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General Editors’ Introduction

The Deakin Studies in Education Series aims to present a broad critical
perspective across a range of interrelated fields in education. The
intention is to develop what might be called a ‘critical educational
science’: critical work in the philosophy of education, curriculum,
educational and public administration, language education, and
educational action research and clinical supervision. The series strives to
present the writings of a rising generation of scholars and researchers in
education.

A number of researchers based at Deakin University have been
closely associated with the development of the critical perspective across
these fields. For such reasons, people in the field have sometimes spoken
of a ‘Deakin perspective’. We do share some common views from which
we hope to contribute to contemporary debates about the future
development of educational enquiry; at the same time, our disagreements
seem as fruitful for us as our agreements.

The Deakin Studies in Education Series provides an opportunity for
extending this debate about the nature and future development of
education and educational enquiry. It will include the writings of a
variety of educational researchers around the world who, like ourselves,
are interested in exploring the power and limitations of the critical
perspective in the analysis of educational theory, policy and practice.

The central themes of the series will not be dictated by the alleged
boundaries between ‘foundational’ disciplines in education, nor by an
unexamined division of the tasks of education and educational research
between ‘practitioners’ and ‘theorists’, or between ‘practitioners’ and
‘policy-makers’. On the contrary, one of the tasks of the series is to
demonstrate, through careful research and scholarship across a range of
fields of practical, political and theoretical endeavour, just how
outmoded, unproductive, and ultimately destructive these divisions are
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Critical Perspectives on Educational Leadership

both for education and for educational research. Put positively, the
central themes and questions to be addressed in the series include:

the unity of educational theory and practice — expressed, for
example, in the work of educational practitioners who research their
practice as a basis for improving it, and in the notion of
collaborative, participatory educational research, for example, in
educational action research;

the historical formation, social construction and continual
reconstruction of education and educational institutions and reforms
through processes of contestation and institutionalization —
expressed, for example, in the work of critical researchers into the
curriculum and educational reform; and

the possibilities of education for emancipation and active and
productive participation in a democratic society — expressed, for
example, in the development of critical pedagogy and the
development of communitarian perspectives in the organization of
education.

These are enduring themes, touching upon some of the central questions
confronting our contemporary culture and, some would say, upon the
central pathologies of contemporary society. They are all too easily
neglected or obscured in the narrow and fragmented views of education
and educational research characteristic of our times. Yet education is one
of the key resources in what Raymond Williams once described as our
societies’ ‘journey of hope’ — the journey towards a better, more just,
more rational and more rewarding society. Education has always aimed to
nurture, represent, vivify and extend the values and modes of life which
promise to make the best in our culture better. Finding out how this can
be done, interpreting our progress, and appraising and reappraising the
quality of our efforts at educational improvement are the tasks of critical
educational research. They are the tasks of this series.

Stephen Kemmis and Rob Walker
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Preface

Jobn Smyth

If we were to try to find a more alluring, seductive (even magnetic) word
in the educational language to fire the collective imaginations of
educational policy analysts, we would be hard pressed to go beyond the
notion of ‘leadership’. In its reified form, the term ‘leadership’ has all the
qualities that have instant appeal to those who are looking for a way of
remedying what is deemed to be wrong with schools in Western
democracies. I can best illustrate the aura attaching to leadership with an
example from Tolstoy’s War and Peace:

Napoleon was standing a little in front of his marshalls, on a
little grey Arab horse, wearing the same blue overcoat he had
worn throughout the Italian campaign. He was looking intently
and silently at the hills, which stood up out of the sea of mist,
and the Russian troops moving across them in the distance, and
he listened to the sounds of firing in the valley. His face — still
thin in those days — did not stir a single muscle; his gleaming
eyes were fixed intently on one spot . . .

When the sun had completely emerged from the fog and was
glittering with dazzling brilliance over the fields and the mist (as
though he had been waiting for that to begin the battle), he took
his glove off his handsome white hand, made a signal with it to
his marshalls, and gave orders for the battle to begin. (cited in
McCall, 1976, p.139)

As McCall (1976) puts it, borrowing from the military in this way’
conjures up precisely the strong and resourceful image of ‘courage,
stamina, power, [and} charisma’ (p.139), that many commentators
believe is encapsulated in the term ‘leadership’. Couple this with the
malaise that has allegedly descended upon schools — as evidenced in the
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seemingly endless calls for a return to the basics, demands for an increase
in academic standards and an extension of testing — and the recent
frenzy over educational leadership becomes all the more understandable.
Conventional wisdom has it that if we can get school principals to take
heed of the research on ‘school effectiveness’, and act as the visionary
custodians they are supposed to be, then schools will emerge from the
crisis of competence, educational standards will rise, school discipline
problems will dissipate, and schools will once again become the means of
effecting social, economic and military recovery.

The problem with such arguments and analyses is that they confuse
two things: the loss of public confidence in the efficacy of schools and
schooling, and a much more fundamental crisis of confidence in the role
of the state in Western democracies generally (Weiler, 1982). In the
public mind at least, these two have come to be mischievously linked in a
way that suggests that the growing mistrust and accompanying decline
of public confidence in the state is somehow ‘caused’ by the inability of
education, and schools in particular, to improve the quality of individual
and collective life. As Apple (1983) argues, what we have is an
‘exporting’ downwards of the crisis. As the state comes increasingly
under attack because of a lack of public confidence in its ability to
respond to wider structural economic and social dislocations within
Western capitalism generally, schooling and education are focused upon
as being simultaneously the cause and the means of remedying the
situation. That is to say: ‘. . . rather than attention being directed
towards the unequal results and benefits produced by the way our
economy is currently organized and controlled, schools and teachers will
be focussed upon as major causes of social dislocation, unemployment,
falling standards of work, declining productivity, and so on’ (p.4).
According to Weiler (1982), what emerge are strategic responses that
masquerade as educational reform, that are designed to arrest wider
public disillusionment with the state, by focusing on ways of improving
the ‘quality of education’. It is in this context that we hear much about
the need to have strong and forthright leadership that will stem the
decline in levels of educational attainment, restore classroom discipline
and return rigour to curriculum and subject offerings.

It is possible, of course, to construe the strategic response to this
situation quite differently. Habermas (1980), for example, presents the
argument that when we talk about ‘crisis’ in these terms, we get it
wrong. He argues that there is a tendency towards a crisis of
‘legitimation’, rather than a crisis of ‘competence’. There is a crisis in
capitalist societies that is of a cyclical economic kind, which gives rise to
a hierarchy of other crises that displace one another; the tendency towards
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economic crisis is displaced into a rationality crisis, which in turn is
displaced into a Jegitimacy crisis, which is further displaced into a
motivation crisis. Habermas sees the tendency towards a ‘crisis of
rationality’ taking expression in the form of so-called ‘scientific
approaches’ to solving perceived social and economic problems.
Invariably these involve a series of constructed and artificial separations
— of facts from values, of means from educational ends, of administra-
tion from pedagogy — and the substitution of technical/rational
administrative solutions to what amount to complex social questions of
equity, access and distribution of society’s resources. According to
Habermas, there is a deepening ‘crisis of legitimacy’ as these centrally
driven technologized solutions (particularly in respect of education)
undergo a displacement as they are translated, justified, packaged, and
perpetrated onto the community by recourse to the rhetoric of their
supposed cost efficiency and cost effectiveness. Of course, they are
nothing of the kind; there is rarely any evidence in support of such
extravagant claims for enhanced centralism, and the evidence that does
exist is spurious, to say the least. In taking on economistic language and
methods to analyze and resolve our social problems, we are required not
only to write off the accumulated wisdom and cultural traditions that
have enabled us to resolve social problems in the past, but more
importantly we destroy the cultural habitus that has held educational
communities together. Habermas regards the tendencies of both these
crises to displace one another as producing a ‘crisis of motivation’, as
feelings of increasing alienation and powerlessness develop: we feel that
control lies ‘out there with them’ and ‘not with us in here, in this
institution’. Not only does this produce a loss of meaning, identity and
purpose, but more importantly it is accompanied by the imposition of
forms of language and discourse that further reinforce and bolster the
orientation toward measurement, technocracy and managerialism. While
there has been some philosophical discussion in the literature about the
precise interrelationship between the last two of these crisis tendencies,
and whether they exist simultaneously, analyses of this kind are far more
sophisticated and informative than explanations generally offered about
what is occurring in education and schooling.

The contributors to this volume start from the presumption that the
thinking implicit in technicist solutions involving schools is wrong-
headed, superficial and fundamentally flawed. Not only are the premises
incorrect, but the perceived solutions, through a recovery led by a
restoration of leadership in schools, are equally wide of the mark. The
truth, so far as the latter is concerned, probably lies somewhat closer to
the situation described by Warren Bennis (1959) some thirty years ago,
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when he said:

Of all the hazy and confounding areas in social psychology,
leadership theory undoubtedly contends for top nomination.
And, ironically, probably more has been written and less known
about leadership than about any other topic in the behavioural
sciences. Always, it seems, the concept of leadership eludes us or
turns up in another form to taunt us again with its slipperiness
and complexity. So we have invented an endless proliferation of
terms to deal with it . . . and still the concept is not sufficiently
defined. As we survey the path leadership theory has taken we
spot the wreckage of ‘trait theory’, the ‘great man’ theory, and
the ‘situationist critique’, leadership styles, functional lead-
ership, and finally leaderless leadership; to say nothing of
bureaucratic leadership, charismatic leadership, democratic-
autocratic-laissez-faire leadership, group-centred leadership,
reality-centred leadership, leadership by objective, and so on.
The dialectic and reversals of emphases in this area very nearly
rival the tortuous twists and turns of child rearing practices. . . .

(p-259)

The views put forward by the authors in this volume run counter to both
the salvationist and the hegemonic views of leadership implicit in the
pragmatic solutions currently proposed as the way out of the educational
quagmire we are supposedly in. While we certainly have a need for
people who hold a vision of the way schools might be in the future, the
various writers in this book argue that such thinking and acting does not
necessarily lie with those who have been hierarchically anointed, or with
those deemed to possess some special or inalienable qualities or traits. If
there is a common thread to the papers presented here, it is that whatever
leadership acts are, they probably have more to do with processes of
communicating understanding, developing a sense of community and
reconstituting the power relationships which get in the way of educative
processes in schools.

As a number of the contributors point out, it is not altogether
surprising that the study of and research on educational leadership are
moribund. There are several reasons for this, not the least of which have
to do with the persistent inability of scholars and practitioners to
embrace more robust possibilities. The writers in this book challenge ina
very direct manner the dominant behaviourist and functionalist views
that have come to entrap those who live, work and conduct research on
the area of educational leadership. By drawing in various ways upon the
tenets of critical social theory, the various chapters focus on the largely
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ignored political, cultural and social context of schools as the starting
point from which to unravel the forms of knowledge, power relationships
and social control that must be central to any discussion of leadership in
schools. The linking argument is that if schools are to be the critical and
inquiring communities necessary for a democratic way of life, then the
leadership within them will have to be more educative and pedagogical
in various ways, rather than bureaucratic and authoritarian. By shifting
the focus away from sterile discussions about traits, personalities and
styles of educational leadership, and focusing instead on the structures
and processes within schools as organizations that frustrate, distort and
ultimately stifle educative relationships the writers provide a much
needed way of reconceptualizing both thought and action in so-called
acts of educational leadership. Construed in this way, the agenda
becomes one of empowering school participants by helping hem to
unmask the unquestioned and oppressive managerialist modes that have
come to constrain them.

The opening chapter by Peter Watkins, entitled ‘Leadership, Power
and Symbols in Educational Administration’, discusses the origins of
hierarchical and functionalist interpretations of leadership and shows how
the trait, situationalist and contingency models as explanations of
leadership theory are flawed even on their own terms. According to
Watkins, when these approaches introduce the notion of power, it is
always in a static, uni-directional form. What these accounts of
leadership theory fail to acknowledge is that an alternative view of power,
which is itself central to any discussion of leadership, must be more
inclusive of issues of class, agency, gender, dialectics, symbols and
metaphors. Only if we conceive of leadership as embracing these aspects
will we be able to break out of a ‘line management’ view of what
leadership means. In this way, Watkins sets the stage for the chapters to
follow.

The chapter by Bill Foster, entitled “Toward a Critical Practice of
Leadership’, notes that, as a descriptor, leadership covers a great deal of
ground; as a consequence it is one of the most misunderstood concepts in
our educational language. There is a sense in which leadership is
understood in the conventional language of schooling as being a real
phenomenon, one that does make a difference in schools. He argues that
before the term can be utilized sensibly it is necessary to tease out two
particular contemporary meanings (the political-historical and the
bureaucratic-managerial). It may then be possible to acknowledge the
way in which the concept of leadership itself has been swallowed up by
the needs of managerial theory. He argues that leadership needs to be
seen as transcending management, to involve the critical, the transforma-
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tive, the educative and the ethical.

Recent attempts to rescue the notion of leadership, via the
‘educational reform movement’, have been dogged by a failure to
understand a number of crucial issues. In his chapter, entitled “New”
Leadership and the Possibility of Educational Reform’, Lawrence Angus
points to the inadequacy of renewed calls for leadership emerging out of
school effectiveness research in the USA. According to Angus, a
persistent failure to acknowledge the business management origins of the
concept of leadership, a lack of understanding of the notion of ‘culture’ as
it applies to schools, along with an absence of any realistic moral
dimension to its conceptualization, have left discussions of leadership in
schools in a threadbare state. What we have, he claims, is discussion
which is eloquent about matters bureaucratic, but alarmingly silent
about the ideological context within which both schooling and leadership
occur.

In ‘Educational Leadership: A Feminist Critique and Reconstruc-
tion’, Jill Blackmore argues for a marking out of a territory that has long
been neglected, but which holds considerable significance for the
redefinition of leadership as a field of study. The central argument of her
chapter is that as long as discussions of leadership remain wedded to
liberal theories that rely upon abstract notions of individualism and
bureaucratic rationality (supported by positivistic theories of know-
ledge), then the scene will continue to be dominated by masculinist
perspectives of leadership. Blackmore contests the patriarchical view of
leadership that emphasizes individualism, hierarchical relationships,
bureaucratic rationality and abstract moral principles. In its place she
advocates a feminist reconstruction of leadership that includes leadership
outside formal roles; that envisages power as multi-dimensional and
multi-directional; that empowers others to have power; that is concerned
with communitarian and collective activities and values.

Richard Bates, in ‘Leadership and the Rationalization of Society’,
argues that leadership as a field of study has for a long time been
informed by two fundamental misconceptions: firstly, that the process of
abstraction and reification in and of itself constitutes an appropriate path
toward powerful theory; secondly, that the language of technique is an
appropriate substitute for the discourse of ethics. Taking the ‘agency and
structure’ notions of Giddens, and the ‘knowledge and power of social
life’ of Foucault, Bates mounts the argument that herein may lie the
means for addressing the issues of subjectivity and objectivity that feature
so prominently in Greenfield’s endeavours to reconstruct the notion of
leadership. What Bates does is incorporate into the notion of leadership
the dialectic of agency and structure, along with the interpenetration of

6



Preface

the production and execution of power. We might also, he says,
approach leadership in the way Habermas encourages us to think of ‘the
law’ as a process of mediation between interests and values. Such
alternative notions need further elaboration, it is true, but at least they
open up the possibility of moving leadership beyond being defined as
‘technique’ or charisma.

The claim that leadership is a form of philosophy in action is the
central issue raised by John Codd in his chapter, ‘Educational Leadership
as Reflective Action’. He makes the distinction, alluded to by other
contributors, between the managerial and educational aspects of
leadership. He uses this as the basis for developing the argument about
the need for critical reflection and collective deliberation to constitute the
moral domain of those who profess to be educational leaders. Only when
leadership in schools is based upon such moral principles as justice,
freedom and respect for persons can learning in schools move beyond a
narrow utilitarian concern for skill-related learning. When leadership is
regarded as a form of moral action, decisions are made that amount to a
considered and informed cognitive and cultural appraisal.

John Smyth’s central claim in ‘A “Pedagogical” and “Educative”
View of Leadership’ is that constructs like leadership (as conventionally
defined) are not easily transported into schools. Indeed, the notion of one
group (leaders), who exercise hegemony and domination over another
(followers), is an anti-educational one. Drawing upon Brian Fay’s (1987)
notion of the ‘educative’, this chapter sees leadership as constituting a
process of school participants incorporating one another in a sense-
making process that involves ‘deliberative exchanges’, thus uncovering
the contradictions and dilemmas that have come to constrain and
dominate their school lives. This notion of leadership is essentially an
‘enabling’ one that has to do with school people gaining an understand-
ing of the way they participate in creating self-destructive and
self-perpetuating social, cultural and political conditions that make their
working lives less than fulfilling. A number of possibilities are presented:
working towards reclaiming the pedagogical and the critical in schools;
linking the pedagogical with the political in schools; engaging in
reflection in action; and developing a more situated pedagogy that
acknowledges the importance of dialogical relations in education.
Against the background of the current lexicon in leadership discussions,
these may appear as rather curious phenomena, but when considered
against the background of what schools are supposed to be about, they make a
good deal more sense than current management imperatives.

It is appropriate that the final chapter in this volume should
examine the issue of organizational democracy, which has been an
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implicit (and sometimes explicit) presumption in all the other chapters of
the book: In his ‘Defence of Organizational Democracy’, Fazal Rizvi
reasserts the importance of this as the basis for a reformulated view of
educational leadership. He does this by rehearsing the arguments against
organizational democracy, especially Michels’ arguments of inefficiency
and apathy, and concludes with some case study examples from
Yugoslavia and Israel that suggest that these arguments have little
substance.

The somewhat ambitious dual agenda of this book is therefore one
of providing a critique of existing practices in educational leadership,
while at the same time engaging in a transformation of the notion itself.
The sequencing of the papers reflects a deliberate structure in the
argumentation: more of a deconstructionist emphasis (although not
exclusively) in the Watkins, Foster, Angus and Blackmore chapters,
followed by a more reconstructionist agenda in the Bates, Codd, Smyth
and Rizvi papers, as the presenters concentrate increasingly upon what
alternative and more ‘inclusive’ viewpoints might look like (particularly
ones that acknowledge the pedagogical and gendered nature of schools).

While the agenda of reformulating a new and much more critical
perspective on educational leadership has only just begun, it is clear that
above all else there must be a concerted attempt to move thinking about
leadership outside itself. I believe this volume does that.
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Chapter 1

Leadership, Power and Symbols in
Educational Administration

Peter Watkins

The traditional approach to administration and its off-spring educational
administration lies within the functionalist paradigm. Indeed, as Burrell
and Morgan (1979) have amply illustrated, the bulk of the theoretical
debate and research on organizations is accounted for within this
paradigm. A major concern of those within the functionalist school is to
explore the extent that the designated leaders of organizations determine
the outcomes of the organization and the behaviour of its lower ranks
(March and Simon, 1958). But this perception of administration presents
a static one-directional view of leadership in which the superordinate or
leader leads an anonymous, unquestioning mass of subordinates or
followers. Administrative research and theory is looked on to serve and
give support to those in positions of administrative power, thereby
conserving and reproducing the status quo. Moreover, the resultant
theory and research ‘invokes the unarticulated assumption that managers
are both more important and more variable than workers, and that their
behaviour is thereby more worthy of study and intervention’ (Goldman,
1978, p.24). Such an approach to the study of administration reflects the
belief that ‘the functionalist researcher/consultant and manager are joined
in a similar search: a search for predictability and control’ (Smircich,
1983, p.223). One of the foremost theorists of the functionalist
paradigm, Merton, has conceded that with regard to the sponsorship of
research:

Of the limited body of social research in industry, the greater
part has been orientated towards the needs of management. The
problems selected as the focus of the inquiry . . . have been
largely thus defined by management, sponsorship has been
typically by management, the limits and character of ex-
perimental changes in the work situation have been passed upon
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by management, and periodic reports have been made primarily
to management. No matter how good or seemingly self-evident
the reason, it should be noted that this is the typical perspective
of social research in industry, and that it limits the effective
prosecution of the research. (Merton, 1968, p.625)

Giddens’ criticism of functionalism goes further, claiming that its
influence has been largely pernicious (1984, p.xxxi). By ascribing
rationality to social systems, not to human beings, the functionalist
approach does not give an adequate explanation of anything (Giddens,
1984, p.294).

However, recently a number of scholars in administration have
presented a view of organizations which stresses the activities of all
members and the emancipatory potential of administration (e.g.,
Forester, 1982a, 1982b; Deetz and Kersten, 1983; Denhardt, 1981;
Benson, 1977; Knights and Wilmott, 1982). While the work of these
authors has had a considerable impact, it is probably premature in
educational administration to argue, as Giddens does with regard to
functionalism, that ‘the battlefield is largely empty, even if from time to
time isolated bolts continue to be launched’ (1977, p.96). Nevertheless,
because the traditional approach toward leadership and power has exerted
such a powerful influence, firstly a critique of that approach in those two
areas will be offered; secondly an alternative approach, viewed from two
dimensions, will be suggested; and lastly the implications of these
approaches will be discussed.

Traditional Views of Leadership and Power

This chapter explores alternatives in leadership to the traditional,
functionalist view. The search for alternatives stems from my personal
experience over many years in schools that leadership does not necessarily
emanate from the senior administrative posts of a school, and from the
dissatisfaction of students of educational administration whom I have
taught that the traditional views of leadership bear no resemblance to
what actually goes on in schools. In many situations the senior
administrators, while frequently being members of various school
committees, often find that their qualifications, interests or predilections
preclude them from being the driving force in the ever-changing
organizational life of a school. Traditional stances in leadership take for
granted the one-directional flow from the leader to the led, from the
principal to the school community, without realizing the reality in which
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a junior member of staff may be the leader and the principal the follower.
More starkly, in the recently reconstituted school councils in Victoria,
which entail significant student representation, a student may feasibly
arise as a leader in a certain area while principal, teachers and parents
become followers.

Thus it would seem to be a futile exercise blandly to label a
principal of a school as a leader when anyone in the school community
might arise in certain situations at certain times to become what might
be termed a leader. The problem seems to be that too often what is in
reality a power relationship is obscured by the label of leadership. The
result is that the literature on leadership adopts a fairly descriptive,
simplistic and naive view of the concept. As McCall and Lombardo put
it:

the accumulated data, even when pulled together, are still
contradictory, ambiguous, and narrow. Improvement of our
understanding of leadership apparently does not lie in pursuing
existing trends or in attempting to integrate existing research.
Conceptually and methodologically, leadership research has
bogged down. (1978, p.151)

Greenfield (in Macpherson, 1984) has labelled the traditional approaches
to leadership as being characterized by superficiality. Manz and Sims
(1984) in expressing similar disappointment point to problems of
declining productivity, absenteeism and increasing contestation in the
workplace as indications that ‘traditional approaches to leadership and
work design are no longer adequate’ (p.410). Sergiovanni (1987) in a
change of perspective has acknowledged that the traditional or
transactional, as he calls it, view of leadership has run its course and ‘can
deliver no more than it has with respect to insights and understandings of
leadership and management’ (1987, p.6). The following discussion of
traditional approaches to leadership illustrates why they have fallen into
disrepute.

