and lxild leadership" and



purposeful presidential activity have (apparently) resulted
in desired changes in some institutions, such leadership is
desirable in all institutions.. Leaders who have not been suc-
cessful can therefore be defined as incompeteu and organi-
utional behavior that is not rational labeled as pathological.
What appears to be missing from the literature, because
research designs have precluded it, is an examination of cases
in which strong presidential behavior has not led to improved
institutional effectiveness or situations in which effectiveness
has improved in the apparent absence of heroic executive
leadership.

In contrast, theories of leadership and organizational mod
els influenced by the cultural puadigm suggest that the per-
ceived relationship between a leader's acts and organizational
outcomes may be a result of cognitive and perceptual filters
and biases.

Leadership is the outcome of an attribution process in which
observers- in order to acbk'vt a feeling of control over their
environment- -tend to attribute outcomes to persons rather
than to conteai, and the identification of individuate with
leadershp pckeitions facilitates this attribution process
(Pfeffer 1978, p. 31).

If this is t!:e case, the difference between successful and
unsuccessful Imders may lw nacre apparent than real and
more frequently based on luck a ad the exigencies of the envi.
ronment than on specific behaviors or skills.

By traditional measures of effectiveness, leadership in
higher education seems to be in serious trouble. As pointed
out earlier, the onus fox rescuing higher education from falling
into a deeper state of mediocrity has been placed on its lead.
ership. The evidence that certain kinds of leadership have
certain organizational effects is equivocal, whether one talks
about corporate executives, sports managers, or college pres.
idents. Numerous examples suggest that yesterday's success
stories may he today's Failures, even though their qualities
of leadership remain unchanged.

The answer to the dilemma of effectiveness in leadership

does not lie in more and better research mettaxiologies but
in the ability to think about leadership differently. In many
colleges and universities, the obligation of leadership to
"interpret the role and character of the enterprise, to perceive
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and develop models for thought and behavior, and to find
modes of communication that will inculcate general rather
than merely partial perspectives" (Selznick 1957, p. 150) may
not belong solely to persons filling formal roles as leaders.
In large measure, this responsibility may be fulfilled through
the socialization of the rarticirants, professional traditions,
and institutional histories. Leadership in this sense may be
seen as distributed rather than focnsed, as "a group quality,
a set of functions (that] must be carried out by the woup"
(Gibb 196g, p. 215). Presidents who accept this idea may find
social exchange theories to be useful to them in becoming
successful leaders and influencing the future success of their
institutions.

Cognitive Complexity
The difference between effective and ineffective leaders may
be related to cognitive complexity. It has been suggested here
that aeademic organizations have multiple realities and that
leaders with the capacity to use multiple lenses are likely to
he more effective than those who analyze and act on every
problem using i; single perspective. If they are to be effective,
academic leaders must recognize the interactions between
the bureaucratic, collegial, political, and symbolic processes
present i., all colleges and universities at all times.

The ability to use several frames and switch from one to
another may reflect a high level of cognitive differentiation
and integration. Leaders who incorporate elements of several
organizational perspectives are likely to be mote flexible in
responding to different administrative tasks because they are
able to create alternative organizational realities and provide
differing interpretations cat events. Less effective leaders are
likely to have simpler understandings of their institutions
and their roles. Academic leaders are called upon in many
situations to function simultaneously as chief administrative
officer, as colleague, as symbol, and as public :official. Fach
role may require differentand mutually inconsistent
behaviors, so that actions that are effective in one context
may cause difficulty in another. Because of knowledge, skill,
or luck, successful presidents have developed complex behav-
ioral repertoires enabling them to balance thee roles. Un.suc-
cesthil presidents are more likely to emphasize only one
to act as a manager without sensitivity to academi,.: values
or to stress institutional culture without attending to the inter-
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ests of external political audiences, for example.
One of the best ways for leaders to develop complex under.

standings is to develop awareness of the various theories of
leadership and conceptual models of organizations so that
they can generate multiple descriptions of situations and mul-
tiple approaches to solutions. Using multiple frames means
that a college president can disassemble a process, such as
budgeting, for example, and use "political jockeying for posi-
tion, bureaucratic channels for review, and a collegial sum-
mary session" (Chaffee 1983, p. 403) while simultaneously
engaging in symbolk: acts that cause people to modify their
perceptions of reality.

Academic leaders can gain more complex understandings
in several ways (Bintraum 1988). They can practice role rever-
sal, a process in which people try to see a situation through
the eyes of others. For example, a president might better
understand pmsible faculty reaction to a prtposed admin.
istrative initiative by playing the role of the faculty senator
and responding to the presentation of a colleague playing
the president's role. A president could also engage in frame
-analysis, considering how people who use each of the four
frames might interpret an event or proposal. When leaders
encounter what they consider to be undesirable behavior
in others, they might ask themselves what they are doing that
is influencing what is happening. in doing so, presidents
might come to understand how they can influence others
by changing their own behavior.