Leadership: A Critiq&e of the Traditional Views

In this section it will be argued that the trait approach, the Ohio
situationalist approach and Fiedler's contingency model approach to
leadership are static, ahistorical and ideologically based (Watkins,
1986). Moreover, it will be illustrated that the functionalist leadership
perspective operates in an authoritative way to sanitize the unequal power
relations within an organization. The result is that the class relations
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inherent within a superordinate and subordinate social hierarchy of
the school (see Wright, 1979; Watkins, 1983; and Salaman, 1981)
are legitimized and mystified through the ‘motherhood’ concept of
leadership.

The Trait Approach

In the major conceptual and empirical approaches to research into
leadership, the initial emphasis was on distinguishing certain ‘leadership
traits’ in the individual’s personality or physical make-up. Advocates of
the trait approach have spent a considerable time attempting to correlate
leadership behaviour and such physical and personality traits as age,
height, weight, appearance, fluency of speech, intelligence, introversion/
extroversion. Stogdill (1970, original 1948) investigated 124 papers in
an attempt to determine the validity of the trait studies of leaders. He
found that the correlations, while positive, were low, and that
contradictory findings were common. The evidence suggested that
‘leadership is a relation that exists between persons in a social situation,
and that persons who are leaders in one situation may not necessarily be
leaders in other situations’ (Stogdill, 1970, p.126). If leadership is
situationally based, then traits are of little consequence.

The findings of Stogdill indicated that leadership is not a matter of
passive status or of the mere possession of some combination of traits.
Also Janda (1960) has pointed out that the five basic factors listed by
Stogdill (capacity, achievement, responsibility, participation, status)
were characteristics of the leader. It was still unclear whether leadership
referred to:

the behaviour of this individual in interaction with other group
members;

the behaviour of this individual as a group member — perhaps with
differentiated role functions to perform;

the behaviour of other group members in interaction with the
member designated as leader;

the social relationships which existed between the leader and other
group members;

all of the above;

none of the above.

Thus, while Stogdill helped to cast light on what might be the
comparative fruitfulness of the trait approach, he did not clarify what is
actually entailed in leadership. No unifying conceptual development was
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suggested. However, his basic conclusion that the ‘qualities, characteris-
tics and skills required in a leader are determined to a large extent by the
demands of the situation in which he is to function as a leader’ (Stogdill,
1970, p.123) led to establishment of the Ohio situationalist school as the
next main development in leadership studies.

But despite the devastating critiques of the trait approach it has
persisted in various forms. Very often rather than certain traits being
attributed by people to some idealized hero, organizational founders
reconstructed history to foster the notion of a ‘great man’. Myths were
created by public relations men and those ideologically committed to a
particular construction of social reality. Teulings (1980) in a perceptive
study of the Philips company and the family which controls it comments
that:

The great man approach tends to attribute company successes to
the purposeful behaviour of a clairvoyant captain of industry, and
failures to the unpredictable, uncontrollable turbulances of the
environment, or to the fate of time.

Once in use this myth becomes a functional prerequisite for the
viability of the company as a private enterprise. The myth
provides a symbolic continuity, sustains the role of family
ownership and prevents the downfall of the great leader, even
when he does not distinguish himself at all by acts of wisdom or
foresight. (Teulings, 1980, p.153a)

Thus the trait approach still finds favour because it often presents those
idealized characteristics with which people would like to typify their
imagined symbolic heroes. In addition the approach has been nurtured
by business magnates to justify their own position through myths and
legends that endorse their prowess (see Angus, this volume). However,
because the trait approach was obviously simplistic and could not
withstand close scrutiny, the more complex situational approach was
developed as part of the human relations strategy of management (see
Perrow, 1986a).

The Situational Approach

The situational approach views leadership in terms of function performed
rather than in terms of particular leadership traits. This emphasis on the
function of leaders dominated the literature on leadership during the
1950s. Halpin (1955) states that this was a natural result of the surveys
of Gibb in 1954 and Stogdill in 1948, which indicated that leadership
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was a ‘complex social phenomenon that cannot be treated meaningfully
when conceived as an isolated trait or entity viewed apart from related
group and institutional factors’ (1955, pp.18-19).

The main work on the situational approach came from members of
the Personnel Research Board at Ohio State University, especially
Hemphill, Stogdill and Shartle. The Ohio school sought to define
leadership behaviour in terms of certain situational variables such as the
nature and distance of group goal, motivation of the group, etc. As these
factors vary with the situation, leadership would also vary. Describing
leader behaviour was an amalgam of the perceptions of the leader’s
subordinates and the way in which the leader himself perceived his own
attitude toward his role. The notions of ‘consideration’ and ‘initiating
structure’ were isolated as basic dimensions of leadership behaviour in
formal organizations.

These two dimensions of leader behaviour were used in the Halpin
and Winer (Halpin, 1955) adaptation of Hemphill and Coons’ original
Leader Behaviour Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). Halpin used the
questionnaire to attempt to measure leadership ideology and leadership
style in both the US Air Force and public education.

Halpin’s studies of educational administrators and aircraft comman-
ders promoted a view of effective leadership which is characterized by
high initiation of structure @nd high consideration (1969, p.313).
However, Greenwood and McNamara’s research (in Wrightsman and
Deaux, 1981) indicates that the relationships between consideration and
initiating structure are generally low. Thus a supervisor who keeps his
employees task orientated would not be particularly considerate. This
would also indicate that there is independence in regard to success in
achieving the two dimensions of leadership.

Graen et 4l. (1972), in reviewing research on the dimensions of
consideration and structure, claimed that ‘research on the two dimen-
sions of leadership style proposed and operationalized by the Ohio State
researchers has not advanced much beyond the initial descriptive stage’
(p.216). Indeed, Greenfield describes the LBDQ-based research as
unusually restrictive and static. As he puts it, ‘At best, the LBDQ gives
us a single Brownie camera shot of a complex and obscure process. We
know that much went on before we took the photograph; we know that
much will go on after it; and we know that our fuzzy LBDQ snapshot
represents only a tiny part of what was going on at the time it was taken’
(1979, p.178). Similarly Janda (1960) and Yukl (1971) point out that
most research has been conducted as if leadership were a unique
phenomenon, although most of the conceptions of leadership can be
explained in more basic variables. This simplistic, static view of
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leadership has led researchers to exclude intermediate and situational
variables such as power and class relationships. But the consideration of
these may be necessary in order to understand how leaders’ actions can
affect the productivity or well-being of their subordinates.

Intensive contemporary reviews of the literature by Sayles (1966),
Lowin (1968), Korman (1966) and Campbell ¢t /. (1970) indicated that
the relation of leader behaviour to subordinate productivity and
satisfaction with the leader was still unclear.

Korman (1966) found that there was very little evidence that
leadership behavioural and/or attitudinal variation, as defined by scores
on the Leadership Behaviour and Leadership Opinion Questionnaire,
were predictive of later effectiveness and/or satisfaction criteria. From his
investigation it appears that the majority of validity studies provide 7o
evidence, even in cases of positive relationships, that variation on the
above scales predicts different kinds of worker behaviour. His other main
criticism was of the research designs of the studies investigating the
situational approach. While they emphasize that the effects of
‘consideration’ and ‘initiating structure’ have become almost bywords in
American industrial psychology, it seems apparent that very little is
known about how these variables may predict work group performance or
about conditions which affect such predictions. Korman concluded then,
and it might be suggested still, ‘we cannot even say whether they have
any predictive significance at all’ (1966, p.360).

But while the situationalist approach to leadership was seen to be
virtually worthless on its own terms, of controlling and extracting more
work from subordinates, it has also been criticized for working by stealth
in seeking to manipulate the employees of organizations (see Leavitt,
1964; Perrow, 1986a; and Tinker and Lowe, 1982). By ignoring
inequalities of organizational power, it implied an acceptance of the
power status quo. Industrial psychologists sought to present a conception
of leadership which might meet the socio-emotional needs of workers,
‘thus ending various kinds of irrational hostility in the factory and the
“need” for workers to unite in opposition to management (i.e., via
unionisation) (Bramel and Friend, 1981, p.868). Such manipulative
ploys by both industrial psychologists and industrial sociologists were
recognized by workers as the management strategies that they clearly
were. Indeed, the United Auto Workers described some industrial
sociologists as ‘cow sociologists seeking to milk the workers and make
them more contented’ (Tinker and Lowe, 1982, p.335).

Thus the main thrust of the research was concerned with extracting
greater productivity while legitimating the power status quo and the
class relations of organizations. However, the same deficiencies are still
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evident in the most recent influential work on leadership which has been
done by Fiedler.

‘Fiedler’s Contingency Model of Leadership

Fiedler has attempted to synthesize the relatively unsuccessful attempts
of the ‘trait school’ and the situationalists of Ohio. In his seminal work
detailing this synthesis Fiedler defines the leader ‘as the individual in the
group given the task of directing and co-ordinating task-relevant group
activities or who in the absence of a designated leader, carries the primary
responsibility for performing these functions in the group’ (Fiedler,
1967, p.8). Twenty years later in his more recent writings he argues
more succinctly that ‘leadership . . . refers to that part of organizational
management that deals with the direction of subordinates’ (1987, p.3).
Effectiveness is evaluated in terms of group performance on the group’s
primary assigned task. Morale and member satisfaction are seen as
by-products rather than as measures of task-group performance.
However, Fiedler recognizes that this relationship may change in the case
of the military or schools in which the building of morale or the increase
of member satisfaction is the primary goal of the leader and is his explicit
task. Fiedler’s model of leadership is termed a Contingency Model of
Leadership because the model assumes that the leader’s contribution to
group performance depends on both his leadership style in terms of either
task orientation or person orientation, and the favourableness of the
situation for the leader.

As Shiflett and Nealey (1972) point out, the contingency model
hypothesizes that the leader’s style, as indicated by the leader’s esteem for
his Least Preferred Co-Worker (the LPC score), interacts with the
group-task situation to determine group productivity. There are thus
two main components: the group-task situation and the leader’s style (the
LPC score); these are correlated together to form the contingency model
(for a more detailed description and analysis see Watkins, 1986).

The need for constant revision has indicated the many problems of
the LPC, which has caused many writers to have misgivings on the
Contingency Model (see Graen et #/., 1970, 1971, 1972; Yukl, 1970;
McMahon, 1972; O’Brien, 1969; Sample and Wilson, 1965; Fishbein ez
al., 1969a, 1969b). Fishbein et 4/. consider that a consistent general halo
may not occur when leaders evaluate their least preferred co-worker.
“That is, when high LPC Ss are asked to rate their least preferred
co-worker on Fiedler’s Esteem Scale, they are a markedly different type of
person than are low LPC individuals’ (Fishbein et 2/., 1969b, p.184). In
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this way the leader’s attitudes about the task-relevant attributes of a
co-worker may be independent of his attitudes about the co-worker’s
social attributes. Moreover, a number of studies, which found no
correlation, have been made into the behavioural correlates of LPC scores.
Yukl (1970) concludes that the absence of a clear conceptual interpreta-
tion for LPC scores is paralleled by a lack of empirical data concerning the
relation of LPC scores to leader behaviour. Graham (1973) concludes that
in spite of nearly twenty years of research on the psychological meaning
of LPC, the main predictor variable in the contingency model remains a
mystery (p.60). '

Mitchell et a/. (1970-71) also point out that a number of studies
have not supported the interpretation of the LPC score as relating to
‘task-versus-relationship’ orientation. Steiner (1959) found that low LPC
subjects were socially more expansive on three social distance measures
and less extrapunitive than high LPC persons. Mitchell ez 2/. (1970-71)
found that low LPC subjects were more concerned about the interperson-
al relation in a task setting than were the high LPC subjects. Moreover,
high LPC subjects were more aware of position power and task structure
than were low LPC subjects in judging leadership situations. These
findings led Mitchell to call for a re-examination of the conceptualization
of the LPC.

Fiedler himself saw the LPC as being very similar to the Ohio model
of consideration and initiating structure. He considers any divergences as
‘relatively minor’ (Fiedler, 1970). However, a study by Weissenberg and
Gruenfeld (1966) found little correlation between the two. Graen et /.
(1971) also found a low correlation. Fishbein et /. (1969a, 1969b) after a
review of the literature concluded that it is still not clear just what the
LPC is measuring. McMahon (1972) also found that there is a lack of
agreement on what the LPC is measuring. Indeed, he argued that the
contingency theory seems to be lacking in substance and explanatory
power, which should be one of the primary goals of any theory. Fishbein
et al. (1969b) have illustrated that Fiedler keeps changing ground on his
LPC score. In 1958 he viewed the LPC score as a measure of a leadership
effectiveness trait. In 1961 he saw low LPC persons as being more
controlling and task orientated, and high LPC as being compliant and
interpersonally orientated. In 1969 he emphasized a motivational rather
than a behavioural basis to the LPC. In 1969 he introduced the variable
of stress. In 1972 (Fiedler, 1972a, 1972b) he tried to combine some of
these disparate variables into a new model of LPC.

Some general criticisms of the contingency model. Ashour (1973) also has
criticized the theoretical adequacy of the contingency model. He argues
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that from an analysis of the cumulative results Fiedler’s claims are not
fully supported by the empirical evidence. Ashour points out that:

Not only does a theory have to offer valid and nontrivial predictions, but
it also has to provide meaningful explanations of the relations and
predictions it proposes. . . . The model is an empiric generalization
that is not even fully supported by the empirical results; it is 7ot @
theory. (1973, p.375)

The contingency model merely suggests a set of relationships without
exploring the basic dimensions of those relationships. Such considera-
tions as the class basis of organizations and the ideological legitimation of
organizational hierarchies are conveniently avoided, implying an accept-
ance of the power status quo. The recent research of Wilkinson and
Smith (1984) has emphasized that management does not implement and
stress ‘humanistic’ ideas like leadership for the benefit of all members of
the organization, but that the implementation of these ideas

is purely for reasons of motivating the workforce; it is not to do
with ‘looking after the other side’. . . . The . .. managers,
then, according to personnel officer Pat Thomas, see themselves
as ‘people people’. Being a person person means looking for a new
way of inculcating a solidarity in the workforce amenable to
management but antithetical to the union. (Wilkinson and
Smith, 1984, p.105)

Even apart from the above considerations Ashour concludes that:

Fiedler’s contingency model and its related research have serious
empirical, methodological and theoretical problems.

[Any} attempt to improve the empirical validity of the model and
its meaningfulness would have to start with solving the
methodological and theoretical problems. (1973, p.376)

It is clear that the contingency model of Fiedler is far from perfect.
In particular it presents a static picture of the leader’s followers. The
followers are acted upon, they are led. There is no hint of contestation or
resistance which would being about an ongoing dialectic of change. In
short, people are presented as mere ciphers without any hint of real,
vibrant human agency (Giddens, 1979). In the light of the evidence,
anyone attempting to use it to measure leadership in schools would be
left with uncertain and dubious results. Indeed, Graen et «/. (1970,
1971) claim that their two studies ‘cast grave doubt on the plausibility of
the contingency model of leadership-effectiveness’ (1970, p.295). While
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Shiflett and Nealey’s findings ‘give one little confidence in the ability of
the contingency model . . ." (1972, p.381).

Perrow sums up his discussion of Fiedler’s work by arguing that

One is tempted to say that the research on leadership has left us
with a clear view that things are far more complicated and
‘contingent’ than we initially believed, and that, in fact, they are
so complicated and contingent that it may not be worth our
while to spin out more and more categories and qualifications —
if we wish to learn about organizations. Already the task of either
training leaders to fit the jobs or designing jobs to fit the leaders,
a position Fiedler is led to advocate, appears to be monumental.
If leadership techniques must change with every change in group
personnel, task, timing, experience, and so on, then either
leaders or jobs must constantly change. (Perrow, 1979, p.107)

Such an absurd situation reflects the predicament in which much of the
traditional leadership work finds itself. However, Fiedler (1987) has
endeavoured to salvage what he can of the contingency model of
leadership through developing a new theory of leadership which blends
his contingency model with a new cognitive resource theory. This new
theory appears to be a variant of the old trait theory. “The theory says that
in the best of all best possible worlds the leader’s intellectual abilities are
the major source of the plans, decisions and strategies that guide the
group’s actions’ (1987, p.105). The development of this new theory is a
response to some of the harshest criticism of the contingency model
which highlighted the lack of explanation that could explain its
underlying processes. ‘As a consequence cognitive resource theory
attempts to fill this gap’ (1987, p.7). However, the startling conclusion
which Fiedler arrives at after much discussion of this new theory is that
‘directive leaders who are stupid give stupid directions, and if the group
follows these directions, the consequences will be bad’ (1987, p.199).
Such a finding would appear to be obvious, and has led Perrow to suggest
that ‘at the extremes, we can be fairly confident in identifying good or
bad leaders, but for most situations we will probably have little to say’
(1986a, p.92).

It should be clear from the traditional literature reviewed here that
most of the conventional approaches to leadership are under attack on all
fronts. Yet amazingly this highly questionable material is still included
in standard texts. The reasons for this would seem to be based on
ideological concerns and an attempt to maintain the power status quo in
organizations. These reasons will be discussed in the next section, which
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presents a critique of the traditional approach to power. The actions of
those in designated leadership positions, that is, in positions of
authority, are best understood in terms of power. Consequently the next
section will explore some of the dominant ideas of power in traditional
organization texts.

Power: A Critique of the Traditional Views

At the beginning of this chapter it was argued that leadership should be
considered as a subset of power. Consequently similar criticisms to those
raised against theories of leadership can be levelled at the traditional
functionalist approach to power as presented by such writers as French
and Raven (1959), Etzioni (1961) and Blau (1964). Their view has not
only been critized as static, indifferent towards historical forces and
ignorant of moral and political dimensions, but also ‘if power is analyzed
at all, it is in terms of influence or authority, the legitimized-
based power of management or organization elites. Almost never are
domination, subjugation, coercion, manipulation or extortion of one
group or class of organization members by a more powerful group or class
analyzed’ (Zey-Ferrell and Aiken, 1981, p.16). To demonstrate the
deficiencies in the traditional view of power two of the most influential
views will be examined. The first explores the bases of power, the second
analyzes power through exchange theory.

Bases of Power

Perhaps the most influential writers on power have been French and
Raven (1959), who suggested that there were five bases of power. Expert
power is based on the perception that the power wielder has superior
knowledge and information. Reward power is based on the perception that
the power wielder has the ability to mediate rewards. Coercive power is
based on the perception that the power wielder has the ability to mediate
punishments. Legitimate power is based on the belief that the power
wielder has the right to prescribe certain behaviour and opinions.
Referrent power is based on a feeling of identification or a feeling of
‘oneness’ with the power wielder. For French and Raven authority is seen
in terms of legitimate power, while power is generally seen in terms of
potential influence.

Etzioni (1961) narrowed down the bases to three categories:
normative, remunerative and coercive. Normative power relates to the
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ability to allot and manipulate symbolic rewards especially in areas which
carry esteem and prestige. Remunerative power is based on the ability of the
organization to hand out rewards or prized resources to particular people.
In contrast coercive power depends on fear of the application or threat of
application of various sanctions. However, Etzioni relates these bases of
power to the structure of the organization, and so in essence he has
developed a structuralist-functionalist approach.

Clegg (1977) has criticized the formulation of bases of power not
only because of their a priori nature but also because there is an
underlying assumption that particular ‘resource’ bases will have the same
utility in all situations. To do this is to overlook the fact that historical
circumstances are perpetually in a state of flux and that social sites do not
have uniform characteristics but differ in marked ways. In addition Clegg
charges that:

The assumption of ‘resource’ based explanations of ‘power’ ought
also to entail an exposition of how some people come to have
access to these ‘resources’ while some others do not. The prior
possession of resources in anything other than equal amounts is
something which a theory of ‘power’ has to explain. It may
presume equilibrium, but it ought to justify its presumption in
some way. (1977, p.25)

The proponents of power bases within organizations have taken for
granted that resources in organizations should or will be distributed in
some way, and that any distribution of resources will be of an unequal
nature.

Kipnis et a/. (1984) also have criticized the limiting nature of the
power bases approach to the study of power in organizations. They
suggest that ‘the problem here . . . is that this theoretical approach does
not help us identify all the strategies actually used by managers — that
is, managers use strategies not mentioned by French and Raven’ (1984,
p-59). One of these strategies has been suggested by Bachrach and Baratz
(1962), who argue that by focusing on bases of power the deliberate
suppression or overlooking of issues by dominant groups within
organizations can be obscured. Further, an approach which centres on
bases of power cannot allow for a situation or a circumstance where the
inherent bias of the organization results in a particular outcome without
any overt activity from the dominant members of the organization (see
Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977). Indeed, such traditional studies gloss
over the moral and political dimension of administrative action and ‘how
this action may both preserve and conceal what is problematic within
organizations and society’ (Willmott, 1987, p.250).
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The Exchange Theory of Power

Etzioni’s typology can also be viewed as a variant on exchange theory.
The non-instigation of sanctions or threats, the offer of rewards, or the
conferring of symbolic rewards are exchanged by the dominant members
of the organization for the compliance of subordinates. Exchange theory,
however, has been more fully developed by Blau (1964, p.118) from the
‘power-dependence’ formulation put forward by Emerson (1962).

Blau argued that the power relationship should be inherently
unequal. This inequality creates a dependence relationship where the
subordinate is dependent on the dominant person either not to impose
sanctions or to supply certain rewards. Thus for Blau the most potent
form of power results from an unequal exchange. So ‘if an individual has
much power over others . . . they will be eager to do his bidding and
anticipate his wishes in order to maintain his good will, particularly if
there are still others who compete for the benefits he supplies them’
(Blau, 1964, pp.134-5). This inequality of power in turn develops an
organizational structure, which arises from the accumulation of resources
by the dominant to maintain their position within the organization and
their power over subordinates. In this way roles within the organization
are defined and patterns of authority relations become routinized.

A major shortcoming of this approach is that Blau does not justify
why inequality of power permeates organizations and how this inequality
relates to and reflects the inequalities of the wider society. For if it is
accepted that organizations are socially constructed, then it must be
realized that there is an inherent political element in the structuring of
organizations which reflects the political processes evident in the
workings not only of the organization but also of the wider society.
Because exchange theory neglects this political element as well as factors
such as the influences of self-interest, values and social biases, Clegg and
Dunkerley have dismissed exchange-based theories of power as basically
superficial (1980, pp.450-1).

When reading these influential texts by Blau and Etzioni, which are
now over twenty years old, one is struck, especially in Blau, by the sexist
language and the patriarchal ideology underpinning the arguments. It is
taken for granted that the leaders and the most powerful people in the
organization are men. Powerful men and their wives are discussed (e.g.,
Blau, 1964, p.276), but there is little hint of powerful women and their
husbands. (For a more detailed argument on patriarchy and power see
Blackmore, this volume.)

The tendency for traditional approaches to power to simplify
structure and human action into a dualism whereby one aspect is either
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ignored or taken for granted overlooks the duality of structure and agency
where structure is conceived as both the medium and the outcome of
social practices (Giddens, 1979). This dialectic relationship has been well
caught by Lukes:

Social life can only properly be understood as a dialectic of power
and structure, a web of possibilities for agents, whose nature is
both active and structured, to make choices and pursue strategies
within given limits, which in consequence expand and contract
over time. Any standpoint or methodology which reduces that
dialectic to a one-sided consideration of agents without . . .
structural limits or structures without agents, or which does not
address the problem of their interrelations, will be unsatisfactory.
No social theory merits serious attention that fails to retain an
ever-present sense of the dialectic of power and structure. (Lukes,
1977, p.29)

If we are to treat people as anything other than mere ciphers or
automatons blindly following a superior who has been designated or who
has been taught to be a leader, then we must incorporate a view of human
agency (Giddens, 1979, 1981; Watkins, 1985) whereby people are seen
to conduct their lives not as ‘cultural dopes’ but as knowledgeable human
beings. Giddens suggests that human agency is a crucial concept in any
social analysis: ‘we should not conceive of the structures of domination
built into social institutions as in some way grinding out “docile bodies”
who behave like the automata suggested by objectivist social science’
(1984, p.76). Human beings live out their daily lives and socially
construct their reality through the negotiations, contestations and
resistances of the rules and resources within which their lives are
entwined. Through this ongoing dialectic people both influence and are
influenced by the structures in which they find themselves.

A more realistic, demystified approach is to view leadership in
terms of power relations within the ongoing dialectic of human agency
(Giddens, 1982). In such a context leadership becomes a metaphoric
symbol through which human beings construct the social reality in
which they carry out their daily struggle for existence (Denhardt, 1981;
Morgan, Frost and Pondy, 1983). Based on the above critique of
conventional approaches to leadership and power, this chapter presents
two alternative views of leadership. Firstly a critical approach centring on
ideas of class, power and human agency will be discussed. Secondly
leadership will be presented as a dialectical relationship which reflects the
cultural symbols and metaphors of an organization.
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An Alternative Approach

This alternative viewpoint has two aspects which constitute elements of
the same view. The first of these aspects will be discussed under the
heading of class, power and human agency, while the second will be
analyzed through the notions of dialectics, symbols and metaphors.

Class, Power and Human Agercy

Critical scholars such as Apple (1982), Bernstein (1977a, 1977b) and
Bourdieu (1977) have sought to investigate the part power plays in
educational and other social institutions. As Bernstein argues, one of the
main considerations of educators should be to resolve how ‘power
relationships . . . penetrate the organization, distribution, and evalua-
tion of knowledge through the social context’ (1977a, p.68). But
important in this consideration is how the class structure, which reflects
society’s power distribution, impinges on organizational relationships
and hierarchies of control. In this context Bernstein argues that the
origins of power and control in educational systems reside in the basic
class structure of society.

Class structure and relationships constitute and regulate both the
distribution of power and the principles of control; that is,
constitute and regulate the relationships between categories, the
hierarchical form of their constitution #nd regulate the realization
of the categories — that is, the principles of control. (1977b,
p-181)

Gender is also an important factor in power relations. The recent work of
Apple (1985), Arnot and Weiner (1987) and Weiner and Arnot (1987),
for instance, has highlighted the importance of gender issues in the way
schools are organized. Taking account of such considerations as class and
gender, any discussion of educational leadership within an educational
organization should be situated in its historical and social milieux. To
avoid the stable, functionalist approach which minimizes the historical
forms of organization, we need to examine the interaction between
human practice and social structures. The latter are the generative rules
and power relations which are embedded in a specific historical locale.
But the rules and power relations of social institutions not only constrain
and enhance human action and practice, they also emerge in time and
space out of those very acts (Giddens, 1979). Through such a
structurationist view the functionalist position embodied in the
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traditional concept of leadership can be unmasked to reveal its basic class
nature and the inequality of power, for in class societies class domination
becomes the structural principle of those societies, of their organizations
and the basis of state power (see Giddens, 1981).

Moreover, the structurationist approach emphasizes that power is a
process, refuting any implication of a static relationship. People are
knowledgeable and active with some insight into the forms which
dominate them. They exercise choices and options in the way they work,
their actions and reactions in the complex nature of relationships which
constitute an organization. As Giddens puts it:

Power relations in social systems can be regarded as relations of
autonomy and dependence; but no matter how imbalanced they
may be in terms of power, actors in subordinate positions are
never wholly dependent and are very often adept at converting
whatever resources they possess into some degree of control over
the conditions of reproduction of the system. (1982, p.32)

In the production and reproduction of social structures power processes
are a central factor. By examining these through a critical approach the
question of whose interests are served in creating certain structures of
power and domination might be answered.

Giddens stresses that power is a relationship not a resource. Power is
the transformative capacity through which people are capable of
achieving certain outcomes (1979, p.88). In this way power is tied
closely to any notion of human agency. If the use of power is
characteristic of all human action, then, Giddens claims, power is not a
resource. Instead he argues that ‘resources are media through which
power is exercised, as a routine element of the instantiation of conduct in
social reproduction’ (1984, p.16). Moreover, any consideration of power,
Giddens suggests, should be seen in the context of the duality of
structure. In this perspective resources should be approached as structural
elements which are utilized by human agents at particular moments of
interaction. Thus ‘the power relations sustained in the regularised
practises constituting social systems can be considered as reproduced
relations of autonomy and dependence in interaction’ (Giddens, 1981, p.50).

Fundamental in applying this approach to leadership in education is
the conception that people are active and knowledgeable. These agents
create and transform processual power relations through the ongoing
interplay which exists between the actions of people and social
institutions’ structures of domination (Giddens, 1984, p.16). In such a
relational situation the structures of domination are dependent as much
on the actions of subordinates as on the use of power by superordinates.
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Even if one recognizes that there may be large disparities in the
availability of resources between the parties, the relational notion of
power ensures that subordinates have some measure of autonomy while
superordinates have some measure of dependency. In this way ‘a relation
of power binds and constrains the activities of both parties, and each
party defines its purposes and range of alternatives partly in terms of the
other’ (Burbules, 1986, p.103).

A critical approach to the concept of leadership, then, focuses on the
power dimensions that underlie the process of reality construction and
which give force to the human agency of people in organizations. Forester
(1982a, 1982b, 1986), for instance, has explored this critical aspect of
leadership and power by looking at the way people in positions of power
utilize a form of leadership to mould, channel and guide expressions of
popular sentiment along particular paths. In this way popular under-
standings and political argument within an organization may be shaped
not only to establish an apparent factual position but also to reinforce the
legitimacy of those exercising the power of their hierarchical position. As
Forester argues:

those already in positions of power may make practical claims and
offers about factual conditions, normative rightness, social
interests, and particular needs that may be conventionally
established but simultaneously removed from criticim — by
invoking precedent, incentives, sanctions, exclusion, ostraciza-
tion, stigma, threat and so forth. Under such conditions, popular
beliefs, consent, trust and attention are appropriated through
conditions of social interaction — influenced by policy initiatives
— that discourage critical discourses. (1982b, p.46)

The important point of the above argument is that rather than
examining organizations and their designated leaders in simplistic
functionalist terms of merely operating in order to solve particular
problems, organizations should instead be viewed as containers holding
people in relations of power. In these containers power is continuously
being exercised to shape the attention of participants, to channel
information and selectively construct agendas. Put in a critical context,
the organizational aims and rationales put forward by the designated
leaders of an organization should consequently be subject to close
scrutiny, with the realization that they are political solutions which can
be reassessed and reformulated in different ways. To sum up, a critical
perspective of leadership and power is necessary ‘so that we can examine
the way systemic rationalizing or commodifying forces obliterate or
dominate the popular voice, so that we can examine particularly the ways
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that citizens are (or are not) able to speak and act politically, to question
facts, rules, stereotypical identities’ (Forester, 1986, p.202).

The critical paradigm outlined above offers the possibility of a view
of educational administration which will help the school community to
understand how the most ‘efficient’ and elaborately devised organization-
al planning often turns out to be a manipulative trap from which
organizational members may have difficulty extricating themselves. The
traditional school principal with a disproportionate degree of power was
often able to create and implement such manipulative traps through the
ability to shape much of the language, direct much of the discourse and
guide much of the practice within the educational community. By
adopting a critical view of leadership within schools, by recognizing that
all human agents have some degree of knowledge, by unmasking
manipulative, deceptive tactics, school administration would be founded
on a more equal power basis. As a consequence many administrative
practices would become demystified as the school community gained a
critical understanding of those processes central to the reshaping of
school administration on a more participatory, collaborative basis.

Dialectics, Symbols and Metaphors

A second approach which might constitute another dimension of
structuration theory would be to view leadership as a dialectic
relationship in the social construction of reality. In a recent study of
leadership Smircich and Morgan (1982) move away from the traditional
functionalist literature to present a picture of leadership as a distinctive
form of social practice. Such practice arises out of the constructions and
actions of both the leaders and the followers. Thus leadership is a social
construction of reality which involves an ongoing interaction. From this
argument the relationship is necessarily a dialectical one. As Smircich
and Morgan put it, ‘the phenomena of leadership in being interactive is
by nature dialectical. It is shaped through the interaction of at least two
points of reference i.e. of leaders and of led’ (1982, pp.258-9). When
seen as a dialectic, leadership implies the presence of considerable
tensions and contradictions which, when resolved, lead to the continual
transformation of the relationship. Thus people in the school community
may turn to a particular person to frame and give substance to their sense
of reality. However, in turn they may reject, resist or discard that view of
reality as put forward. This notion of leadership avoids the static,
functionalist view presented in much of the literature.

In contrast to the functionalist position leadership should be seen as
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a processual dialectical relationship. This view can offer insights on the
production, reproduction and demise of certain organizational practices
and structures. Such a processual perspective implies that there is not one
preordained or designated leader within the organization, but that at any
time any one member of the organization can come to the forefront to
provide guidance in resolving the tensions and contradictions that beset
organizations. As a consequence a dialectic view of the leadership process
focuses on the human agency of all members of the organization as that
agency interacts with the constraining or enabling structure of the
institution. This ongoing dialectical relationship between individuals
and institution means that both are continuously ‘becoming’ in time and
space as the dialectics of practice and structure unfold. Thus a dialectic
perspective of leadership within a school involves the consideration of all
human agents, pupils, parents, teachers, support staff as well as the
principal in the formation of social institutions whose structured
properties are simultaneously the medium and outcome of social acts
(Giddens, 1979). As a consequence ‘the social world is in a continuous
state of becoming — social arrangements which seem fixed and
permanent are temporary, arbitrary patterns and any observed social
patterns are regarded as one among many possibilities’ (Benson, 1977,
p.5). With such an ongoing, flowing dialectic of transformative human
action, leaders become followers and followers become leaders in the ebb
and flow of organizational interaction. This view is similar to Perrow’s
recent comments on principal-agent relationships. Perrow sees the
relationship ‘as a reflexive one that oscillates, dissolves and is born again,
making it difficult and arbitrary to designate who is agent and who is
principal’ (1986b, p.41).

The tensions and contradictions which provide the thrust within
any dialectical relationship are the basis of what Morgan (1981) terms a
schismatic metaphor. This metaphor, in contrast to the traditional
mechanical or organic metaphors applied to organizations, presumes that
organizations have a tendency towards disintegration. In turn the
resolution of these organizational tensions and contradictions may give
rise to a new unity. The consequent ongoing dialectic embodied in the
schismatic metaphor provides an understanding of the patterns of social
relationships and the forms that organizations take.

Cohen (1976) has pointed to the dialectical relationship between
power and symbols. Myths, stories, symbols, rituals and the other facets
which may make up an organization culture are there as an indication of
power. However, ‘symbols are not mechanical reflections or representa-
tions of political realities’ (1976, p.35). Rather the power order and the
symbolic order are autonomous, although ‘interdependent in such a way
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that a change in the one is likely to affect the relation between the two
even if the other remains apparently unchanged’ (1976, p.36). Cohen
suggests that the relationship between power relations and symbolic
categories operates in a dialectical fashion. The rejection of a mechanical
fitness between the power order and the symbolic order can clarify the
way, in certain situations, ‘old symbolic forms perform new symbolic
functions and new symbolic forms perform old symbolic functions’
(1976, p.39).

Thus in the study of leadership in organizations a critical
examination can attempt to discern whether myths, rituals and the
symbolic order are being manipulated to attain and legitimate a
particular political position. For instance, an authoritarian school
principal may be able to manipulate the new symbolic, participatory,
collaborative school council in an attempt to maintain the dominant
position within the school. “There is thus a continuous process of action
and counteraction between the symbolic order and the power order’
(1976, p.135), as those of greater power capacity struggle with those of
lesser capacity to shape the symbolic order for either reproduction or
transformation.

Moreover, in the resolution of these tensions symbolic, mythical
heroes or heroines may arise to guide the organization into new paths
(Denhardt, 1981). Indeed, Denhardt argues that leadership in organiza-
tions is often ‘a modern ritualised hero system’ (1981, p.94). A symbolic
hero/heroine may be created or recreated when organizational members
vest elements of their world, beliefs and great significance in one
particular person (see Morgan, Frost and Pondy, 1983). This interpreta-
tion and production of social reality is often associated with the military
metaphor (Pondy, 1983). Thus our symbolic hero/heroine leads members
in the struggle against difficult odds: ground is won or lost; new lines of
attack are formulated and different strategies are planned. If successful,
the metaphor of emancipation may be conjured up (see also Lakoff and
Johnson, 1980). This use of symbol and metaphor exemplifies the rich
and complex patterns of cultural activities which are to be found within
all social institutions. Coupled with a dialectic perspective, culture may
be studied as an ongoing process as people continually construct and
reconstruct their reality. The study of such shared symbolic and
metaphoric cultural processes can bring about the recognition ‘that
organizations are not simple systems like machines or adaptive
organisms; they are human systems manifesting complex patterns of
cultural activity’ (Morgan, Frost and Pondy, 1983, p.4).
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Conclusion

This chapter commenced with a brief survey of some of the major
theoretical perspectives on leadership and power. This survey indicated a
number of serious shortcomings which are manifest in the traditional
functionalist view of these concepts. In particular the functionalist
account was charged with being simplistic, ahistorical, static and lacking
in a sense of human agency, while neglecting basic concepts such as the
class structure of society. In short, as Perrow has bluntly stated, ‘the
history of research in this area is one of progressive disenchantment’
(1986a, p.86). This position has been endorsed by Stogdill, long one of
the doyens of the field, who has stated that ‘the endless accumulation of
empirical data has not produced an integrated understanding of
leadership’ (1974, p.vii).

In order to avoid the deficiencies inherent in the traditional views of
leadership and power it has been suggested in this chapter that they
should be looked at as relational concepts developing over lengthy
periods of time. In this sense they should be understood as processual in
character, in a constant state of flux, where human agents both constitute
and are constituted by the structures in which they find themselves. As
Giddens indicates, while explaining the dialectical nature of his theory of
structuration, ‘all human action is carried on by knowledgeable agents
who both construct the social world through their actions, but yet whose
action is also conditioned or constrained by the very world of their
creation’ (Giddens, 1981, p.54).

The study of leadership and power as relational concepts highlights
the argument of critical scholars such as Giddens (1981) and Smircich
and Morgan (1982), which conceptualizes organizational structure and
human action and conduct as not separate entities but rather as a duality
in which people both shape and are shaped by the continually emerging
power relationships within an organization. But such shaping also helps
to create the culture of an organization. The management and
channelling of meaning within an organization are frequently an outcome
of the dialectical relationship between power and symbols as new power
relations come into tension with pre-existing cultural and symbolic
orders. The resolution of these tensions through the manipulation and
construction of beliefs, discourse and new symbolic forms gives rise to a
form of leadership which:

is associated with a set of myths serving to reinforce a social
construction of meaning that legitimates leadership role occu-
pants, provides the belief in potential mobility for those not in
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leadership roles, and attributes social causality to leadership
roles, thereby providing a belief in the effectiveness of individual
control. (Pfeffer, 1978, p.31).

The critical approach to leadership and power outlined in the latter part
of this chapter stresses their relational, dialectical dimensions which
underlie the process of reality construction and give force to the human
agency of people in organizations.

If one looks at more basic underpinnings of social relations, the
charge might be avoided that too often leadership concepts have become
tainted by the manipulative overtones implicit in much of the research
discussed in this chapter. In schools also the facile employment of a
‘motherhood’ term like leadership can obscure the seduction and
subversion carried out in the name of administration. In such a context
leadership can be reduced to the exploitation of the school community
through the manipulative and subversive tactics of those in powerful
management positions. Gronn (1984), for instance, has detailed the
techniques of a school principal who saw his role of so-called leadership in
terms of manipulating people whom, it seems, he saw essentially as
‘cultural dopes’ (Giddens, 1979). However, behaviour of this type would
seem to be inappropriate for contemporary school administrators in a
period of increasing community involvement in the running of schools,
of collaborative decision-making, and a concern by some people to
redistribute power on a more equal basis in the educational community,
particularly in the state of Victoria in Australia.

In the collaborative rhetoric which underlies the Victorian Ministry
of Education’s Ministerial Papers and the recent Victorian Education
Department guidelines on the ‘role of the principal’ the emphasis is that
the principal should not perceive his or her position as that of the
all-dominating leader but rather as a facilitator. Administrative action
would not arise from manipulation and direction but from the facilitation
of collaborative, participatory decision-making processes involving, and
unfolding from, the dialectical interaction of the school community.
Thus in Victorian schools the principal should, according to the rhetoric
of the guidelines:

facilitate effective communication and collaboration between
staff, students, parents and the wider community; . . . facilitate
links between the school community and the wider community
for the benefit of the school; . .. foster collaborative and
collective decision making among staff; . . . facilitate an effective
working environment for staff members. (Education Gazette, 5

July 1984, p.444)

31



Critical Perspectives on Educational Leadership

However, the collaborative approach embodied in the Ministerial Papers
and guidelines has come under attack from those senior administrators
seeking to set in place a corporate management structure. Indeed, the
recent document The Structure and Organization of the School Division
(1987) advocates the withdrawal of these guidelines while labelling
principals as /ine-managers (see Watkins, 1988).

The case for facilitating leadership has also been advocated by
Barber in presenting his case for strong democracy (Barber, 1984).
Through strong democracy Barber envisages the implementation of fully
participatory and collaborative decision-making in all institutional
settings. In this context the leader or ‘facilitator is responsible to a
process rather than specific outcomes — to the integrity of the
community rather than to the needs of particular individuals’ (1984,
p-240). The facilitator in schools would ease the way for others in the
school community to emerge as leaders within a participatory environ-
ment. Instead of offering and setting specific goals or aims for the school
community, the principal as facilitator assists the school community to
find and develop its own goals. Vern Wilkinson (1987), a former
Victorian primary school principal, has suggested that in the current
concern for democratic decision-making the principal has been relocated
from the apex of the pyramid to the centre of the school community,
operating essentially as a change catalyst and resource. As a consequence
‘the new model of collaborative decision making . . . has upset the
traditional model of hierarchical decision making and responsibility of
principals’ (Wilkinson, 1987, p.19).

This changed view of the principal, as mainly operating as a
facilitator, has been emphasized by Sergiovanni (1987) in a recent address
to the Victorian Association of Principals of Secondary Schools.
Sergiovanni contrasts transactional leadership, as typified by traditional
views of leadership and power, with transformative leadership, which can
be equated with facilitating leadership. Sergiovanni explains that
transformative leadership is a means to empower the school community:

Transformative leaders are more concerned with the concept of
power to than power over. They are concerned with how the
power of leadership can help people become more successful, to
accomplish the things that they think are important to
experience a greater sense of efficacy. They are less concerned
with what people are doing and more concerned with what they
are accomplishing. (Sergiovanni, 1987, pp.18-19)

From the administrative perspective the aim of the facilitating or
transformative leader would be to help foster an organizational
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community in which all the members of the organization have the
capacity and opportunity to be leaders and where there is a common
concern for empowerment and the betterment of the human condition.
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Chapter 2

Toward a Critical Practice of Leadership

William Foster

Leadership as a construct and a practice has considerable currency in
contemporary thought. Whether one looks at academic disciplines,
practical fields or the popular press, the term ‘leadership’ figures
prominently in the attempt to describe a particular set of relationships
among people. There are undoubtedly a number of reasons for this
position of significance given to the idea of leadership: these would
certainly include the romanticized elements of leadership as well as the
more realistic effect that ‘leaders’ have on our social and natural world.
Perhaps a good deal of interest in the concept can be traced to a certain
malaise about our interactions with and within organizations and the
routine and determined nature of life that organizations tend to impose.
Facing an uncertain future where a mistake can have deadly and unknown
ramifications, we ask that somebody be prescient enough to guide us.
Whether the concern is with questions of a global nature or with
questions of a more local character, and whether the concern is with
improving an organization or improving chances of survival, it is clear
that the idea of leadership meets some kind of modern need, a deep desire
both to be in control of our circumstances and to alter them for the
better.

But what exactly is meant by the term ‘leadership’? Like other such
labels, the term covers a great deal and seems to mean whatever the user
intends. It is, as Burns (1978) has noted, one of the most misunderstood
concepts in our language, and the misunderstanding is a conceptual one.
There remains, however, a sense that leadership s a real phenomenon,
one that does make a difference. But before the term can be utilized
meaningfully, it is necessary to try to tease out the various ways in which
it has been used and to try to come to an agreement on its essential
aspects.

To accomplish this, this chapter examines, first, various contem-
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porary accounts of leadership with a critical eye. It then proposes some
alternative considerations which may be important to a more precise
analysis of leadership. Finally, it attempts to examine the significance of
leadership within the modern context.

The Two Traditions of Leadership Research

In contemporary usage there are essentially two different traditions which
have informed social scientific definitions of leadership. One tradition
comes from the political-historical disciplines; the other from business
management and public administration.