As leaders acquire higher levels of responsibility in the
organization, the demand to incorporate diverse behavioral
repertoires will increase. Research suggests that academic
leaders may become more cognitively complex as they
become more experienced, either as a result of learning or
because the lass complex do not remain long in office. Pro
fessional development programs for college administrators
may need to give more attention to creative ways of devel
oping complex thinking patterns. More attention needs to
be given to how leaders learn from their mistakes.

Transformational and Transactional Leadership
Colleges are reportedly desperately seeking leadership. They
seek leaders with vision who are not satisfied with the status
quo--leaders who air unafraid of change and have the power
and wherewithal to transfix-tit their organizations.

Nkikihw Sense of Atiminissinahr Lamle:N.11g, 73



Even though transformational leadership in higher edit
cation enjoys rhetorical support, it is an approach that in many
ways may not be compatible with the ethos, values, and orga-
nizational features of colleges and universities. Under normal
circumstances, the exercise of transformational leadership
in colleges and universities would be extremely difficult, and
in many cases it could have disastrous consequences for those
who dare attempt it.

Within the transformational perspective, leaders are seen
as directing and having a personal impact on their followers;
they are looked upon as a source of motivation and inspi-
ration. The transformational model of leadership has three
underlying assumptions that conflict with normative expec,
talons in higher education and that therefore are likely to
make it inappropriate in academic organizations: (1) lead-
ership emanates from a single highly visible individual; (2)
followers are motivated by needs for organizational affiliation;
and (3) leadership depends on visible and enduring changes.
The presence of two forms of authority in academic organi-
zationsadministrative and profaisionalwnsiderably limits
presidential authority and hence the opportunity for trans-
formational leadership. Indeed, the principles of shared gov-
ernance assign considerable authority and discretion over
academic decision making to the faculty. While it is true that
such principles may not be equally observed in all institutions
of higher education, they are clearly influential in establishing
expected norms of shared governance. Beccuse colleges and
universities constitute professional organizations, "followers"
in some institutions are likely to have a stronger identification
internally with their academic departments, and externally
with their disciplinary bodies, than with the institution that
grants their academic appointments. Faculty rewards are
largely controlled and handed out by their peers, and moti-
vation for scholarly productivity is more likely to be derived
intrinsically than inspired by presidential acts. Finally, trans
formational leadership depends on radical change; however,
no reason exists to believe that the majority of colleges and
universities would benefit from or respond positively to such
attempts.

In contrast, transactional theory views leadership as a
mutual and reciprocal process of social exchange between
leaders and their followers. The ability to exercise leadership
is seen as highly dependent on the group's willingness to
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accept the leader. The conceptual foundations of transactional
theory appear highly adaptable to those features of academic
orgianizations most likely to obstruct transformational leader
ship: the concept of governance as a collective process that
involves all important campus congituencies, with particular
emphasis given to the participation of the faculty; the faculty's
discretion in deciding who should teach, who shall be taught,
and what should be taught; and the faculty's prerogative to
declare no confidence in the president, which often has the
same power to dismiss a president as does a vote by the col
lege trustees. In normative organizations, the leader's role
is more appropriately seen as servant than as controller.

It would appear that at is good transactional leadership that
affects the life of most colleges most of the time. To the extent
that failure of a college can be attributed to a failure of lead
ership, it is usually not the result of a lack of charisma but
to lack of basic organizational competence. The rarity of suc-
cessful transformational leadership makes it all the more
noticeable when it is minks t. But because it is so often
related to a complex web of situational contingencies, idle
syncratic personalities, and chance events, little likelihtxxl
exists that its nature can ever be truly undemxxl or its fit'
quency increased This situation is not necessarily cause for
despair, however; organizations can probably tolerate only
a limited level of transformation, and the constant changes
of values induced by a succession of transformational leaders
would severely threaten both the stability of inAituti )ns and
the systems of mutual interaction of which they are part.

Transformational theory is seductive, but transactional the
cry may be potentially more useful as an explanatory tool
for the understanding of successful leadership on most cam-
puses. It also provides presidents with a theory of admin
istrative leadership that is sensible without requiring extra( w
dimly characteristics and supernatural powers. Transactional
leadership tends to be spurned despite its obvious applica
bility to higher education, because it is seen as descriptive
of a "managerial" rather than a "leadership" pnifile. Research
and commentaries on the presidency suggest that presidents
themselves when they speak of their role have adopted a Ira
ditional and directive view of leadership, and few appear to
focus upon two-way communication, social exchange pro.
cesses of mutual influence, and facilitating rather than direct
ing the work of highly educated professionals. GI xi(' lead
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ership in higher education may not necessarily consist of
doing the work of the organization but of helping the otga-
nization do its own work by infusing daily behavior with
meaning.