The political-historical model of leadership has a long history and
tends to focus on the role of significant individuals (from Machiavelli’s
Prince to modern presidents) in shaping the course of history.
Leadership, in this sense, is largely the story of events and actions, of
ideas, and of how individuals transformed their social milieux. The other
major model of leadership is drawn from the sociology of organizations
and the administration/management literature. Here leadership tends to
mean the authority of office and is dependent on a variety of strategies
designed for goal accomplishment. Neither approach, as we hope to
show, is completely satisfactory to an understanding of the complexity of
leadership. Yet both need to be analyzed in order to demonstrate the
contemporary focus in leadership studies.

The Political-Historical Model

The study of leadership done through the lenses provided by this model
is a study of power, politics and historical fact. Leaders are individuals
who ‘make’ history through their use of power and resources, and
leadership is exemplified by familiar names: Ghandi, Churchill,
Roosevelt and so on. Their stories, their history, tell us in a retrospective
fashion what qualities, machinations and visions were of value in
accomplishing a new and different social order.

This model of leadership, however, is not solely biographic, though
it depends on biography for its sustenance. That an abstract and
theoretical formulation of leadership can be derived through the study of
individual biographies is demonstrated by James McGregor Burns’ book
(1978), Leadership. By analyzing the life stories of such individuals as
Ghandi and Roosevelt, Mao Tse Tung and Lenin and Hitler, Burns
arrives at the conclusion that there are essentially two basic types of
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leadership. These he labels ‘transactional’ and ‘transformational’.

Transactional leadership is largely based on exchange relationships
between leader and follower. Much of political leadership is transaction-
al; a series of exchanges between politician and voter is characteristic. In
exchange for the voter’s support, the leader adopts a programme of
promises designed for those particular groups. This type of leadership is
representative of lay definitions of the term and is often what we think of
when we consider politicians.

For schools, transactional leadership is seen in the superintendent’s
or governor’s relationship with unions, with individual teachers and with
parents. Concessions and negotiations need to be made, accommodations
worked out, and a more or less popular support for the leader developed
through the manipulation and interplay of various social forces.

Transformational leadership is cut from a different cloth entirely.
Here Burns addresses what in the popular imagination might be termed
‘real leadership’. Transformational leadership is the ability of an
individual to envision a new social condition and to communicate this
vision to followers. The leader here both inspires and transforms
individual followers so that they too develop a new level of concern about
their human condition and, sometimes, the condition of humanity at
large. Ghandi, for Burns, is perhaps the exemplar of transformational
leadership; his ideas and actions served to liberate minds as well as
bodies.

Burns writes that transformational leadership requires that ‘leaders
engage with followers, but from higher levels of morality; in the
enmeshing of goals and values both leaders and followers are raised to
more principled levels of judgment. . . . Much of this kind of elevating
leadership asks from followers rather than merely promising them goods’
(1978, p.455). Leaders thus are essentially involved in the creation of new
social realities, and their role is largely to convince followers that the
current realities are not cast in concrete but can indeed be changed for the
better.

Burns’ work has been a significant advance in leadership studies. He
has looked at the idea of leadership from a moral and value-driven basis,
and has not accepted a view of leadership as simply a managerial tool. In
his formulation history and politics become a driving force, shaped by
individual action. In this way Burns’ work rescues leadership from the
more technocratic interpretations of the concept. His work, however, has
not been without some criticism.

Tucker (1981), for one, has contended that Burns provides an
inadequate distinction between the concept of leadership and that of
simply wielding power. Burns suggests that these are two very different
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animals; leadership involves a moral dimension which requires that
leaders elevate followers to new moral heights, whereas power wielding
(demonstrated, for example, by Hitler) does not and, therefore, using
Burns’ definition, is not leadership at all. Tucker contests this
distinction, suggesting that an evil leader is still a leader. Tucker
provides an alternative formulation for leadership; leadership, simply
put, is politics. What leaders do, for Tucker, is to ‘define the situation
authoritatively . . . prescribe a course of group action . . . [and engage
in a} mobilizing function . . .” (Tucker, 1981, pp.18-19). Leaders, in
this view, are not so much transformational as they are goal-setters and
mobilizers. Clearly, this robs the concept of transformational leadership
of a great deal of its power, and reduces the idea of leadership to the
politics of group management.

Tucker’s contribution is of value in pointing out the political and
group dimensions of leadership; Burns’ contribution is of value in
stressing the moral and value base of leadership. Both, however, falter in
their highly voluntaristic and individualistic treatment of the issue. Both
continue to see leadership as residing in an individual, only to be brought
out voluntarily by circumstances. While Burns does stress the fact that
leadership occurs in a relationship between leader and led, he
nevertheless tends to see leadership as something of a trait that certain
individuals possess.

Such a view neglects two crucial aspects. First, leadership is always
context bound. It always occurs within a social community and is
perhaps less the result of ‘great’ individuals than it is the result of human
interactions and negotiations. Roosevelt and Churchill, to take two often
cited examples, took advantage of what might be called a ‘corridor of
belief” which already existed in followers. Each leader did not so much
create a new and idiosyncratic universe so much as enter these corridors
and open various doors. Leadership then is an entering into the currents
of mainstream consciousness and changing it through a dialectical
relationship.

It is also not particularly voluntaristic, where given individuals can
volunteer for leadership roles and, by virtue of their charisma, achieve
them by convincing others of the rightness of their ideas. Undoubtedly
this occurs, but the more common path involves mutual negotiations and
shared leadership roles. Leadership cannot occur without followership,
and many times the two are exchangeable: leaders become followers and
followers become leaders. The voluntaristic aspect of leadership found in
the political-historical model tends to neglect the dialectical character of
leadership. Leaders normally have to negotiate visions and ideas with
potential followers, who may in turn become leaders themselves,
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renegotiating the particular agenda.

This genre of political and historical studies of leadership also tends
to lack a critical focus. Even the leadership of a Ghandi or a Martin
Luther King is seen more as a way of convincing followers to join a cause
than as the trenchant social critique that it was. Certainly a major part of
these individuals’ appeal lay in personal magnetism and the strength of
their message. However, it is not wise to downplay the basic role of
critique within leadership. Critique is not only a result of leadership
practices but is constitutive of those practices: leadership always has one
face turned towards change, and change involves the critical assessment
of current situations and an awareness of future possibilities.

In summary, the political-historical model emphasizes the follow-
ing ideas:

leadership is a construct describing relationships between
individuals;

such relationships involve dimensions of power, in the sense that
the desire for power and for empowerment is a fundamental feature
of social life;

certain types of (transforming) leadership involve the ‘leader’ and
the ‘follower’ in a cognitive redefinition of social reality;
understanding leadership is best approached through historical
study.

The Bureaucratic-Managerial Model

A second and more influential model (at least by the number of pages
devoted to it in business texts and journals) is the bureaucratic-
managerial one. As the label implies, this model of leadership normally
describes the way business and other managers, and scholars of
management, talk about the concept of leadership. This model contains a
number of prime assumptions. Among them is the assumption that
leadership is a function of organizational position; the ‘leader’ is the
person of superior rank in an organization. This assumption is almost
universally held among management writers and forms the basis for the
various models of leadership which have been developed in the last thirty
years. A related assumption is that leadership is goal-centred @nd that the
goals are driven by organizational needs. Thus the reason for exerting
leadership at all is not social change, or meeting followers’ needs, but
achieving certain organizational goals. The leader is a conduit between
organization and labour, and has a clearly defined role of motivating and
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producing. Indeed the production function is the legitimation of the
exercise of leadership.

Each of these assumptions stands out clearly in an analysis of the
major models of leadership in this area. If one examines, for example, the
popular treatises on leadership, such as ‘situational leadership’ or
Fiedler's (1967) contingency model of leadership, the entire thrust is
towards developing effective management skills. In these approaches one
needs to be concerned with the nature of the task assigned to employees,
with their level of ability and maturity, and with the leader’s own
position in the firm. Leadership essentially becomes getting the
employees to do what management wants them to do.

The idea of the ‘leader’ in these presentations depends on the prior
context of an organization. Leaders can only exercise their powers within
an environment bounded by certain task responsibilities, and the leader’s
role is assumed to be one of determining how these tasks can be
accomplished most effectively and efficiently. The strong assumption
here is that leadership on/y occurs as a result of position. Top executives
control their organizations through the manipulation of power designed
to make individuals perform (task) and feel good about performing
(consideration) at their level of competency (maturity).

The origins of all this, of course, lie in a brand of Taylorism, with a
healthy respect for the volatile possibilities of ‘human relations’ thrown
in for good measure. Taylor suggested how we could design the
workplace to be error-free, through the development of ever more specific
tasks which even the most unorganized amongst us could accomplish.
Human relations, the title given the series of research studies undertaken
at the Western Electric plants in the late 1920s, cautions us, however,
about the reflexivity that social groups tend to display, and that they
might, indeed, penetrate the nature of the system and thus prove to be
recalcitrant to even the harshest of managerial measures.

These two staples of industrial relations, Taylorism and human
relations, form the core of contemporary leadership approaches in
management. As appealing as they have been to industrial managers,
with their assurance of providing a modicum of control over the
production process, it was only a matter of time before they spilled over
into all other areas of life, from ‘domestic management’ to ‘educational
management’. Not only is the situational leader ensconced in the
boardroom, but now he or she ‘leads’ in the school and the bedroom.

If one accepts the assumption of leadership as position, then it is
necessary to accept the other assumption that was discussed: leadership is
dedicated to organizational goal-achievement. The bureaucratic-
managerial model of leadership ties the exercise of leadership closely with
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performance, and performance is defined by goal-achievement, whether
those goals have to do with productivity or other organizational concerns.

At this point the administrator might object to the discussion,
claiming that achieving organizational goals, assuring productivity and
achieving standards of performance are indeed the stuff of leadership;
these are what leaders do. Failure to exert some measure of control over
the organization and its membership is an assurance of failure, and with
failed organizations nobody wins.

This is a telling objection only if we continue to confuse leadership
with management (See Rost, 1985). Leadership is not organizational
management, and it is of no use to the concept of leadership continually
to equate it with position or managerial effectiveness. It is crucial to
understand that while leadership may occur in organizational settings,
and may be exercised by position holders, there is no necessary or logical
link between the two concepts. Yet this conflation of terms persists, and
the most obvious culprits are those writing in the administrative/
management literature. The lack of distinction between management
and leadership has become such a common feature of our language that
we are often hard pressed to recognize that leadership can be
unorganized, little concerned with production, uncaring of feelings and
still be effective if the power of ideas is commanding. The effects of this
confusion will be examined next.

The ‘Translation’ of Leadership

In many ways the concept of leadership has been chewed up and
swallowed down by the needs of modern managerial theory. The idea of
leadership as a transforming practice, as an empowerment of followers,
and as a vehicle for social change has been taken, adapted and co-opted by
managerial writers so that now leadership appears as a way of improving
organizations, not of transforming our world. What essentially has
happened is that the language of leadership has been translated into the
needs of bureaucracy.

One finds scholars such as Bennis (1984) talking about the leader’s
transformational role, the need for vision and for the empowerment of
employees. The transformational leader is now a popular concept for
organizations (Tichy and Devanna, 1986). But the concept has been
denuded of its original power; transformational leaders are now those
who can lead a company to greater profits, who can satisfy the material
cravings of employees, who can achieve better performance through
providing the illusion of power to subordinates. Transformational
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leadership has gone from a concept of power to a how-to manual for
aspiring managers.

It would be welcome news if the words above prove to be too harsh
an appraisal of the current condition of leadership study. The indications
are, however, that they are not. This is not to say that those prescriptions
which use the idea of transformational leadership as their base do not
offer good advice to managers; assuredly they do, and in doing so may
increase the attractiveness of the workplace for many. However, this is
not to say that this is leadership in practice. To repeat some of our
claims, leadership is and must be socially critical, it does not reside 7z an
individual but in the relationship between individuals, and it is oriented
toward social vision and change, not simply, or only, organizational
goals.

The reasons for and consequences of the translation of the language
of leadership into the language of management are aptly if severely
described by Maclntyre, a philosopher, and it will be useful to review his
claims here.

Maclntyre (1981) has identified three ‘characters’ which are
archetypes in twentieth century culture. His three characteristic types
define in a sense contemporary life: these are the Rich Aesthete, the
Therapist and the Manager. These three are ‘characters’ in that they are
more than roles people play; rather, they are symbols of a culture, carriers
of a history and representatives of current social consciousness. In
Maclntyre’s words, these characters:

are, so to speak, the moral representatives of their culture and
they are so because of the way in which moral and metaphysical
ideas and theories assume through them an embodied existence in
the social world. Characters are the mask worn by moral
philosophies. (MacIntyre, 1981, p.27)

The last two are of immediate relevance to leadership: the Therapist and
the Manager are of such common currency in our language that they have
come to dominate our way of thinking about certain issues, such as
leadership. Each character can be readily seen in many of our social
situations: the teacher, for example, acts as a therapist in the one instance
and as a manager in the next. The therapist is, of course, interested in
adjustment, the adjustment of the individual to the current social
condition. The manager is interested in contro/, the control of the social
environment for personal and organizational gain. Each character seems
to be endemic to our modern form of highly routinized and organized life
— one to manage it for us and the other to accommodate us to it. The
relationship of these two concepts to the task-consideration dichotomy
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prevalent in leadership studies is quite clear.

This concept of characters is an attempt to delineate the central
moral philosophies of the age, as these are carried by everyday actors and
agents. The manager and the therapist are not simply social roles but
symbols of our major beliefs, presuppositions and ways of acting. Yet
these characters are based on a false sense of control over human nature.
At best the therapist and the manager can provide only a temporary
security: therapy ultimately leads to resignation or acceptance, while
management never really knows whether the decisions made have had the
effects intended. MacIntyre talks about management as follows:

It is specifically and only managerial and bureaucratic expertise
that I am going to put in question. And the conclusion to which
I shall finally move is that such expertise does indeed turn out to
be one more moral fiction, because the kind of knowledge which
would be required to sustain it does not exist. But what would it
be like if social control were indeed a masquerade? Consider the
following possibility: that what we are oppressed by is not power,
but impotence; that one key reason why the presidents of large
corporations do not, as some radical critics believe, control the
United States is that they do not even succeed in controlling their
own corporations; that all too often, when imputed organisation-
al skill and power are deployed and the desired effect follows, all
that we have witnessed is the same kind of sequence as that to be
observed when a clergyman is fortunate enough to pray for rain
just before the unpredicted end of a drought; that the levers of
power — one of managerial expertise’s own key metaphors —
produce effects unsystematically and too often only coincidentally
related to the effects of which their users boast. (Maclntyre,
1981, p.73)

Such a conclusion about managerial effectiveness and bureaucratic
expertise is not idiosyncratic to Maclntyre, although he does put it so
well; rather a whole host of organizational studies carry the same theme.
Weick’s (1976) concept of loose coupling certainly carries an implicit
suggestion that rational and goal-oriented control of organizations is an
illusion; in this world events are only loosely coupled to each other and
causality (read power) is both multiple and recursive. March and Olsen
(1976) address the fundamental ambiguities in the manager’s job,
observing that rationality tends to take place largely as post hoc
rationalization, and that organizations simply do not function in the
efficient, Tayloristic view promulgated by a self-labelled ‘management
science’. Lincoln (1985) similarly questions the rational, cause-effect
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view of management, arguing that a new ‘paradigm’ is well underway.
Benson (1977) suggests that the goal-seeking, rational model of
management and organization is a popular fiction. Various other views of
managerial behaviour, such as that contained in the ‘organizational
culture’ school of thought (Smircich, 1983), and in those schools
concerned with the analysis of ‘sensemaking’ in organization (Weick,
1979) further reflect the variability, not to say ineffectiveness, of
managerial authority.

If we accept Maclntyre’s concerns with managerial power, then
what implications are there for leadership? The first is that to let the
concept of leadership be captured by management is to emasculate any
power the idea of leadership offers to us. To see it as a managerial virtue
is to see it as a powerless attempt to control and predict human action.
Yet this is probably the main thrust of most authors on leadership: any
discussion of leadership seems to dissolve into a discussion of effective
management techniques. Burns’ work, which, as we noted above, served
at first to define the idea of leadership and to show its relevance to the
political arena, has now been condensed, changed and otherwise
manipulated to justify and in many ways shore up extant power
relationships existing in organizations.

If leadership cannot be reduced to management, then it must
involve somethimg more than management. We will make the claim
here that leadership is fundamentally addressed to social change and
human emancipation, that it is basically a display of social critique, and
that its ultimate goal is the achievement and refinement of human
community.

The Creation of Community

It is an enduring feature of human life to search for community; to
attempt to establish patterns of living based on mutual need and
affection, development and protection. But this communitarian impulse
is never ‘accomplished’; rather it is an ongoing and creative enterprise in
which actors or agents continually re-create social structure, and it is this
which allows us to identify ‘communities’. Giddens (1984) has proposed
a theory of ‘structuration’ which takes as an essential focus the duality of
structure: that ‘the structural properties of social systems are both medium
and outcome of the practices they recursively organize’ (Giddens, 1984,
p.25, emphasis added). Individuals, in other words, engage in social
practices which are the foundation for social structure, yet social
structure limits and enables the type of practices that can be engaged in.
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Giddens provides this analysis:

According to structuration theory, the moment of the production
of action is also one of reproduction in the contexts of the
day-to-day enactment of social life. This is so even during the
most violent upheavals or most radical forms of social change. It
is not accurate to see the structural properties of social systems as
‘social products’ because this tends to imply that pre-constituted
actors somehow come together to create them. In reproducing
structural properties . . . agents also reproduce the conditions
that make such action possible. Structure has no existence
independent of the knowledge that agents have about what they
do in their day-to-day activity. (1984, p.26)

This property of social structures, and thus of communities, is why
leadership can be effective and important. Certain agents can engage in
transformative practices which change social structures and forms of
community, and it is this that we label leadership. But for leadership to
exist in this capacity requires that it be critical of current social
arrangements and that this critique be aimed at more emancipatory types
of relationships; any other type of ‘leadership’ is basically oriented toward
the accumulation of power and, while this is certainly a feature of all
relationships within social structures, such accumulation indicates a
personal rather than communitarian impulse. Emancipation, it should be
stressed, does not mean total freedom; rather, the concept as it is used
here means the gradual development of freedoms, from economic
problems, racial oppression, ethnic domination, the oppression of
women and so on (each of which has its own heroes and heroines:
Roosevelt, Churchill, Ghandi, King, Anthony are just some examples).

Emancipatory leadership, however, is not just the property of
enlightened individuals. The idea that leadership occurs within a
community suggests that ultimately leadership resides in the community
itself. To further differentiate leadership from management, we could
suggest that leadership is a communal relationship, that is, one that
occurs within a community of believers. Leadership, then, is not a
function of position but rather represents a conjunction of ideas where
leadership is shared and transferred between leaders and followers,
each only a temporary designation. Indeed, history will identify an indi-
vidual as the leader, but in reality the job is one in which various
members of the community contribute. Leaders and followers become
interchangeable.
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Certain Conceptual Demands for Leadership

When leadership is separated from a simple legitimation of a managerial
philosophy, it then adopts certain characteristics which particularly
define it as a subject of attention. These serve as distinguishing criteria
for leadership, whether practised in business, education, the arts or
elsewhere. Leadership, in this sense, is to be quite differentiated from
decision-making, from goal-setting, or from authority: in other words, it
serves in a different way than the type of authority necessary to run an
organization, build cars or accumulate real estate. There are, in this new
way of thinking about leadership, at least four criteria for the definition
and practice of leadership:

1 leadership must be critical;

2 leadership must be transformative;
3 leadership must be educative;

4 leadership must be ethical.

Leadership as Critical

Leadership as a critical practice depends largely on one’s worldview of
human activity: whether one conceives of human activity as essentially
‘received,’” passed down from generation to generation without much
change, or as ‘constructed’, passed down but reinterpreted and re-created
in that passing. If one conceives of human activity in the latter sense,
then it becomes clear that a particular aspect of leadership is to examine
the previous conditions of social life and subject them to critique; to find,
indeed, that there are possibly various conditions of domination which
have been resisted.

Seeing human practice as constructed allows us to see humans as
agents who can intervene in their affairs. This is an important distinction
because it suggests that humans are not just objects of scientific inquiry;
that they use social scientific knowledge to change and reorder their
particular universes, and that each is his or her own sociologist (see
Giddens, 1984).

Theories of leadership are essentially based in the social science
disciplines. As must be the case with all such disciplines, the theory itself
must be critical. Giddens (1984, p.xxxv) observes that ‘the formulation
of critical theory is not an ogption.” This is because all social science
knowledge is, first, dependent on the commonsense constructions of
those being observed, in the sense that a social scientific statement, such
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as the fictitious ‘Birth order will determine success in school’, depends
for its understanding on commonsense notions of schooling, birth, the
timing of children and particular formulas for school success. Even if this
principle could be reduced to a formula, such as Bo=S.Su, that formula
itself would in turn depend for its interpretation on the preunderstand-
ings of the social scientific community, which in turn depend on lay
agents’ understandings.

It is because of this first feature that the second feature comes into
play. This is, secondly, that social science findings ultimately reflect
back upon previous commonsense knowledge in a reflective and critical
manner. In this example the critical aspect is suggesting that our
previous commonsense knowledge of the relationship of order of birth to
school success is faulty to some extent; that recent findings suggest other
conclusions, and so on. All social science is critical in some sense, and
cannot be anything other than critical; as social science moves into more
theoretical and less empirical studies, this becomes even more
pronounced.

This feature is a circular one. The findings of social science are
circulated among the lay agents (because it is for them that the entire
enterprise takes place), and these agents adopt those findings and
incorporate them into their new sets of common knowledge, which in
turn becomes the foil for social science critique, and in this way a
progressive spiral is born.

At the heart of social science is its critical aspect. As Giddens says:

The point is that reflection on social processes (theories, and
observations about them) continually enter into, become disen-
tangled with and re-enter the universe of events they describe.
No such phenomenon exists in the world of inanimate nature,
which is indifferent to whatever human beings might claim to
know about it. (Giddens, 1984, p.xxxiii)

This critical aspect suggests for leadership research in particular that it
must always be a critical practice. Grob (1984) tells us the following:

In pointing to the critical spirit as the ground of all leadership,
my intent has been to argue that without that willingness to
examine one’s life, alleged leaders in any and all areas of human
endeavor must, of necessity, become identified with their
purposes, purposes which inevitably congeal into fixed doctrines
or dogma. In short, potential leaders without this ground find
themselves in the service of fixed ideas or causes, and thus agents
of the use of power in their behalf. No longer nourished by a
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wellspring of critical process at its centre, leadership ‘dries up’ and
becomes, finally, the mere wielding of power on bebalf of static ideals.
(p-270, emphasis in original)

Leadership is at its heart a critical practice, one that comments on present
and former constructions of reality, that holds up certain ideals for
comparison, and that attempts at the enablement of a vision based on an
interpretation of the past. In being critical, then, leadership is oriented
not just toward the development of more perfect organizational
structures, but toward a reconceptualization of life practices where
common ideals of freedom and democracy stand important.

Leadership as Transformative

The critical spirit of leadership leads naturally to the notion of
transformation. Leadership is and must be oriented toward social change,
change which is transformative in degree. That leadership is transforma-
tive is easily demonstrated by human history: there have been periods of
progress and development which have transformed the course of human
events, and these have been called leadership. Burns’ view of
transformational leadership documents many of these; Ghandi is one
example, Martin Luther King another. Transformation of consciousness is
what took place, and as a result of that, a transformation of social
conditions. But this required a community of believers, not just a
‘leader’. Certainly one person helped to serve as a catalyst, but if the full
story be known, such transformations occurred because of a community
of leaders.

Transformation though is not a special or unique occurrence, one
that is found only in certain grand moments of human history. Rather, it
happens in everyday events, when ‘commonplace’ leaders exert some
effect on their situations. Bhaskar (1975, p.196) has commented that ‘it
is not necessary that society should continue. But if it is to do so, then
men must reproduce (or more or less transform) the structures
(languages, forms of economic and political organization, systems of
belief, cultural and ethical norms, etc.) that are given to them.’
Transformation of social relations is a basic feature of all our social living;
such transformation may occur as reproduction, wherein social structures
may be changed but slightly, or as a true transformation, where
structures are changed significantly. It is in the latter case that we claim
that leadership has been exerted.

Transformation does involve social change. But this does not
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necessarily mean societal change. Social change can be accomplished
without the complete restructuring of any given society; in fact, social
change occurs frequently, in small doses, in the actions and activities of
various groups and individuals who hope to make some sort of difference.
A number of movements, from feminism to racial awareness, can make a
claim to transformative leadership and accomplished social change. In
some instances this is societal in nature; in others it is much more
regionalized. Nevertheless, the balance to the critical aspect of leadership
is indeed transformation and change.

Leadership as Educative

If leaders are both critical and transformative agents when engaged in
their leadership capacity, so too are they educators. Fay (1987, p.9) has
observed that ‘humans are not only active beings, but they are also
embodied, traditional, historical, and embedded creatures: as a result
their reason is limited in its capacity to unravel the mysteries of human
identity and to make the difficult choices with which humans are
inevitably faced; and their will to change is circumscribed in all sorts of
ways.” Human agents are, in other words, Jocated in a specific history and
set of circumstances, one which to some degree controls their behaviour,
ways of seeing and options for acting. This history is their tradition, a
tradition which suggests how one is to live, what one is to value and
often how one is to think. We are both victims and beneficiaries of this
tradition: on the one hand, it closes down many options for living free
and independent lives; on the other hand, it provides meaning and a
sense of place for those lives we do live.

But while tradition can provide meaning, it can also be oppressive.
This is why education is such an important part of leadership. To the
degree that leadership can critique traditions which can be oppressive,
and aims for a transformation of such conditions, then it must be
educative.

But what does being educative mean for a leader? In this context it
means that a leader can present both an analysis and a vision. The analysis
means that the leaders enable self-reflection to occur; in an organizational
context this means devoting some time to talk about organizational
history, organizational purpose and the distribution of organizational
power. Such analysis represents the concerted efforts of various members
of the organization to deal with the received structures that orient their
working lives. This is not to say that such analysis takes place in the
context of commitments to massive organizational change; rather the
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purpose remains simply to reflect upon institutional arrangements, to
reveal the ‘taken-for-granted’ features of institutional life, and to allow
for commentary on the ways and means that the institution either
restrains or promotes human agency.

Vision is another aspect of education. It is not enough to reflect on
current social and organizational conditions; in addition, a vision of
alternative possibilities must be addressed. Such a vision pertains to how
traditions could be altered, if necessary, so that they meet human needs
while still providing a sense of meaningfulness. This is perhaps the most
crucial and critical role of leadership: to show new social arrangements,
while still demonstrating a continuity with the past; to show how new
social structures continue, in a sense, the basic mission, goals and
objectives of traditional human intercourse, while still maintaining a
vision of the future and what it offers.

Vision involves what both Maclntyre (1981) and Fay (1987) have
discussed as narratives, stories of human lives, stories that have a sense of
meaning and continuity, and which provide to future generations a
degree of connectedness to the past. Narratives provide a community
with its history, its unique place in the course of human events, its
significance in the world order. Each community, and each organization,
must have some kind of narrative in order to remain cohesive as a
community and organization. But the re-telling of narratives is hardly
enough; vision describes the telling of possible narratives and the
presentation of new narratives. It is here in particular that one can see
how leadership is a shared, communitarian role, one in which different
narratives are presented by different individuals, each presenting a
possibility for a new narrative and interpreting the previous narratives in
their own fashion.

This analysis and envisionment obviously results in education; this
educative aspect of leadership is intended to have citizens and
participants begin to question aspects of their previous narratives, to
grow and develop because of this questioning, and to begin to consider
alternative ways of ordering their lives. The educative aspect, in other
words, attempts to raise followers’ consciousness about their own social
conditions, and in so doing to allow them, as well as the ‘leader’, to
consider the possibility of other ways of ordering their social history.

Leadership as Ethical

A final dimension to leadership is its ethical commitment. This occurs in
two ways: the first is the individual ethical commitments of various
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leaders; the second is the overall ethical commitments to a community of
followers.

In regard to the first, we are concerned with the use of leadership to
attain various objectives through the use of power. Leadership will
involve power relationships, and these can in turn be used in a positive or
negative fashion. A negative power relationship involves the use of power
to achieve those ends desired by the ‘leader’, what Burns (1978) would
label ‘power wielding’. This means that the individual entrusted with
some position of power uses that position to achieve objectives that are
not of communal benefit, but of benefit to the aspirations of only that
individual. Burns would not, and we agree, consider this leadership at
all.

This use of power to achieve an individual’s ends only often results
in treating people as means rather than as ends-in-themselves. Treating
people as means is to dehumanize them, yet this is often the result of
‘leadership’ training programmes which see the task as the end and the
person as the means to accomplish that end. Here, there is an ethical
slide: from a type of Kantian idealism found, for example, in Burns’
work, to a form of utilitarianism found, for example, in the work of most
management-oriented writers on leadership. In utilitarianism the focus is
on achievement, and ‘what works’ is ‘what’s right’.

But leadership is founded on the fact of moral relationships; it is
intended to elevate people to new levels of morality. This is because of
what leadership means to a community of followers: it critiques social
conditions, and the followers’ role in maintaining such conditions; offers
new possibilities for social arrangements, and the followers’ role in
making such arrangements; and in so doing helps to raise the level of
followers’ moral consciousness regarding their received situation.

However, the ethical aspects of leadership go further than the
particular leader’s relationship with given followers, and how he or she
demonstrates a morality. Rather, leadership in general must maintain an
ethical focus which is oriented toward democratic values within a
community. This has to do with the meaning of ethics historically —as a
search for the good life of a community; an attempt to come to some
understanding regarding the various options available for living that life.
Ethics here refers to a more comprehensive construct than just individual
behaviour; rather, it implicates us and how we as a moral community live
our communal lives.

Consider for a moment Sullivan’s (1982) comments on how a liberal
philosophy in modern society contributes to an erosion of community:

Liberal thinkers rightfully decry the encroachment on individual
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life of the administrative state, and, though less often, the
bureaucratic corporation and mass media. But they see no
relationship between willful abnegation of an ethics of mutual
concern, announced as freedom, and weakening of social
solidarity outside those encroaching structures. Yet, as some
thinkers sympathetic to the liberal tradition have come to see, if
personal dignity and self-determination are to survive the
constraints and potentiality for social control found in modern
society, it can only be through the political action of citizens
joined in active solidarity. (p.155)

His argument, also expressed in such places as Bellah ez 2/. (1985), is that
such factors as individualism, arising out of the shattering of tradition
caused by the Enlightenment and its search for non-mystical and
objective knowledge, also parade as freedom in contemporary societies.
There is also a tendency toward a shunning of community and a concern
with utilitarian self-aggrandizement. Lost is the precious community
connection wherein ways to live figure prominently; where the search for
the good and the right life predominates; and where leadership turns into
the development of strategies for success. The result is an atomistic
citizenry which acquiesces to even the most irresponsible of governments
if only they are left alone.

Sullivan (1982) points out a possible solution: ‘the achievement of
maturity, or moral virtue, consists in a genuine transformation of
motives, not simply their combination. And this takes place only
through a certain kind of educative social interaction. Civic moral
education is, then, natural in that it fulfils humanity’s distinctive need to
be at once self-reflective and yet interdependent members of a
community’ (p.170). This, in particular, is constitutive of the social and
generative aspect of leadership, as a moral undertaking. Leadership
carries a responsibility not just to be personally moral, but to be a cause of
‘civic moral education’ which leads to both self-knowledge and
community awareness. This is a central, defining aspect of leadership;
leadership which is ethically-based takes on the task — indeed, a shared
task among community members and leaders — of critique and vision:
critique in the sense that it remains unsatisfied with social conditions
which are either dehumanizing or threatening, and vision in the sense of
searching for a kind of life which realizes more closely the Aristotelian
ideal.
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Some Concerns for Leaders

We have outlined above some aspects of leadership which seem
important to the intellectual consideration of the subject. We can
summarize some of these ideas and attempt to present them in a way
which might have an impact on individuals who hope to be leaders in
their own fashion.

1

Leadership and management are not interchangeable concepts.
Leadership comes in a number of forms: it has been exerted
intellectually, charismatically, modestly, passively, actively.
What these forms share in common is a commitment to social
change and development, not to control and production. While
management might be an essential tool for modern society (and
then again it may not be), leadership occurs as a form of
communal life concerned with how lives should be lived, not
how they should be controlled.

Leadership is communal and shared. This has come up a number
of times in this chapter, yet has never been addressed
completely satisfactorily. The issue is that leaders are embodied
individuals, while Jeadership is a shared and communal concept.
This means that while leaders occur in a certain time-space
context, it is neither necessary nor sufficient that leadership be
identified for all of time and space with these individuals. One
of the generative aspects of leadership is that leaders exist only
because of the relationship attained with followers, and that this
relationship allows followers to assume leadership and leaders,
in turn, to become followers. Leaders, in short, create other
leaders, and it is in this fashion that leadership becomes a shared
and communal process.

Leadership involves self-criticism and self-clarity. While the
need for each of these should by now be apparent, it will help to
cast them in the terms that Fay (1987) has used. Self-criticism
and self-clarity lead to what he calls ‘genuine narrative’. A
critical theory, of the self or the society, ‘will see the lives of its
audience as composed of two levels of being: the manifest, in
which there is confusion and frustration; and the latent, in
which there is an underlying order which is the mainspring of
their behavior’ (p.69). The genuine narrative addresses the
latent level, the underlying unity of human consciousness and
human activity: “This narrative depicts the underlying principle
of change at work in the emergence and disappearance of the
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numerous forms of human life and the countless welter of
human activities and relationships’ (Fay, 1987, p.69).

Developing a genuine narrative means for leadership to be
both clear and critical regarding the circumstances of its
influence and the circumstances of its followers. A genuine
narrative is a story of human history and how it is accomplished;
a story of the basic drives, wants and needs of a people. In
modern life such a narrative becomes clouded and opaque, not
the least because a market-centred economy dominates our
relationships and a utilitarian philosophy controls our goals.

Leadership and leaders can and should be concerned with
the discovery of this narrative: Is there, indeed, an underlying,
thematic unity to the lives of followers? Are there wants and
needs which lie beyond the surface of conscious awareness? Is
there a search for a sense of place and a sense of meaning?
Finding the genuine narrative in our lives could be the major
contribution of leaders to their community. At the same time
traditions can be oppressive: a cursory look at racial and gender
traditions in various countries certainly reveals this. This is why
leaders and leadership need to be critical of those same
traditions. Leadership thus turns into a dialectic: it must in turn
strive for a sense of community based in tradition, while still
based in a search for justice, freedom and equality, those
guiding beacons which help to reorient our daily lives to issues
of major humanitarian concern.

Conclusion: Implications for Education

Bellah and his colleagues (1985) have written:

The tension between private interest and the public good is never
completely resolved in any society. But in a free republic, it is the
task of the citizen, whether ruler or ruled, to cultivate civic
virtue in order to mitigate the tension and render it manageable.

As the twentieth century has progressed, that understanding,
so important through most of our history, has begun to slip from
our grasp. . . . The citizen has been swallowed up in ‘economic
man’. (pp.270-1)

This is why leadership has become both so rare and so crucial in different
world communities. Indeed, where people gather to conduct commerce,
to educate each other, to watch each other’s performances, to evaluate
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each other’s artistic abilities, to gather in friendship or debate, there is a
need for a leadership conscious of civic responsibility.

We live in an age of instrumentalities, where people themselves
become instruments for the achievement of organizational goals; where
people are driven by the need to achieve, with achievement defined by
economics; and where the individual, rootless and guide-less, strives for a
sense of identity and meaning. If we are to climb out of this valley of
depression, then we certainly do need leaders, but leaders who are not
managers, leaders who can see beyond the immediate needs of the
organization, and leaders who can provide a ‘genuine narrative’ for our
lives.

How can such leadership exert itself in a community? Think, for
example, of a school, but a school as a community of agents, not as an
organization of members. Rather than seeing children as individual
products being processed through the system, certified according to their
achievement test scores, what would it be like to consider the children
and the adults as participants in a practising democracy, where each has
the chance to live out a meaningful narrative of their own lives, and
where all can exert leadership?

Such a situation seems, perhaps, too idealistic, and to a certain
degree it might be. Yet it appeals to all of us in a fundamental way: it
suggests that our experiments with democracy might well be lived ones,
occurring beyond just the voting booth; it suggests, further, that
republican ideals can be reproduced in everyday settings, and this
reinforces our belief in a polity where each one can have a say; and finally
it suggests that the vital spark which keeps democracy alive, and which
prevents a benign government from deciding for us, is that spark which
occurs in a specific community of believers. (For a discussion of how
participatory democracy can be accomplished in school settings see
White, 1983.)

Such experiments in democracy are not unknown, however, and
thus not completely idealistic. Certain guidelines do pertain. First, it is
leadership that contributes to the development of such a situation. This
is to say that the existing administration, if it is concerned with
leadership ideas, will adopt a programme of self-critique, ethics,
transformation and education. Secondly, this attempt at democratization
does not mean that every decision is open to full community
participation: rather, adjustments have to be made for the type of
decision and its importance to the community. In addition, recognition
has to be given to the fact that students, and their parents, have to be
educated to the responsibilities of participation in a democratic regime; it
is the responsibility of participation in a government as opposed to
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participation in an anarchy. Thirdly, recognition must be given to the
words of those with experience and with wisdom; a community requires
its elders, those with a sense of the past and a vision for the future.

Leadership in such a situation is concerned with the meeting of
followers’ concerns, and with transforming the values of followers so that
they too exert leadership. In a school setting it should be recognized that
followers come in all sizes, ages and shapes; that each of these, from
students to teachers to administrators, can in fact be leaders with respect
to their influence over others. Nicoll (1986) has put this well. Asking
about the relationship between followers and leaders, he finds that:

Our answer — if we ever are going to find one that is satisfactory
— will require leaders to accept and believe that followers use
leaders to make a path. This is fundamental. Our leaders must
allow themselves — and us — to believe that followers are not
passive, reactive tools of charismatic power figures. They are,
instead, the creators of energy. They are the architects of the open
moments into which some people must be the first to step. As
followers, they are the agents who show their leaders where to
walk. They are the ones who validate their leaders stepping out in
a direction that has meaning for all of us. (1986, p.34)

It must be admitted that there are two major issues which make the
achievement of a true democracy in education difficult to achieve. The
first is the issue of size; the second, that of values.

Size pertains, of course, to the basic structure of schooling in many
countries, where the sheer size of the institution makes it difficult if not
impossible for administrators to exert the degree of influence over school
processes that might be desired. The move toward comprehensive
schools, with rigidly departmentalized faculty, curricula and students,
argues against the establishment of a community of students, each with
the possibility of some input into the way things are organized and
reproduced in that setting.

The second issue is concerned with values. In modern society the
guiding principles have had to do with the provision of equality and
liberty. These are, indeed, public values, ones that cut across a number of
various groups and interests. Yet for a strong public value system to
exist, Strike (1982) claims that it is private values that must be taught.
Private values have to do with a sense of important religious and ethical
beliefs, the same beliefs that a fully public system may have trouble
addressing because of its diversity and accommodation of various beliefs.
Thus a democratic regime depends on the inculcation of various values
which are ethical in degree, and which depend often on religious belief.
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Public schools, however, cannot be overly dependent on the presence of
private values in their students; they must to some degree be neutral in
their acceptance of various values, treating each as equally worthy.

These two issues pose a basic problem for leadership in education,
yet neither is unsolvable. Smaller schools are certainly an option, but so
are schools within schools, and schools with differentiated representation
patterns so that all students can feel that they can participate in some
fashion in the formulation of important policy. The second problem is a
harder one. Yet leadership is concerned with the transformation of
values, and here school leaders can address basic social end values such as
democracy, justice and liberty. These are, indeed, public values in the
sense that a society will depend on their formulation for its success as a
caring society.

Finally, leadership can surmount such problems by its concern with
establishing a true narrative for all participants. This is not something
given, but rather something searched for. It suggests that consczous
attention be paid to the way the organization serves its members, to the
stories and even culture that have evolved, to the levels of participation in
the formation of new policy, and to the meanings that have evolved in
the organizational context.

Leadership, in the final analysis, is the ability of humans to relate
deeply to each other in the search for a more perfect union. Leadership is
a consensual task, a sharing of ideas and a sharing of responsibilities,
where a ‘leader’ is a leader for the moment only, where the leadership
exerted must be validated by the consent of followers, and where
leadership lies in the struggles of a community to find meaning for itself.
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Chapter 3

‘New’ Leadership and the Possibility of
Educational Reform

Lawrence Angus

There seems to be broad agreement in Western education systems that
educational reform at the school level is urgently required. Much of the
recent literature in educational administration posits particular styles of
leadership as being an appropriate means for achieving school reform and
improvement. This chapter argues, however, that the predominant
conception of ‘new’ leadership as a moral and cultural enterprise is
inadequate because it tacitly assumes a functionalist perspective within
which the nature of school relationships is misunderstood. Moreover, an
undue emphasis upon the role of administrative leaders in schools
suggests that it is possible to reduce complex educational problems to
administrative issues that are represented as being soluble at the school
level. Many educational problems, however, can only be understood in
relation to the broad social, political and cultural context of which
education is a part. An alternative conception of leadership, one which
appreciates educational complexity and facilitates critical scrutiny of
school problems such that connections are explicitly made between the
educational sphere and other spheres, is required.

The chapter begins with a review of some recent literature and
concepts that have been influential in the formulation of revised notions
of leadership in education. Many of these concepts have arisen in the area
of business administration and have been incorporated into the
educational sphere under the rubric of school effectiveness which, among
other things, asserts a strong role for principals in schools. Secondly,
revised views of leadership are criticized for their limited understanding
of the concept of culture, which is regarded as a property that is
appropriate for managerial manipulation. Thirdly, the representation of
leadership in recent literature is argued to constitute a ‘moral fiction’ as it
is found that none of the bases upon which claims to leadership are
founded can be unequivocally supported. Fourthly, the new models of
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leadership are criticized for their continuing reliance upon bureaucratic
assumptions, and for their silence regarding the ideological context of
leadership and education. Finally, a view of leadership as agency is
tentatively suggested as overcoming some of the limitations of
conventional leadership models, and as offering some possibilities for
more substantial educational reform which connects education to broader
social and political spheres.

Renewed Calls for Leadership

There has been great interest, even fascination, in leaders and the subject
of leadership in recent years. Captains of commerce have published
biographies that have featured well in the best seller lists (Iacocca, 1984;
Pullan, 1986; Denton, 1986), American studies of the best performing
companies conclude that effective leadership is essential to business
success (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Deal and Kennedy, 1982), and
management texts continue the tradition of extolling chief executives to
be not merely managers but leaders (Mintzberg, 1973; Kotter, 1982).
One of the more recent and more fervent of this last category seems to
regard renewed leadership as being connected to the very survival of
Western industry. Bennis and Nanus (1985) claim that the need for new
leaders and a ‘comprehensive strategic view of leadership’ (p.2) across all
levels of politics and business has never been so great. They are so
convinced of the appropriateness of their own view of leadership that they
conclude their book with this emotive appeal:

Without leadership of the kind we’ve been calling for, it is hard
to see how we can shape a more desirable future for this nation or
the world. The absence or ineffectiveness of leadership implies
the absence of vision, a dreamless society, and this will result, at
best, in the maintenance of the status quo or, at worst, in the
disintegration of our society because of lack of purpose and
cohesion.

We must raise the search for new leadership to a national
priority. We desperately need women and men who can take
charge, and we hope that you, the reader, will be among them.
What can be more consequential and inspiring? (Bennis and
Nanus, 1985, pp.228-9)

In this view the emphasis is upon organizational change and improve-
ment rather than merely the maintenance of mediocre levels of
performance. Progress and the pursuit of excellence require reforms that
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can be brought about by inspiring purposeful activity on the part of
organization members and harnassing this within the leader’s ‘vision’ of
what is possible. The notion of ‘vision’ is to the forefront in calls for
leadership in education also. There, too, there is a perceived need for
people of vision to take charge. The educational literature draws on the
language of both business (Duignan, 1985) and school effectiveness
(Purkey and Smith, 1983) in an attempt to define a form of educational
leadership that will weld schools and their cultures into successful, or
even excellent, educational enterprises (Dunlap, 1985; Peterson et 4/.,
1987; Duignan, 1986).

This new literature advocates a particularly influential role for
principals in schools. Strong leadership is demanded of them as part of
‘the new catechism for school effectiveness’ (Brandt, 1982). Principals are
at the top of the agenda for educational reform (Zirkel and Greenwood,
1987). They are expected to develop effective schools, to assert a
productive organizational culture, and to get the best out of staff and
students. As a Canadian study of the demands made upon principals
concluded, ‘In short, they are expected to perform with the verve, vigour
and elan of administrative prima donnas’ (Allison, 1983, p.23). Such
expectations may be rather too ambitious, not only because a much more
interventionist style of leadership is required, but also because the
construct of leadership employed in most of the literature still assumes
that ‘leaders’ are those who have been appointed to positions of formal
authority.