Leadership Paradigms
Contemporary research can be juxtaposed to reflect two maim-
paradigmsthe traditional, conservative, or "social fact"
approach on the one hand, and the cultural, radical, or social
definition approach on the other (Peterson 1985). Several
current works examined in this report indicate that the under-
standing of leadership in academic organirations, at lest
among scholars, may be undergoing a paradigmatic shift, from
the rational perspective toward the cultural and symbolic per-
spectives. Close attention is being giv,:n to the manifestation
of symbolic leadership, as shown by works concerning the
role of college presidents in the management of meaning,
the construction of institutional reality, and the interpretation
of myths, rituals, and symbols.

'Fhe increased reliance on symbolic theory to understand
leadership in academic organizations can be attributed to
several factors: the popularization of corporate cultures along
with the warning that scholarship was neglecting the tools
of symbolic management and the use in higher education
of research methods that arc anthropologically based (i.e.,
ethnographies, naturalistic studies). Thus, studies are more
likely to observe cultural features of organizations and sym-
bolic aspects of management than seen in classic quantitative
studies.

Practitioners have not embraced the symbolic view of lead-
ership. With very few exceptions, practical works on lead-
ership written by present and former presidents do not
espouse, even implicitly, a symbolic perspective on leader-
ship. By and large these works continue to be guided by tra-
ditional conceptions of one-way rational leadership. The
image of the leader with which we are presented is of some-
one in control of the campus, setting goals and priorities,
making decisions, and providing direction and a vision of
the future.

The symbolic view of leadership may lack supporters
among practitioners because it presents the leader in roles
that arc considerably more modes (and less alluring) than
those of heroic or transformational leadership. For adherents



of the "strong and bold" brand of leadership, the symbolic
perspective conjures up images of a leader that lack both
influence and substance. Another unfixtunate misperception
is that the concept of symbolic leadership is often thought
of as doing things fix- their intended effectdressing for suc
cess, walking around campus to appear visible, or holding
ceremonial activities to show off the presidency.

Symbolic theories deserve serious attention because they
present a view of leadership that is highly compatible with
the characteristics of academic organizations. The ambiguity
of purpose, the diffusion of power and authority, and the
absence of clear and measurable outcomes are but a few of
the constraints Faced by college presidents. Viewed from a
rational perspective, these constraints make the presidency
appear to be an impossible job. In contrast, presidents who
interpret their role from a symbolic perspective will he less
concerned with leaving an imprint and more concerned with
helping their campuses make sense of an equivocal world.
Such presidents will be more concerned with influencing
perceptual changes than in convincing others of the correct
ness of their decisions. In an "organized anarchy," symbolic
leadership may in fact be the rational choice.

While the symbolic view is receiving greater scholarly Awn
don, many studies tend to be limited. For the most part, work
on symbolic leadership remains &swam The need continues
to identify how conceptual terms like the "management of
meaning," "social construction of own- izations," or "enact
meat of the environment" get translated into the routine
administrative practices of colleges and universities.

Thinking about Leadership
Much of good leadership consists of apixopriately doing those
things that others expect leaders to do, attending to the roll,
tines of institutional life, repair* them as they are buffeted
and challenged by internal and external forces, and main
taming the organizational culture. These behaviors are essen
tial, but usually not heroic. When they are done well, they
often go unnoticed; when they are done porly, the institution
may suffer and the tenure of the leader may he threatened.

When things appear not to be going well and the cause
is unknown, a natural tendency exisis to blame those nom
finally in charge and to call for "strong" leadership. It is usually
an exercise in rhetoric rather than of organizational analysis,
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No evidence exists that amertive and courageous institutional
leadership will have the positive effects that its proponents
envision. It is true that we can identify a small number of aca-
demic leaders whose institutions were significantly altered
1757their presence, and in some cases those changes may have
been caused primarily by the leader's performance. But in
others, "leadership" may be just an explanation for events
or outcomes that would have inevitably occurred. It has been
noted in medicine that about a third of all illnesses are cured
without treatment, and it is likely that many organizational
problems can be resolved without the leader's intervention.
Just as a third of all hospital patients suffer from symptoms
caused in whole or in part by their treatment, leaders have
to beware of precipitant actions that make things worse rather
than better (Birnbaum 1989c).