As part of an overly demanding job description, principals, who
have traditionally been encouraged to see their role as part of a largely
unproblematic top-down bureaucratic structure, are expected to exercise
educative leadership of a type described by Duignan and Macpherson.
According to these directors of an Australian Educative Leadership
Project:

. . we envisage an educative leader as one who communicates a
sense of excitement, originality and freshness in an organisation.
We believe that an educative leader is a person who challenges
others to participate in the visionary activity of defining
‘rightness’ and preferred ways of doing and acting in education.
Finally, we see an educative leader as a person who challenges
educators to commit themselves to approaches to administration
and professional practices that are, by their nature, educative.
(Duignan and Macpherson, 1987, p.51)

These are high expectations, far removed from the traditional view of the
principalship which is reflected in the conventional approach to the

65



Critical Perspectives on Educational Leadership

selection of principals. Appointees are typically experienced teachers who
have achieved a degree of seniority and demonstrated competence in
various teaching and administrative areas. The most pressing expecta-
tions of principals that are set out in the school effectiveness literature are
rather less esoteric and more utilitarian than those that might be
associated with inspirational ‘educative leaders’.

School Effectiveness and Educational Leadership

Even a cursory examination of the literature on school effectiveness
reveals that, while there are some differences of approach, the active
leadership of the principal is regarded as essential to school improvement
and the most essential ingredient of educational reform (Purkey and
Smith, 1983; Murphy ez 2/.,1985). To be regarded as ‘effective’, the
principal, the key educational leader, must ensure that other effectiveness
factors are put in place. In a review of this literature Duignan (1986)
identifies a number of characteristics that are thought to constitute
effective educational leadership. These include ‘setting an atmosphere of
order, discipline and purpose, creating a climate of high expectations for
staff and students, encouraging collegial and collaborative relationships
and building commitment among staff and students to the school’s goals,
facilitating teachers in spending maximum time on direct instruction,
encouraging staff development and evaluation, and being a dynamic
instructional leader’ (Duignan, 1986, p.67).

In this largely North American literature schools are generally
deemed to be effective or not on rather narrow grounds, and this in turn
suggests a rather limited appreciation of problematic aspects of both
leadership and education. Essentially, schools and classrooms are
measured to be effective if student scores on standardized tests of a range
of basic skills (usually reading, vocabulary, grammar, number opera-
tions, and definitions and facts in science) improve over a particular
period of time relative to state-wide norms. The complex nature of
education is therefore reduced to particular problems that are represented
as being capable of direct solutions. School administration and teaching
are reduced to a narrow range of techniques for improving test results in
areas where there are clearly non-controversial, right or wrong answers.
As Cuban (1984, p.132) points out, ‘school effectiveness research and
programs ignore many skills, habits and attitudes beyond the reach of
paper-and-pencil tests.’

In the more instrumental accounts of school effectiveness, a
traditional and limited notion of ‘what counts’ as education is reinforced
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by the repetition of mundane, low-level skills which ignore the interests
of pupils, richness of the mind, or a spirit of inquiry. Although this
literature enthuses about effective principals and strong leadership, it
would appear that educational administrators, rather than stimulating
critical and reflective thinking, social inquiry and creative activity on the
part of pupils and teachers, are being encouraged to value control,
predictability and efficiency in their schools. While such views of
leadership appear somewhat simplistic, a number of scholars (e.g.,
Duignan, 1985; Dunlap, 1985) make strong connections between recent
developments in business administration and the findings of research on
school effectiveness. According to one of these authors:

One of the most successful compilations of recent theory and
practice in the business world is the best-selling book In Search of
Excellence (Peters and Waterman, 1982). Many of the basic
principles discovered by the authors in their study of forty-three
successful companies will look familiar to readers of the school
effectiveness literature. What is found in successful companies is
also often found in successful schools. (Dunlap, 1985, p.1)

Many researchers have concluded that a principal’s leadership is essential
to initiate and sustain school improvement efforts (e.g., Rutter et al/.,
1979; Glasman, 1984). Shrewd leaders are expected to manipulate
people and situations so that the leader’s ‘vision’ is willingly shared by
followers; teachers in schools will work earnestly and purposefully to do
well that which the leader of vision wants them to do.

Such leadership is thought to be especially important in much of the
current literature that treats schools as loosely coupled systems in which
teachers in semi-autonomous classrooms are not able to be directly
controlled in a bureaucratic framework. They therefore require less
obvious regulation. The originator of the metaphor of organizations as
loosely coupled systems explains the more subtle form of control in this
way:

In a loosely coupled system, you don’t influence less, you
influence differently. The administrator . . . has the difficult
task of effecting perceptions and monitoring and reinforcing the
language people use to create and coordinate what they are doing.
A loosely coupled system requires strong leadership of the kind
where administrators model the kind of behaviour they desire.
(Weick, 1986, p.10)

Such an approach, while it recognizes the virtual impossibility of direct,
authoritarian leadership in which subordinates unquestioningly obey
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orders, assumes only a limited sense of agency or personal autonomy on
the part of organization members.

Revised Views of Leadership

Given the enormous recent literature on leadership, especially that
linking business practices to recommendations for school principals, it is
obviously important that critical perspectives on school leadership are not
content with criticizing ghosts of the past. Some years ago Stogdill’s
(1974) massive analysis of leadership research identified both the
problem of conceptualizing an adequate definition of leadership, and the
difficulty of progressing beyond a two-dimensional model of leadership
based on a task/relationship dichotomy. Even more alarming, Stodgill
found no consistent correlation between any presumed leadership
behaviours and organizational success. These findings were later
confirmed by Bass (1981). Some recent studies, however, claim to have
identified somewhat broader, more productive and substantive ways of
understanding leadership.

Many of these later studies are in large part in the tradition of the
human relations school of management. This approach originated in the
researches of Elton Mayo and his colleagues at the Hawthorne works of
the Western Electric Company in the late 1920s and early 1930s (Wood,
1985). Mayo’s work failed to confirm the scientific management theories
of F.W. Taylor, which had predicted that plants would become more
productive as workers and machinery were made more efficient through
the scrupulous application in the workplace of the results of rigorous
time and motion studies. Under Taylorism workers were regarded more
or less as appendages to their machines; people who could be made to be
more efficient through increased specialization and by altering work
practices to increase the pace of work. This approach had a significant
impact, especially in the United States, in the emergence of educational
administration as a specialist career and area of academic study in the first
half of this century (Callahan, 1962). The significance of Mayo’s findings
was in his conclusion that the productivity of workers was influenced as
much or more by social conditions as by the physical nature of the
workplace.

Mayo’s work launched the development of a school of management
studies that regarded people as humans rather than work units. This
human relations approach, informed by organizational psychology and
sociology, asserted that happy employees would be more productive
employees, and that it was the job of management to stimulate and
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motivate their workers through appropriate expectations of them
(McGregor, 1966), attention to motivation factors such as responsibility
and recognition (Herzberg, 1972), and involvement of employees in
forms of participatory management (Likert, 1976). While critics argue
that this approach did little to give employees any measure of control
over workplaces (e.g., Braverman, 1974), it nonetheless led to the
reduction in many organizations of impersonal, mechanical forms of
management.

Recent developments in the human relations school continue to
emphasize heavily the responsibility of administrators to control the
well-being of employees. This work also introduces a new emphasis on
active and personal leadership, and on organizational change and
renewal, rather than merely competent and sensitive management. This
is required not merely to keep employees satisfied but also to incorporate
their desires and needs into a corporate agenda that is set by the leader. In
this much more active and interventionist role the leader is responsible
for organizational change in positive, productive ways. The approach
draws heavily upon the work of scholars such as Weick (1976, 1986),
Burns (1978), Vaill (1984) and Deal and Kennedy (1982).

Burns’ (1978) work is particularly important for its distinction
between transactional and transformative leadership. The former de-
scribes what Burns regards as conventional leadership, which is
characterized by a form of exchange between leader and subordinates. In
return for effort, productivity, loyalty and so on, leaders offer rewards of
one kind or another to subordinates. These may be tangible payments,
promotion or improved conditions, or may be in the form of less obvious
but especially important matching of respective needs such that both
leaders and followers get some satisfaction (or at least a reduction of
antagonism) out of the exchange. While such transactions may lead to
more harmonious and efficient workplaces, however, the efficiency is
achieved in an environment that remains essentially static.

Transformative leadership, by contrast, is concerned with exploring
conventional relationships and organizational understandings such that
there is involvement between persons in which ‘leaders and followers
raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality’ (Burns,
1978, p.17). Leaders must engage followers such that there is mutual
commitment to the shared purpose of building the best of organizations.
Followers, it is claimed, can be motivated to give more of themselves
such that, for instance, in schools:

. . teachers decide to exceed the limits of the traditional work
relationship. Here they give more than can reasonably be
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expected and in return are provided with rewards and benefits
that are of a different kind. In a sense they are drawn to higher
levels of performance and commitment. Following Burns the
leadership that evokes [such a] performance investment is that
which transforms one’s needs state from lower to higher by
arousing different dimensions of human potential. Ultimately
this leadership becomes moral in its tone and direction enhancing
both significance and meaning of work and life for both leader
and followers. (Sergiovanni, 1987, pp.9-10)

In this way leaders are thought to bring about a negotiated order that
accords by and large with their own definitions and purposes. This is
especially important in organizations, such as schools, which are
generally loosely coupled culturally. In such cases transformative
leadership may achieve a state of order by ‘seeking to “domesticate” the
“wild” cultural system to which teachers are tightly aligned’ (Sergio-
vanni, 1987, p.11). That is, although the literature is drenched with a
rhetoric of change and reform, it seems that such change is to be directed
into reasonable, predictable channels by the overriding moral force of the
leader.

The heavy responsibility of leaders, in Burns’ approach, to draw
upon the best of motives of their subordinates and to direct these towards
the best interests of the organization, is in some ways matched by Vaill’s
notion of ‘purposing’ (Vaill, 1984). This amounts to the leader’s capacity
to define the institutional mission and role of the organization and to
come to embody the institution’s purpose. Through ‘purposing’ the
leader conveys a sense of mission to other organization members by
means of a ‘continuous stream of actions . . . which have the effect of
inducing clarity, consensus, and commitment regarding the organiza-
tion’s basic purposes’ (Vaill, 1984, p.91). With a sense of shared
meaning and purpose, Sergiovanni claims, ‘people respond to work with
increased motivation and commitment’ (1987, p.17). By asserting and
defending particular values, it is argued, leaders so strongly articulate
and endorse their vision that it becomes also the vision of followers, and
so bonds leader and followers together in a shared covenant (Bennis and
Nanus, 1985), which incorporates what then comes to be the
non-negotiable core values and beliefs of the organization (Sergiovanni,
1987; Starratt, 1986). This core, according to the argument, amounts to
an organizational culture in which effective leaders can utilize particular
rituals and values ‘to mobilize and focus the energy and commitment of
employees on organizational goals’ (Starratt, 1986, p.11).

The notion of an organizational culture that can be in a sense
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manufactured and manipulated, and the influence upon it of leaders,
derives in this literature largely from the work of Deal and Kennedy
(1982), and has been influential in attempts to define educative
leadership. According to Duignan and Macpherson, for instance:

. educative leadership is part of the process of modifying or
maintaining an organizational culture. . . . Educative leadership
helps to articulate, define and strengthen those endearing values,
beliefs and cultural characteristics that give an organization its
unique identity in the minds of participants . . . educative
leaders use the tools of culture to build an ethos, to create shared
assumptions about responsibilities and relationships, and to gain
the commitment of groups to the achievement of tangible and
intangible goals and objectives. (1987, pp.51, 55)

As Bates (1987) points out in criticism of the growing emphasis in
administration literature on the importance of culture in the manage-
ment of organizations, successful management has become as much a
matter of getting the culture right as it is of getting the technology
right. As he also points out, the particular notion of culture being
applied is regarded in this literature as curiously unproblematic. There is
virtually no sense, for instance, of an anthropological concern with
culture as a shifting and contested concept which is continually being
constructed and reconstructed and which must be subjectively under-
stood. Instead, there is only a managerial concern with the manipulation
of and intervention in culture to shape it in ways that enhance the
efficiency of the organization (Bates, 1987). Not only is there a lack of
appreciation of the importance and complexity of cultural politics, but
also there is a taken-for-granted assumption that the appropriate cultural
expectations of those associated with the organization will be embodied
in the particular values of the leader.

Leadership as a Moral Fiction

It is a little ironic that calls for new forms of leadership have come at a
time when many commentators have discerned a lack of faith in public
and private institutions and their leadership in Western nations (Mitchell
and Scott, 1987; Habermas, 1975; Weiler, 1983; The Age Saturday
Extra, 27 February 1988). In another sense, however, the contradiction
here is perhaps symptomatic of broader contradictory messages within
the literature. In Australia, for instance, in times of economic
uncertainty, calls from particular quarters for so-called ‘entrepreneurs’ to
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enter federal politics (The Age, 23 February 1988) are balanced against
revelations of scandals in a financial world that seems rife with insider
share trading and other scams, as well as the fall from grace of financiers
and risk-takers during and after the October 1987 share market crash.
Events like these, along with the enforced departure from office of senior
politicians, illustrate the point that before leaders can ‘lead’ they must
have some claim to legitimate authority. Yet, according to Mitchell and
Scott:

. . the underlying notions of legitimate authority are grounded
today in the ideas of expertise, entrepreneurship, and steward-
ship. These legitimizing concepts may also be the great moral
fiction of our age as they apply to the personal qualities of
administrators as a class. That is, while they may want others to
believe that they are expert, visionary, and trustworthy, little
theoretical or empirical evidence supports these claims. (1987,

p.446)

Prevailing theories of administration and leadership, according to a
number of extensive reviews, have little predictive power (Peters et 4/.,
1985; Cameron, 1986). Certainly, few law-like generalizations have been
produced by the so-called administrative sciences. Despite this,
traditional theories are extremely influential in that they have largely
become accepted as orthodoxy. As such they act as ideologies,
legitimating particular managerial concepts and forms of organization,
while constraining the conceptualization of alternatives.

In relation to leadership, this ideology, or what Maclntyre (1981)
prefers to call ‘moral fiction’, has in the past been manifested in claims of
leaders (and the advocates of organizational leadership) to particular
expertise and skills of effectiveness. But after an extensive review of
relevant literature, Mitchell and Scott (1987) could only conclude that
there is little evidence to support the view that administration can be
based on claims to expert authority:

Part of the problem is that neither expertise nor effectiveness are
defined very well. The literature on leadership suggests that there
is simply no consensus about what attributes make an adminis-
trator an expert or effective. . . . {Flactors such as the internal
organizational design, the external economic and competitive
environment, and other chance events are aften as important as
anything that is done by the organization or its leaders. (Mitchell
and Scott, 1987, p.447)

Only part of the strength of the new leadership literature, however, rests
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on claims of administrative expertise and effectiveness. Also important is
the rhetoric of entrepreneurship and moral vision.

The term ‘entrepreneur’ once referred to especially innovative and
progressive individuals who were able successfully to exploit ideas,
inventions or gaps in the market to produce new and valued goods and
services. Renewed calls for entrepreneurship from governments and
business journals are applied to both private and public organizations
which are urged to become more productive. In the case of schools,
entrepreneurial leaders are called upon to arrest enrolment decline,
attend to the school’s public image, take charge and lead with skill and
vision. This last point is especially important in the new literature on
leadership because, as Mitchell and Scott (1987, p.447) point out, the
rhetoric of entrepreneurship implies that only a few have the requisite
skill or vision to be leaders.

This flattering notion of ‘an administrative elite inspiring progress
within large organizations’ (Mitchell and Scott, 1987, p.447) is essential
to the approaches to leadership of Burns (1978) and Vaill (1984), both of
whom regard genuine leadership as being in the capacity of leaders to
transmit their vision to others. Such a view is also central to the work of
Deal and Kennedy (1982), who regard skill in shaping organizational
culture as the essence of leadership. The elitist implication in this
literature is that not only are leaders more visionary than anyone else but
also, given the new emphasis on moral leadership, more trustworthy as
well.

Despite the current popularity of notions of entrepreneurship,
Mitchell and Scott (1987) have little doubt about the limited value of
this concept: ‘Empirical work on entrepreneurship is in utter disarray.
There is simply no empirical support for the idea that certain traits (such
as vision or risk taking) lead to either innovation or success’ (p.447).
Indeed, although there are problems even in the definition of success,
especially regarding public service and educational institutions, where
success can be identified it is usually associated with chance events such as
being in the right place at the right time (Kent ez 2/., 1980). When this
happens, the leader is able to appear expert and visionary, but scholars
such as Ramos (1981) and Maclntyre (1981) have raised serious doubts
about the claims of administrators to such qualities.

If these authors are correct, all that is left to justify the special status
and power of leaders are the sorts of claims made in the new leadership
literature to the moral rectitude of genuine leaders who exercise what
Mitchell and Scott (1987, p.448) call ‘stewardship’. These would
demonstrate themselves to be ‘more ethical, trustworthy, honorable and
accountable . . . than any other hypothetical group’ (Mitchell and Scott,
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1987, p.448). Yet the continuing sagas of business fraud, tax evasion,
cheating on government contracts and the diversion of funds from asset
stripping and windfall profits into personal wealth rather than productive
investment, as well as scandals amongst evangelist preachers and the
indications of corruption at the highest levels of police, politics and the
judiciary, make one wonder about the degree of trust and honourableness
displayed by those who claim to be legitimate leaders or ‘stewards’.
Clearly, one cannot automatically assume that holders of positions of
administrative leadership are necessarily honourable, despite the tenden-
cy in the literature to place leaders on a pedestal. The abundance of such
scandals involving three-piece-suited bushrangers also makes one wonder
whether the various theories of leadership drawn from the business world
are at all appropriate for educational institutions that should above all be
concerned about the well-being of their pupils.

Criticism of New Leadership

While clearly an improvement upon mechanistic models of leadership
which emphasized direct control over employees and the maintenance of
a restricted organizational paradigm, the new theories of leadership are
not without problems. They can generally be regarded as following in the
tradition of human relations reforms that attempt to secure the consent of
subordinates and build it into otherwise largely unchanged forms of
control (Clegg and Higgins, 1987; Wood, 1985; Braverman, 1974).
The shift from managerial to ideological means of control is particularly
well illustrated by the expectation that leaders will create and sustain an
appropriate organizational culture. In schools, as we have seen, the
leader’s moral vision and sense of purpose in this regard should be
sufficiently strong to ‘tame’ the existing ‘wild’ culture of the loosely
coupled school (Sergiovanni, 1987; Starratt, 1986). In this way the
thetoric of moral vision, purpose, organizational covenant and the like
begin to sound like the reduction of complex issues, contested and
contradictory demands, and essentially problematic questions about
appropriate social formation and quality of life as well as education, to a
rather simplistic and conservative slogan system.

Like the earlier human relations approach, the new leadership
models contain certain built-in assumptions that are flattering to the
leaders and generally consistent with conservative approaches to
organization. One of these is the assumption that the particular ‘vision’
that is appropriate and that should prevail in any school or organization is
that of the leader. Given the above shortcomings of the stewardship of

74



‘New’ Leadership and the Possibility of Educational Reform

many in leadership positions, one is prompted to wonder why the dreams
or vision of the leader should be somehow ‘better’ than the dreams or
vision of any other organization member. Moreover, as Simon (1987)
correctly points out, ‘. . . dreams are never neutral; they are always
SOMEONE'’S dreams and to the degree that they are implicated in
organizing the future for others they always have a moral and political
dimension’ (p.372). This point is particularly relevant for two reasons:
firstly, the new literature on leadership, like most of its predecessors,
still assumes the appropriateness of traditional bureaucratic bases of
power that are thought to be apolitical; and secondly, the literature rests
upon functionalist assumptions which largely ignore political and
ideological influences on organization and administration.

New Leadership and Traditional Bureaucracy

It is important to re-emphasize that the notion of leadership that is
generally employed in the literature refers to formal, appointed positions
that are part of the organizational structure. The leader is a formal leader,
one who is expected to exercise clear and unambiguous leadership, rather
than a person who may have emerged in an informal sense from within
the group and so achieved some influence over colleagues. Other
organization participants, such as teachers in schools, are generally
viewed as essentially passive recipients of the leader’s vision or purpose. It
is assumed that they can be drawn into a convenant which embodies
shared goals and a common value system that is shaped by the leader’s
management of the organization’s culture (Bates, 1987). In other words,
despite some appreciation in this literature that superior-subordinate
relationships are more complex than organizational charts suggest, and
an understanding that the phenomenon of leadership and the nature of
organization requires a more interpretive, interactive perspective (Burrell
and Morgan, 1979; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Griffin ez /., 1987), there
is still an expectation that particular leadership tasks can be ascribed to a
hierarchical position and that these will be instrumental in the realization
of organizational goals. Such is especially the case with the literature on
leadership and education, particularly the effective schools literature.

Within the currently popular but still overly uni-directional
approach to leadership, in which the role of leader is attributed to a
particular individual, Griffin ez /. point out that

The position [of leader} is a symbol of rights and responsibilities
to the followers. The actions performed by the leader also become
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symbolic and are the leader’s interpretation of the situation,
giving meaning to actions. In this sense, the leader becomes
responsible for instilling meaning in organization action and
events. More specificially, Pfeffer (1981) states that it is the
function of the leader to construct reality for the followers.
(1987, p.202)

The leader is regarded as being personally powerful in being able to
determine the definition of reality that is to prevail in the organization.
In contrast to the view of leader as sole decision-maker and source of both
authority and even organizational reality, however, it needs to be
recognized that the actions and beliefs of followers also influence the
situation and the leader. This has been demonstrated time and again in
ethnographic studies of schools on several continents (e.g., Angus, 1988;
Ball, 1986; Smith ez 2/., 1987).

Leadership is interactive in multiple directions such that in schools,
for instance, the principal is largely shaped by the teachers, the
reputation and history of the school and the expectations that have
become institutionalized over time within the school and its community
(Angus, 1988). Such is particularly the case in public schools in Victoria
where, in a formal manner, as part of an industrial agreement between
the Ministry of Education and the teacher unions, principals must
consult with an administrative committee comprising administrative
staff and teacher unionists. Yet, even in the absence of such formal
arrangements, leadership, like all other aspects of organizational life, is a
dynamic, interactive and emergent process as organization members act
within a specific context that must continually be interpreted and
understood (Griffin et @/., 1987, p.203). Leaders and followers learn
from their ongoing interactions with each other and with the situation,
and such learning influences subsequent actions. While various
organization members may learn to cooperate within a broad framework,
this does not disguise the ongoing, contested nature of school
organization (Ball, 1986).

Some appreciation of the interactive nature of leadership and
organizational change is apparent in the work of Schein (1984). He
argues that leadership is often legitimated retrospectively as leaders claim
credit for decisions that may have been stumbled upon but which later
can be incorporated into an apparently coherent and logical interpreta-
tion of organizational success. Such are the origins, it is argued, of many
of the myths, legends and sagas that are incorporated into the life of the
organization and which can be drawn upon to legitimate further
adjustments (Starratt, 1986). But regardless of such backgrounds, it is
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clear that leaders cannot assume the unproblematic obedience or
followership of subordinates. Even instances that appear as loyalty or
followership may in fact be instances of ingratiating tactics. Alternative-
ly, what appears superficially as order and harmony in organizations such
as schools, and which may be interpreted as consensus, may in fact be an
example of compliance that is gained by forms of coercion in which
superiors view subordinates in an instrumental fashion (Knights and
Roberts, 1982).

Principals and administrators, in the belief that they are maintain-
ing traditions of strong and effective leadership, may cross the boundary
between the advocacy of a particular vision or value system and the
exercise of arbitrary power. Principals may view their power, for
instance, not as something that arises out of the quality of their
relationship with staff but as a property simply of position in a hierarchy
of control. When principals are expected actively to supervise the work
performance of teachers, as is recommended in the effective schools
literature and suggested in reforms to educational governance in Victoria
(Ministry of Education, 1987), tensions arise as bureaucratic accountabil-
ity conflicts with teacher professionalism. Such tension is likely to
become manifest in the internal industrial politics of the school (Seddon
and Connell, 1987).

Moreover, despite a tendency in much of the ‘soft’ organizational
literature to deprecate rigid forms of bureaucracy, all of us are so familiar
with bureaucracies and ways of thinking about bureaucracy that we are
likely to take bureaucratic forms of organization for granted. The
ideology of bureaucracy is strong and pervasive. Most of us work in
bureaucracies and encounter others virtually every day. As Johnston
(1985) explains, we are part of a social formation that is characterized by
‘an evaluative/belief orientation toward existing bureaucratic structural
arrangements as generally efficient, proper and, if not inevitable, at least
highly resistant to intervention and transformation’ (p.3306).

Bureaucratic thinking amounts to an ideology because the rhetoric
and logic of bureaucracy structure the way participants talk and think
about organization and appropriate ways of operating. Bureaucratic
ideology provides structures for interpreting what count as problems and
for conceptualizing possible solutions to them. In these ways, bureau-
cratic structures and modes of thinking encourage compliance with
established interests and the expectations of administrators. There is a
tendency for individuals to define themselves in relation to the
organization in such a way that subsumes the self into the larger
bureaucratic structure. Rather than empowering participants, the new
models of leadership encourage them to adapt to the established
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institutional identity, which seems larger than life, in ways that do not
disturb established patterns of relationships.

Such bureaucratic thinking holds that organizations should be led
by experts whose task it is to apply instrumental solutions to practical
problems. This helps to explain the wide acceptance by teachers,
principals and public of the supposed ‘neutrality’ of schooling. Indeed, a
1986 study by Gunn and Holdaway found that Canadian principals had
little to say about leadership or the nature of their influence on the school
because their preoccupation was with more mundane, utilitarian matters
that are consistent with impartial bureaucratic administration:

. . many of the principals who were interviewed saw themselves
as occupants of ‘middle management’ appointments rather than
as organizational leaders. Many perceived the school leadership
role as one of ‘institutional maintenance’ in which the primary
function is merely to maintain the status quo. This attitude of
‘keeping the ship afloat’ contrasts sharply with the metaphor that
portrays the administrator as the ‘captain of the ship’, who must
set and stay on course — that is, as an assertive, effective
organizational leader. (Gunn ez 2/., 1988, p.3)

To the pressure for institutional maintenance can be added the
inheritance of past meanings, traditions, folklore and entrenched
expectations and understandings about the principalship, school orga-
nization and teaching, all of which have strongly influenced current
perceptions of schooling.

In their concern to be good teachers and administrators, therefore,
and in the face of a range of problems in day-to-day schooling (including
problems of discipline and control, assessment, the allocation of time and
space, diverse abilities and attitudes of pupils, pressure from administra-
tors and parents) teachers and administrators are likely to ‘do their jobs’
in ways that largely ignore the social and cultural aspects of education in
favour of ‘practical’ concerns. This point connects with the second major
criticism of the new leadership literature — its underdeveloped sense of
the broader social and ideological context within which leadership,
organizations and education must be interpreted.

The Social and Ideological Context of Leadership

The important point here is that leadership is not only contingent upon
the particular context in which superior-subordinate relationships are
continually being negotiated and renegotiated, but also, and in terms of
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the argument of this chapter more importantly, leaders and others
operate within a broader social, cultural and political context which
influences the nature of choices available to them. Yet the general
approaches to leadership that are currently influential in educational
administration seem to neglect both the complexity of teacher and
administrator roles and the context in which they work.

From this point of view the most startling weakness of human
relations theories, and current approaches to controlled participation and
purposeful leadership in education which are consistent with human
relations, is that, in keeping with the functionalist perspective from
which they have only rhetorically and not substantively departed, they
assume rather than demonstrate the harmony and functionality of
education within the social system. Conversely, these theories underplay
both instability and disorder (Tinker, 1986, p.376). Conflict is generally
regarded as dysfunctional and must be controlled or channelled towards
creative ends. While the existence of conflict is at least recognized, such
conflict ‘may be intra-individual, intragroup and intergroup; but it is
never social structural’ (Tinker, 1986, p.377).

The Complexity of School Relationships

Even in terms of the local context of schools the complex and somewhat
contradictory nature of education and teaching needs to be emphasized.
Teachers are more than biddable, servile, altruistic individuals who are
amenable to being either directed or led. Indeed, any close direction or
interference in the work of professional employees such as teachers is
likely to cause conflict and possibly industrial action (Blackmore and
Spaull, 1986; Sorenson and Sorenson, 1974). School organization is a
contested and uncertain process in which teachers and administrators
variously struggle with, support or ignore each other. Conflicts are
played out as various personal, industrial and educational issues such as
conceptions of appropriate schooling, subject affiliations, union mem-
bership, gender, age and ideology influence various forms of group
affiliation and identity (Angus, 1988; Ball, 1986; Connell, 1985).

Most approaches to leadership do not fully appreciate this complexity
because they present leadership and school organization essentially in
terms of interpersonal relationships within a general value consensus in
which stability is the natural order of things such that goals may feasibly
be shared and unproblematic. In schools individual teachers are expected
to respond to the particular vision of the principal. Such an
individualistic perspective overlooks the prevailing and enduring
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structure of schooling which bears down upon all school participants in
manifold ways to shape and limit their possibilities for action (Britzman,
1986). Moreover, this perspective accounts for the success or otherwise of
schools and school reforms in terms of the motivation, enthusiasm and
visionary appeal of individual teachers and administrators, who are
deemed to be individually responsible for their inclination and capacity
to engage in new and valued practices. Such an exaggeration of the
notion of individual responsibility for school outcomes cloaks the nature
of social relationships that are embedded in school structure.

This is consistent in one way with the predominant liberal reformist
strategy in education which for several decades has stressed objective and
technical means of school improvement that accord with the principle of
meritocracy. Yet any number of scholars working within various conflict
perspectives have demonstrated that apparently neutral school practices,
which have usually been regarded as fair, open and meritocratic,
contribute to the reproduction of existing social and economic
arrangements (e.g., Grace, 1985; Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Bourdieu
and Passeron, 1977).

The most interesting thing about the liberal reform programme,
however, is that while the principle of meritocracy remained its
cornerstone, its most pressing concern was with the amelioration of
disadvantage which was seen to hinder the chances of children from
particular groups of being able to compete on equal footing with their
more socially advantaged peers (Angus, 1986a). It is this aspect of
liberalism that seems to have particularly suffered in the current press for
tighter, more efficient leadership and effective schools that has been a
marked feature of recent educational reports (Angus, 1986b), such as the
Report of the Quality of Education Review Committee (1985), A Nation at Risk
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) and The
Organisation and Administration of the Schools Division (Ministry of
Education, 1987). While speaking particularly of Britain, Broadfoot
outlines the situation that is broadly applicable to the Western
democracies:

The creeping tide of economic recession which brought in its
wake the twin spectres of monetarism and structural youth
unemployment effectively obliterated the liberal, sixties concern
with improving the quality of educational content as such and
replaced it with much more instrumentally-inspired policies,
heavily vocational in focus and aimed at fostering what was
conceived as almost an umbilical cord between school and work.
. . . From its pre-eminent position as the inspiration of most of
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the major post-war educational reforms, the issue of social
inequality and educational opportunity no longer appears as an
overt concern on the policy agenda. (Broadfoot, 1986, p.207)

Education is seen as the performance of teaching tasks as efficiently as
possible within the constraints of a given structure. This approach is
typified by the publication in the United States of the extremely popular
and influential What Works: Research about Teaching and Learning (United
States Department of Education, 1986), a booklet which purports to
offer to teachers and administrators sure-fire strategies for teaching
success that have been confirmed by educational researchers. The booklet
confidently asserts that strong instructional leadership is one of the most
important requirements for effective schools.

Education and Inequality

This is not to say that the current push for school leadership and school
effectiveness ignores totally issues of social justice. Indeed, it is
important to recall that the early research on school effectiveness in
Britain and in the United States was directed towards identifying
school-level practices that were associated with improved student
learning in schools in areas of social disadvantage (Rutter ez 2/., 1979;
Edmonds, 1979). While there were problems with this early work in
terms of its conception of equity (Ashenden, 1981), there are now serious
and growing concerns that the effect of current reforms which empha-
size accountability, effectiveness and excellence is unlikely to promote
social justice (Apple, 1986; Shapiro, 1986; Broadfoot, 1986). Given the
empbhasis in the American reforms on standardized achievement tests that
are used as ‘the absolute authority for promotion, graduation, admission
and evaluation’, argue Yeakey and Johnston, ‘“We cannot take comfort in
the old myth that only ability matters in our highly competitive
achievement-oriented society, for the very high correlation between
achievement and family income remains unaltered’ (1985, p.162). While
the language of school effectiveness is replete with enthusiastic references
to effective leadership, instructional supervision, time on task, direct
instruction, monitoring of teacher and student performance and the like,
it does not address educational issues and concepts such as the hidden
curriculum which, as Yeakey and Johnston point out, is uncritically and
unknowingly moved ‘to center stage’ (1985, p.167).

The tendency of the work on effective schools to ignore the historic
association between education and inequality is illustrated by the way in
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which, as Ashenden points out in relation to the early research of Rutter
et al., ‘The complex task of analysing social and historical processes is
collapsed into picking and choosing from a shopping list of “variables”
and “factors”. . . . The book has no way of understanding the school as a
political and cultural system, or of tracing its powerful and complex
relations with the political and cultural system beyond’ (1981, p.100).
This approach lacks not only theoretical sophistication but also.a sense of
reality in that there is no appreciation of ““the school” as real people,
pushing and shoving, feeling, shaping and forming, being shaped and
formed. There is little sensitivity to the way people treat each other, of
their common needs, problems and experiences, of their differences and
conflicts and the way these are handled’ (Ashenden, 1981, p.100). Pupils
and teachers are largely reduced to abstractions, with a clear expectation
that teachers occupy a limited role in conceptualizing what education
could be. The essentially functionalist assumptions that are inherent in
such a conception amount to a bias in favour of the status quo and a
disregard for political and power differentials in both schools and society.

Education and Power

Inequality in power relationships in education also tends to be disguised
by the rhetoric of new leadership, for it assumes that opportunities for
participation are offered in an education structure which is legitimate and
neutral, and free from power. That is, the moral legitimacy of
education’s formal structures is taken as given, and followers are invited
to contribute to educational governance within the accepted paradigm.
In keeping with the distinction between power and authority that is
derived from a particular reading of Weber (1947), power is thought to
be exerted only when officials or properly elected representatives attempt
to exceed their legitimate authority. Maintaining the agreed rules and
given structure is an exercise of proper authority. Forcing through
changes involves power.

As Clegg and Dunkerley (1980, p.436) point out, this artificial
distinction between legitimate authority and self-interested power has
the important effect of taking for granted, as legitimate and appropriate,
the prior and possibly inequitable arrangements within which leadership
and followership are exercised. Power is apparent only when conflict
arises within these arrangements. But as Lukes’ perceptive analysis of
power makes clear, ‘the most effective and insidious use of power is to
prevent such conflict arising in the first place’ (Lukes, 1974, p.23).
Conflict is contained as power is subtly and invisibly exercised through
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systematic biases that are ‘not sustained simply by a series of individually
chosen acts, but also, more importantly, by the socially structured and
culturally determined patterned behaviour of groups and practices of
institutions’ (Lukes, 1974, pp.21-2).

Organization members need not be aware when their interests are
not being served because, although their formal participation may give
them the authority to intervene, the effect of this subtle power is to
‘prevent people, to whatever degree, from having grievances by shaping
their perceptions, cognitions and preferences in such a way that they
accept their role in the existing order of things, either because they can
see or imagine no alternative to it, or because they see it as natural and
unchangeable’ (Lukes, 1974, p.24). This notion of power, as being
institutionalized in existing relationships and organizational arrange-
ments, helps us to understand power as a conserving and stabilizing
force, as a way of maintaining unequal relationships, despite increased
participation, because of ‘the inherence of power in certain institutions
regardless of anyone’s actively choosing or directing them’ (Burbules,
1986, p.96).

It is this conserving use of power that is ignored in the new
leadership and school effectiveness literature. Although the cooperation
of diverse participants is to be invited by transformative, purposing or
visionary leadership, the participation is to be shaped quite blatantly
in this perspective by the larger-than-life leader. But the influence
upon participation of the ideological context and background power
relationships, within which such channelled participation is invited, is
generally overlooked.

At a quite fundamental level, in all realms of social life including
education, people have always participated in shaping the conditions,
structures, organizations, rules and agreements that shape their lives
(Giddens, 1984). But, because in many situations participants may have
a limited awareness of, or limited opportunities to exert, their agency,
participation may be of an utmost minimal kind. It may take the form
merely of passive consent. It is important to realize, as Srivastva and
Cooperrider correctly point out, ‘People participate in the construction of
social reality even through the act of “non-participation”. “Non-
participation” itself must be recognised as a form of participation’ (1986,
p.685). The important point here in relation to new models of leadership
is whether the form and nature of the involvement in schooling that
already existed for various participants, including teachers, administra-
tors, students and the public, has substantially altered and had
substantial effects on education. It is likely that such change will be
limited because of a number of ideological and structural factors which
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hindet rather than facilitate new forms and levels of understanding and
involvement.

The way people participate in education has been influenced by
prevailing structures and the associated pattern of power relationships.
Despite a rhetoric of reform, these are sustained in often subtle ways that
involve the culturally and historically constituted dispositions of
particular groups. Amongst the strongest of these are institutionalized
expectations about the nature of education and educational administra-
tion, and the entrenched roles of education participants. Because of such
widely shared, historical understandings, participants in educational
governance tend to shape themselves to fit the pattern of established,
neutrally defined role positions. There is a fairly common set of
expectations, therefore, of people who occupy the roles of pupil, teacher,
parent, principal, school administrator and so on.

The context in which educational reform is promoted in the new
leadership and school effectiveness literature is confined and pragmatic.
Schools remain detached from politics and economics, and from historical
changes in the social context. Reforms, in keeping with generalized
conceptions of good and effective schooling, are seen as something to be
applied to schools to make them fit more closely with the expectations of
an anxious public, or better to fit students to take their places in society
without any critical appraisal of the appropriateness of that matching or
of that society.

Leadership and the Possibility of Educational Reform

Substantial educational reform requires that school participants penetrate
the level of immediacy of everyday actions and consider the practices of
schooling in relation to the social, cultural, political and economic
context of education. Otherwise, reforms that rely on a renovated notion
of leadership, or the type of prescription inherent in models of school
effectiveness, can be characterized as ‘dynamically conservative’ rather
than ‘reformist’ in Linblad’s (Wallin, 1985) terms. That is, because
“reforms” entail a change in the goals and basic values underlying school
activities, ANY STRUCTURE OF CHANGE THAT DOES NOT
TAKE THESE GOALS AND VALUES INTO ACCOUNT HAS A
FUNDAMENTALLY WRONG APPROACH’ (Wallin, 1985, p.344).
Established and taken-for-granted goals and values are unlikely to be
confronted within the current press for leadership and school effectiveness
because its advocates, despite the limited insights that they provide into
the nature of schooling and educational administration, generally
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propose these from the perspective of administrators. Administrators are
to be ‘leaders’ whose role is still to manage the various interests that
impinge upon schools, but to do this in a way that is detached from
politics and ideology. It is a view of administration that fails to see any
connections between the administrator (or schooling) and inequalities of
power within both the education sphere and the broader social context.

The type of change that is likely to emerge from this perspective,
despite strong, purposeful, educative leadership, will occur largely
within what Kallos and Lundgren (1979) call ‘proximal frames’ —
within the constraints of day-to-day, practical understandings, know-
ledge and expectations of the nature of schools, teaching and
administration. This is particularly the case with much of the school
effectiveness literature which still sees school leadership as part of a
largely unproblematic top-down bureaucratic structure.

Recent research on school leadership within this literature posits an
interventionist role for principals and other officials in securing particular
reforms at the school level (Murphy e «/., 1985; Edmonds, 1979;
Peterson ef @/., 1987; Murphy et 4/., 1986). But, while it is particularly
important to search for school-level solutions to educational problems,
this approach is limited by its narrow emphasis on improvement of test
scores and by its orientation towards linear educational change involving
the close supervision of lower-order participants and of the process and
product of education (e.g., Peterson e «/., 1987). Such controlled
change, and the reliance upon the inspiration and strength of leaders, is
unlikely to penetrate the ‘higher order frames’ (Kallos and Lundgren,
1979). These are ‘distal’ frames which constrain action and change in
schools, and which emanate from the framework of decisions of an
apparently neutral educational bureaucracy; one which is actually located
within a political and ideological context of which the education ‘system’
is a part (Smith, 1985).

The tendency to attend to the immediate rather than the broader
social context of schooling raises one of the inherent dilemmas
encountered by educational reformers who have attempted to grapple
with issues of equity (Berlak and Berlak, 1981; Rizvi and Kemmis,
1988). As Rizvi and Kemmis explain in relation to a series of reform
attempts in Australia, educationalists have begun to realize that

reforms within schools cannot alone produce transformations in
the distribution of inequalities in Australian society, that schools
do, however, play a part in the production and reproduction of
inequalities and therefore must change if they are to contribute to
transforming the distribution of social inequalities, and there
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must be changes outside schools if the contemporary inequalities
of Australian society are to be overcome. (1988, p.223).

Therefore, while the greatest opportunities for educational reform may be
identified at the school level, an appreciation of the school’s social and
political context requires that our notions of both leadership and
educational change be reformulated to accommodate powerful barriers to
reform in the thinking and practices of administrators and teachers.
These include traditional notions of hierarchical leadership, and of the
roles of administrators and teachers which, along with entrenched
organizational paradigms and the pervasiveness of bureaucratic rational-
ity in largely taken-for-granted assumptions about educational adminis-
tration, allow school participants to regard pressing educational
problems as ‘system’ problems to be accommodated within proximal
frames.

If leadership is to contribute to educational reform that goes beyond
offering more of the same in disguise, it will be necessary to conceive of
school leadership as something other than part of a top-down hierarchy.
Leaders are not necessarily those in ‘positions of leadership’, and people
may exercise leadership or perform an act of leadership on some occasions
but not on others. From a broad social and political perspective an act of
leadership would be one that was influential or potentially influential,
and which contained a degree of penetration or potential penetration of
the broader social and political context so that some aspect of education
might be seen more clearly within that context. The type of leadership
suggested here is one that celebrates human agency (Giddens, 1981,
1984) and the possibility of participants in education having a sense of
control over the practices and ‘rules’ of education. Education would
become better understood within ‘distal’ a well as ‘proximal’ frames
(Kallos and Lundgren, 1979), as knowing participants would make
connections between their everyday actions and the organizational and
social structures that both shape and are shaped by human agency.

The connection between leadership and agency is important in two
ways. Firstly, the exercise of agency in the face of taken-for-granted
assumptions and expectations about education, power relationships and
patterns of operation is itself a significant act of leadership. Secondly,
those who hold administrative positions would need to realize that their
best contribution to educational reform may be to use the authority of
their position to facilitate the exercise of agency of those on their staff
who, for one reason or another, have begun to examine critically, and
engage in dialogue about, educational issues and educational purposes so
that they are rendered problematic and subjected to scrutiny. Such
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administrators would feel less need to defend their own expertise, and
would be prepared instead to canvass considered input from all quarters
in open discourse in which the aim would be to assist all participants —
teachers, parents, administrators and others — to regain power over their
lives and their schooling processes. Power and leadership would then
necessarily be more free-floating and could be appropriated by any
participants as they exercise their human agency in self-determining ways
to challenge the entrenched orthodoxy.

It is important, however, that the difficulties of bringing about
fundamental change in schools are not underestimated. Much more work
needs to be done on conceptualizing ways in which a reconstructed
understanding of leadership might suggest new possibilities for
educational reform. Individual dissatisfaction with and penetration of
conventional expectations of schooling must be regarded as ‘only an
initial condition for the realization of the existing alternative social
possibilities’ (Wexler, 1982, p.176). This is not necessarily a pessimistic
position regarding educational and social change, as current examples of
dissatisfaction and resistance, while they do not constitute a collective
reform movement, do indicate a potential for organizational transforma-
tion. Hence, although relatively stable meanings and understandings
have become largely taken-for-granted in schools as particular organiza-
tional and social structures have become institutionalized, these have
been sustained by the creative actions and interpretations of school
participants. The apparent permanence and stability of such structures
should therefore be regarded as illusory as they are open to continual
transformation and re-creation by organizational actors.