In colleges and universities, as in other organizations, pro-
cesses are primarily influenced by routines, organizational
history, and the socialization of the participants factors over
which most leaders have little control most of the time. It
does not mean that leaders have no influence but rather that
they probably have less responsibility for either the institu-
tion's failure or success than theyor their followers- -might
believe. The same factors that limit the influence of leaders
may spontaneously correct institutional response if leaders
can control their tendency to act prematurely. "It is simply
a matter of not upsetting ancient customs and of adjusting
them iraead to meet new circumstances. Hence, ifa prince
is just ordinarily industrious he can always keep his position"
(Machiavelli 1977, p. 4). Fortunately, the process.es by which
leaders in the academy are selected make it likely that they
will both understand the customs and be reasonably indms-
Mous. The sharing of institutional authority and influence
that characterizes the bey practices in higher education means
that most gtiod leaders are unlikely to leave a major mark
on their institutions. But by understanding and using the self
corrective properties of their institutions, they can leave them
a little bit better than they found them, and that by itself is
a worthy gm! (Birnbaum 1989c).

An Agenda for Research on Leadership
in Higher Education
A review of works on administrative behavior (1)ill 1984) is
particularly valuable in identifying gaps in the study of leader-
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ship in academic orionizations. Dill concluded that studies
of administrative behavior in action are seriously lackin4c. More
specifically, within the category of human relations skills, he
identified the need for more research on peer-related hehav
ior, panicukaiy in establishing and maintaining communi-
cation networks with internal constituents. Resolving conflicts
was also identified as an unexplored area for research. Within
the category of conceptual skills, almost no research WaS
found on entrepreneurial behavior, particularly on how aca-
demic leaders search for problems or opportunities for
change, and on introspective behavior, particularly on how
academic leaders learn from their actions. Our review tends
to indicate that much of the research on administrative lead.
ership continues to overlook these gaps.

Our understanding of leadership is shaped by our research
approaches and cmceptual lenses. It is important to allow
in our work not only for the passibility that in colleges and
universities directive leadership under mom: circumstances
may be ineffectnal but also that leadership need not come
solely from the president. The theories that appear to have
a strong influence in the understanding of administrative lead-
ership in higher education discount the emergence of lead.
ership from sources other than the official role of the pres-
ident. To advance the study of leadership in higher education,
It is essential that we use theories that give attention to mul-
tiple sources of leadership. Studies examining interactions
among administrative leaders and the functioning of admin-
istrative teams are practically nonexistent. This omission is
serious because organizational success in professional owni-
zations may he related to the "density of administrative com-
petence" (March 1984, p. 29) within the organization or team
efforts rather than individual efforts. No attention has been
giveo to faculty *Irate leadership or to the leadership of fac.
ulty unions. This omission is critical, as these officers are likely
to influence faculty agendas, to of cot campus decision making
and communication systems. and to interact and communicate
with the president and other leaders more than other faculty.

In addition to social exchange theories, Ken and Jermier's
theory of substitutes for hierarchical leadership, which has
been largely ignored in the higher education literature, could
provide a useful approach to determining how the charac-
teristics of academic organizations, of academic work, and
of key campus constituencies sulxsWute for or neutralize ma
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ditional notions of leadership. This theory could also provide
a framework for examining various campus leadership roles.

Present-day theories of leadership have been limited by
too much reliance on narrowly focused studies, but they can
be improved with greater commitment to comprehensive
and multivariate studies.

ljevite the many apparent points of convergence between
the trait research, the power research, and the behavior
research, few studies include more than one set of variables
in the same investrgation, and even these studies fall short
of the broad pc Live required of truly integrative
research To advance the intwation of approach some
studies are needed with a perspeaitv broad enough to
encompass leader traits, behavior, influence processm inter-
rming variablm, situational variables; and end-result var-
iables. . . If some of Ithe relevant] variables' cannot be
measured quantitatively, the researcher should at least make
an effort to assess qualitative4, how they fit into the lead-
ershrpPrOCeSS (Yukl 1981, p. 287).

In the descriptions of theories of leadership provided in
this monograph, !milers are seen in roles ranging from all-
powerful hero to illusion and symbol. Leaders are described
in terms of who they are, what they do, how they think, their
presumed effects, and how they arc seen by others. They are
considered as heads of bureaucratic organizations, peer
groups, political structures, and systems of myth and met-
aphor. Probably each major idea about leadership is correct
under certain conditions, in certain institutions, at certain
times, and with certain groups. A research agenda for lead-
ership in higher education must recognize that leadership,
as is the case with other social constructs, is multidimensional
and that its definition and interpretation will legitimately differ
among different observers with different values whose assess-
MOMS may be based on conflicting criteria, units of measure
merit, or time hi rizons. &if- this reason, no nmsensus pres-
ently exists- or is even likely to-- on a grand unifying the-thy
of academic leadership.
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