It is through the dialectic of human agency and social structure that
relations of cooperation, consent or coercion are actively constructed, and
institutional understandings of what may be treated as problematic are
shaped. Equally importantly, the capacity to exert human agency and
engage in communicative interaction can lead to individual leadership
acts being translated into collective rather than individual responses to
pressing educational problems. School leaders, including principals,
would seek to break from the bureaucratic rationality that encourages
uncritical acceptance of established norms of organizational behaviour.
Within this perspective, power and authority would be regarded as
reciprocal, relational concepts. This allows recognition of the wide web
of social and political relationships in which individuals and organiza-
tions are located, but also recognizes that some have power in such
relationships because they are empowered by others. Such a recognition
further implies that, despite the apparent resilience of entrenched
relationships, reform can be asserted from below by participants.
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There is much that teachers and administrators can do to make
schools more humanitarian, equitable, educative and socially critical
institutions. However, any discussion of the possibilities of school reform
needs to be aware of the complexities of school practices and of the web of
ideological, economic and social relationships of which teachers and
schools are a part. This suggests that much more attention needs to be
given to the constraints, ideological and otherwise, upon teachers and
administrators in their workplaces. For members of school communities
can exercise their own creative human agency in ways that both support
and undermine conventional definitions of school reality. The critical
movement from critique to change may come when it becomes clear to
participants that current social and educational arrangements, and the
relationships between schooling and society, are neither neutral nor
natural. \

None of this is to deny that there are massive external constraints
upon what even the most perceptive and creative teachers and
administrators can do in devising and implementing substantial reforms
in a society in which hierarchy and inequality appear to be institutional-
ized. But the emergence of collective reform efforts at the school level is
more feasible if there is facilitative educational leadership in which many
school participants have access to forms of self-determining power within
a context of participative democracy. Such an approach can be
theoretically understood from the dialectical perspective offered by
Giddens (1981, 1984; see also the chapters by Foster and Watkins in this
volume). This would see educational reform as an ongoing process that is
both enabled and constrained by organizational and social structures and
also by conceptions of leadership and agency.
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Chapter 4

Educational Leadership: A Feminist Critique
and Reconstruction

Jill Blackmore

We now have fewer women heads of educational institutions than
we had in the first two decades of this century. . . . When
women move into male areas, they remain clustered at the lower
levels, marginally represented at the middle levels and absent
from the top other than the occasional deviant, nonconformist,
articulate, pioneer. On a national scale there are fewer than 3%
women heads of mixed institutions in education. (Byrne, quoted
in Sampson, 1983, p. 52)

The structural barriers can be seen in the cultivation of young
male teachers in appropriate administrative and organisational
tasks, while in the first five years of teaching, many women
teachers concentrate on child centred tasks. In this way,
authority in schools becomes linked with masculinity and
leadership in education takes on a masculine image. (Sampson,

1983)

This chapter constitutes a marking out of territory which has significance
for education and -educational administration. Leadership is a concept
central to theories of how organizations such as schools and educational
bureaucracies work since, historically, schools have been organized in
hierarchical ways. Authority is seen to be legitimately accorded to the
principal, generally a male. Increasingly the ways in which schooling and
school knowledge are defined and organized have been contested. The
implications of the gendered and hierarchical division of labour within
education for pedagogy and organizational life have been recently
theorized about and questioned (Connell, 1987; Apple, 1985). Similarly
organizational theory, the source of many central concepts of educational
administration, has only begun to be criticized for its gender-blindness
(Hearn and Parkin, 1983). Emphasis in this criticism has been on the

93



Critical Perspectives on Educational Leadership

masculinist model which has been assumed to portray all experience. The
assumption of the universality of the male experience has been the
consequence of a privileging of positivist knowledge claims and research
approaches. It is this positivist research paradigm which has informed the
liberal interventionist policies of equal opportunity during the 1970s and
early 1980s. Premised upon sex role socialization theory, such policies
sought to facilitate individual women taking on ‘leadership roles’ in
schools in order to create a more equitable gender balance, and in so
doing establish role models for girls and other women as ‘leaders’. But
the reduction of women in such positions over this period suggests that
the issue is more complex than merely a matter of numbers.

This paper argues that whilst the conceptualization of leadership in
education is seen to be unproblematic, there is little hope for education
becoming a site for emancipatory change. A particular view of leadership
premised upon liberal theories of abstract individualism and bureaucratic
rationality, and supported by positivistic theories of knowledge which
privilege universal laws of administration and human behaviour, has
become dominant in educational administration. The universal indi-
vidual central to this perspective of leadership is modelled upon men’s
experience. Hierarchical relationships are considered to be the ‘givens’ of
‘rational’ organizational life. Leaders display attributes and behaviours,
possess moral virtues and principles, which are generally associated with
‘masculinity’. It is a view which has effectively displaced women in
educational thought, and therefore rendered women invisible in
administrative practice (Martin, 1984). Currently it is epitomized in the
view of school principals as corporate managers.

It is necessary, therefore, to reconstruct a view of leadership which
counters the emphasis on individualism, hierarchical relationships,
bureaucratic rationality and abstract moral principles. I propose,
therefore, elements of what would constitute a feminist reconstruction of
the concept of leadership. These would include a view of power which is
multi-dimensional and multi-directional. Leadership is seen as being
practised in different contexts by different people and not merely equated
to formal roles. Leadership looks to empower others rather than have
power over others. Such a view assumes a relational view of morality in
which moral practice is rational within given contexts and social and
political relations and not according to abstract moral laws or principles.
Leadership is concerned with communitarian and collective activities and
values. Thus the process of leading is both educative and conducive to
democratic process, and, one would hope, consistent with education.
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Problems and Explanations: The Liberal Interventionist
Approach

During the last fifteen years federal and state governments have
introduced affirmative action and recognized the principle of equal
opportunity through both legislative and policy initiatives. Despite this,
the number of women in ‘leadership positions’ in education in Australia,
Great Britain and the USA has decreased (Yeakey, Johnson and
Adkinson, 1986). In the state of Victoria, Australia, in the period
1971-1983 the percentage of female principals in the secondary system
fell from 20 to 11 per cent, whilst the percentage of female teachers
increased from 45 to 52 per cent of all teachers. In the adjoining state of
New South Wales the percentage of female primary principals decreased
from 28 to 19 per cent of all principals (Sampson, 1987). This
phenomenon can be partially explained as a consequence of the declining
school population, the reclassification of staff appointments, and major
educational and administrative restructuring in most state systems since
the early 1980s. Opportunities for advancement in the promotional
stakes are often reduced in a contracting system, particularly for
latecomers, as many women are, to long-term careers. But economic
conditions and structural impediments alone are inadequate explanations
of another feature of what is a re-emerging pattern of masculine
dominance. This second feature is the tendency for many women who
have the qualifications, expertise and aptitude often not to apply for
positions of leadership in schools as principals. Furthermore, those
women who do apply indicate a ‘preference’ for more democratic styles of
school organization and administration (State Board, 1986). This
‘problem’ is the focus of this chapter.

There are a number of conventional explanations which have
dominated the social science research over the past two decades which
suggest reasons for this ‘failure’ of women to possess those aspirations,
behaviours and attributes for leadership so readily displayed by their male
counterparts. Women, it would be construed from such research, ‘fear’
success and lack ‘self-esteem’, are passive and non-aggressive. These
explanations, it will be shown later, imply a female ‘deficiency’ in terms
of ‘leadership’ skills, attributes and vision. At this stage I wish to suggest
that there will be little change in the historical dominance of males in
educational administration whilst policy-makers and many liberal
feminists merely look to increase the numbers of women in educational
administration, in what I call the ‘liberal interventionist’ approach. It is
necessary to ‘go beyond the numbers game’, in which gender equity is
assumed to result purely from the better ‘representation’ of women in
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positions of authority, and to question the very concept of leadership
itself, how it is portrayed in the literature, and how it is perceived by
women and the community in education. It is the continuing association
of masculinity with a particular view of leadership, especially in
education where women constitute over half the occupation, which is
problematic. How the particular notion of leadership dominant in
educational administration has been socially and historically constructed
in a way that connects so-called ‘masculine’ characteristics to leadership
will be a theme of this paper. The deconstruction of this ‘masculinist
notion of leadership’ will largely be at a theoretical and conceptual level,
in laying out and displaying the assumptions underlying the dominant
notion of leadership, although the policy ramifications will not be totally
ignored.

Whilst I would argue that liberal feminism, in supporting this
‘interventionist approach’, has only achieved ‘success’ for the few, largely
middle-class women by not challenging the norms, institutions and
structures of masculine dominance in education, this is not to be
dismissive of the achievements of liberal feminists during the past
decades, or denigratory of liberal reforms as merely co-option of feminist
discourse. It is necessary to record, analyze and account for the
discrepancies, contradictions and failures of this period in order to create
the basis for more radical change. Much of the valuable work on women
in educational administration has mapped out the patterned discrimina-
tion against women, analyzed why and how it has been historically
constructed and reproduced, indicating the structural, psychological and
social factors influencing women’s opportunities (Adkinson, 1981).
Strategies have been developed and undeniably affirmative action policy
has gone some way in removing the structural impediments in particular
to the progression of women into ‘leadership positions’ (equating them at
this stage with formal bureaucratic roles), whilst enforcing at least
superficial change to the sexist attitudes pervading state controlled
educational institutions. But it is necessary to go a step beyond having
women ‘represented’ in administrative positions, and undertake a more
radical critique from a feminist perspective of the very nature of
educational administration and leadership.

Feminism as Critique
First, let me discuss my intentions in mounting a feminist critique.

Although I talk of # feminist critique, it is necessary to remember that
there is no single feminist theory, but rather a body of theories which
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take on different political hues ranging from liberal feminism to radical
separatism. Furthermore, there is a high level of scepticism amongst
some feminists about the need for theory at all because of the feminist
emphasis on personal experience and understandable distrust of intellec-
tualism. Some radical separatists urge that feminist theory must
necessarily reject all that is masculine and set up a theoretical framework
in opposition. I would reject both views in favour of the stance that all
world views are theory-ridden. The issue is whether these theories are
made explicit or not, and the level of theoretical generalization (Gatens,
1986, p.14). Nancy Hartsock expresses it well:

We must understand that theorising is not just done by academic
intellectuals but that theory is always implicit in our activity and
goes so deep as to include our understanding of reality . . . we
can either accept the categories given us by capitalist society or
we can begin to develop a critical understanding of our world. If
we choose the first alternative, our theory may forever remain
implicit. In contrast, the second is to commit ourselves to
working out a critical and explicit theory. (Hartsock, 1979,
p-57)

It is necessary to critique the established social theories of politics,
economics, philosophy and psychology in order to understand what, how
and why the feminine perspective has been obliterated from social theory,
and more specifically in this paper from what is construed to be
‘leadership’. Barbara Johnson describes what such a critique would
involve:

It is an analysis that focuses on the grounds of that system’s
possibility. The critique reads backwards from what seems
natural, obvious, self-evident, or universal, in order to show that
these things have their history, their reasons for being the way
they are, their effects on what follows from them, and that the
starting point is not a (natural) given but a (cultural) construct,
usually blind to itself. . . . Every theory starts somewhere; every
critique exposes what that starting point conceals and therefore
displaces all the ideas that follow from it. (Johnson, 1981,
p-Xii-xvi)

Such a critique raises epistemological, moral and political and not merely
methodological questions. At the same time that social theory is
reworked from a critical perspective, theory can act, in the Foucauldian
sense, as a working tool, a strategy through which to critique instances
and historical moments intent on reconstruction rather than construction
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of an alternative theoretical perspective (Morris and Paton, 1979, p.57).
In constructing a ‘feminist critique’ of leadership in education I will be
undertaking a critical analysis of and reflection on how women have been
displaced from or submerged in both organizational and political theory,
and how much of this invisibility of women has permeated the everyday
commonsense notions of ‘leadership’.

Before commencing this critique, a further consideration must be
acknowledged, although it will not be developed here. Problematic to
both stating theory explicitly and critiquing social theory is the nature of
language and text. Sarah Fildes asserts that the traditional invisibility of
women in theory can be explained partially by the conceptual language
and terminology which have implicit masculinist values and models
which must be questioned (Fildes, 1983, p.62). The use of certain
concepts often sets the agenda and boundaries of a discourse (whether in
theory, practice or policy), which in turn determines the direction and
force of the final analysis. An essential aspect of feminist theory and
feminism, therefore, is to question all that is ‘given’, to question what is
not included in the discourse as much as what is, and what has been
reinterpreted in a manner which displaces women’s interests. Such a
questioning can often commence from the dissonance between personal
experience, commonsense knowledge and theory. This is the position
implicit in the liberal interventionist model, which assumes that if more
women can and do become ‘successful’ leaders, then societal behaviour
and attitudes will change when personal experience ‘bumps up against’
myths about females in leadership roles. As to whether the success of
women such as Thatcher in the particular mode of leadership I will be
critiquing — that which focuses upon hierarchy, authority, individual-
ism and claims of rationality — is desirable for women is another matter.
Similarly, in a period of rampant corporate managerialism in education,
whilst the rhetoric centres on notions of efficiency, skill, hierarchy and
control, leadership takes on particular forms and encourages particular
approaches (Ministry of Education, 1986). In this sense discourse itself is
a form of ‘power over others’, of masking conflict, of being deployed to
reinforce consensus, of constraining action and prescribing behaviours.
Power therefore infuses discourse. But discourse can be an instrument of
either domination or emancipatory effort (Elshtain, 1982, pp.127-9).
This particular point will be elaborated in the last section, in which new
elements and parameters for an alternative feminist discourse on
educational leadership are offered.

Therefore, essential to a critical feminist perspective of leadership is
a critique of the central concepts in the bodies of theory which inform
educational administration and which control the parameters of the
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discourse — concepts such as rationality, individuality, competence and
merit. Such a critique undermines the gendered historical and social
construction of the relationship between social structures which are
construed to be ‘given’ and ‘neutral’, such as bureaucracies and
organizations, and the individual. Secondly, it challenges the particular
views about the nature of human activity and potentiality implicit in
such theories. Finally, such a critique analyzes the particular epistemolo-
gical underpinnings of theories of leadership. These aspects of social
structure, human agency and epistemology are interrelated and mutually
reinforcing, and will be dealt with accordingly.

The next section addresses the ways in which traditional views of
leadership have dominated educational administration and how leaderhip
has been socially and historically constructed in a manner which looks to
characteristics of ‘successful’ masculine leaders as those constituting
leadership. The following section attempts to develop a better
understanding of how liberal political theory has encouraged this
hegemonic masculinist view of leadership, which is premised upon
particular interpretations of rationality, morality, organization and
individualism, and is typical of Western societies. In turn, other social,
economic and political arrangements such as the dominance of a
positivistic epistemology in social science, together with the bureaucra-
tization of social life have supported this particular leadership perspec-
tive. The ‘liberal interventionist’ approach underlying many equal
opportunity policy initiatives is derived largely from within this
tradition. Next the notions of individual competitiveness, bureaucratic
rationality and abstract morality are discussed as central to the
traditional, masculinist construct of leadership. Finally, an alternative
feminist perspective of leadership will be presented; one that takes into
account the historical and social construction of organizations and
knowledge, and which presents a view of leadership which is essentially
relational and communitarian.

Leadership in Organizational Theory: A Masculinist
Construct

To return to the initial question, how has the underrepresentation of
women in formal leadership positions been explained in the conventional
literature on leadership? Women have been cast in organizational theory
as being deficient in terms of leadership skills and attributes. Theories of
leadership developing within a positivistic epistemology have relied upon
empirical studies of those who are or have been in formal positions of
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leadetship; that is, men. Historical accounts of ‘great men’ merely
substantiate what is already seen to be self-evident. The behaviours,
traits and characteristics displayed by men in formal positions of
authority have become the ‘givens’ of leadership. Therefore, leadership in
organizations has been historically associated with particular characteris-
tics which are more frequently depicted as ‘masculine’ than ‘feminine’ —
aggressiveness, forcefulness, competitiveness and independence. Positi-
vistic social science in general, and organizational and administrative
theory in particular, have construed that what is masculine experience is
universal across time, context and gendered subject. Theoretical work on
the social construction of sexuality, from both functionalist and feminist
perspectives, has rarely been related to organizational processes or theory
(Hearn and Parkin, 1983, p.231).

This ‘masculinist’ characterization of leadership is common across the
main approaches to leadership in organizational theory, whether they be
trait model, the charismatic/behavioural model or the situational/
contingency models of leadership central to educational administration.
(For examples of such theories in a standard text in educational
administration see Hoy and Miskel, 1978. For a critique see Watkins,
1986, and Foster, this volume.) Whilst trait theory considers leadership
qualities or skills to be inherent attributes of the individual, the
behaviourist model allows appropriate leadership behaviours or styles to
be learned. More recent situational/contingency theories tend to perceive
a ‘match’ between the individual attributes or leadership styles (innate
and learned) and particular situations or contexts.

Although the ‘trait’ theory model of leadership has been denigrated
in organizational literature for its failure to differentiate between effective
and ineffective male leaders, it has been duly resuscitated as an
explanation for why women are not found in leadership positions. Given
that the ‘traits’ associated with leadership have been defined and
prescribed in a gendered stereotypic manner, women are in a double
bind. If a2 woman displays the culturally defined traits of ‘femininity’
(being emotional, passive, dependent, nurturing, intuitive or submis-
sive), she is perceived to be a ‘poor’ leader. If she acts according to the
male role definition of a leader (being aggressive, achievement-oriented,
self-confident, forceful or competitive), she is condemned as being
‘unfeminine’ (Chapman and Luthans, 1975). More specifically, the
literature on women in management focuses on three sets of personality
traits: aggressiveness/dominance, emotional control/sound judgment;
self-confidence and self-esteem. Women’s apparent lack of such ‘traits’ as
perceived in their behaviour is seen to make them unsuited for leadership
(Bannon, 1978; Brown, 1979).
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Let us consider these ‘myths’ in more detail. Firstly, there is little
empirical evidence to support the connection between certain ‘traits’ and
good leadership. The literature is unable to substantiate the connection,
for example, between aggressiveness and various ‘management’ skills
seen to be essential to leaders in organizations and schools, such as
tackling challenges, setting achievable goals, planning, organizing,
persuading, conciliating and conveying enthusiasm. The second myth
that women are unsuitable leaders and decision-makers because they are
too emotional and subjective is equally unfounded, both theoretically
and empirically. Theoretically it assumes that decision-making is
rational, logical and objective, when increasingly the irrational,
subjective and illogical nature of decision-making is the basis of current
revisionist theorizing within the traditional organizational research
paradigm. It is increasingly accepted that decision-making is value
ridden and theory laden, ideologically prescribed, generally based on
inadequate and even incorrect information and consequently emotive.
Therefore the dominance of a particular ‘scientistic’ view of what leaders
do when they make decisions (as being rational and objective) and what
‘traits’ are required to lead (non-emotional) cannot be upheld. Ironically,
more recent studies of leadership, in an attempt to produce a more
balanced conceptualization of leadership, look to these very ‘feminine’
qualities of emotionality, sociality and caring values which traditionally
imparted connotations of weakness (Sergiovanni and Carver, 1980,
pp-306-26). Likewise school principals are required to become facilita-
tors, not dominators (Chapman, 1985).

The third myth, that leadership is associated with a high level of
self-confidence and self-esteem, is again highly suspect. The literature
portrays women as lacking these ‘qualities’, whether learned or innate.
For example, Antill and Cunningham’s Australian study, ‘Self-esteem as
a Function of Masculinity in Both Sexes’, argues that men have higher
self-esteem than women (Antill and Cunningham, 1979. For a critique
of ‘self-esteem’ see Putnam and Heinen, 1976; Kenway and Willis,
1988). Since 1968 a dominant theory as to why women have not gained
more representation in higher levels of decision-making is that of ‘fear of
success’ (Horner, 1972; Condry and Dyer, 1976). This ‘fear’ explains
why women are more ‘anxious’ than men in leadership positions and why
they lack the desire to ‘take on’ leadership responsibilities. Women are
seen to fear success because of the negative consequences which derive
from succeeding in competitive situations — social rejection and
perceived loss of femininity (Sassen, 1980). Or perhaps it was fear —
more of being perceived as being deviant from role models by taking on
masculine behaviours (Moore and Rickel, 1980; Greenfield ez 2/., 1980).
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Ironically, studies which replicated the ‘fear of success’ model on male
subjects found that men also admitted to the same fears (Carlson, 1972,
p.-21). More recently the ‘fear of success’ model has been reinterpreted to
argue that women were not so afraid of ‘success’, just more prepared than
the male subjects to admit to the negative or ‘other side of competitive
success’ generally ignored in the literature — the alienation, loneliness
and conflict (Carlson, 1972). The effect of this research was inevitably to
blame the victim. Notions of success and esteem are socially constructed
and context bound. The underlying theoretical paradigm, the trait
approach to leadership, therefore emphasizes innate rather than learned
psychological differences between males and females, ignores the ways in
which certain behaviours are developed through experience and positive
reinforcement, and portrays leadership as a set of individual characteris-
tics without regard for how behaviour is both learned and situation
specific.

Whilst the trait approach assumes innate difference, the behaviour-
ist perspective accepts the notion of learned behaviours which are gender
stereotypic. The political effect is the same as that of trait theory in
justifying observed behaviours as proof of difference. There are particular
sets of learned behaviours which are perceived as being appropriate
leadership behaviours or styles. The dominant theory to explain the lack
of women in administration and leadership positions is socialization
and sex role stereotypes (Adkinson, 1981). This argues that gender
differentiation is constructed by the internalization of certain gender role
behaviours imparted through such agencies as schools, family, work and
the media (see Marshall, 1979, for an example of the argument on the
need to ‘socialize’ female educational administrators). Thus boys learn to
be rational, logical, objective and to suppress their feelings. They are
encouraged to be aggressive and dominant in social situations. Girls learn
to cultivate their emotions at the expense of their rationality, and are
therefore more subjective. Their role is to be more dependent, nurturing
and passive. This prepares each sex entrance into the public and private
spheres of life, since these were the attributes required in each domain
respectively. By imparting such significance to socialization, the
behaviourist model assumes the passivity of the individual male and
female who are ‘socialized’ into particular roles. At the same time this
behaviourist model ‘allows’ women to acquire the necessary attributes.
But in so doing it casts women into a deficit position in that it blames
the victim when ‘socialization’ does not occur; it ignores resistance or the
notion that an individual’s socialization is partial and selective. It implies
the need and precondition for women to take on masculine attributes of
leadership (rationality, aggression, the ability to control and dominate)
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in order to succeed; it accepts the hierarchical relationship in schools and
state educational bureaucracies as necessary and given; and it defines
success/relevant experience in male terms (occupation, hierarchy,
expertise). Ultimately particular sets of observable behaviours are valued
more than others.

Finally, the recent emphasis within the traditional organizational
research paradigm has been on situational or contingency theories of
leadership, best represented by the work of Vroom and Yetton, Blake
and Mouton and Fiedler (see Fiedler, 1978; Hoy and Miskel, 1978, for a
summary; for a critique see Watkins, 1986). These theories argue that
there is a package of leadership skills and behaviours ranging from
democratic to authoritarian which can be learned, selected and used
according to particular definable situational factors and contexts. Leaders
must acquire the skill to recognize, diagnose and select the appropriate
style of leadership to ‘fit’ the situation. No specific leadership style is
given preference or more valued becaus<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>