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Introduction: Overview and Rationale for Paper Folio

I have been a student service professional for almost a decade. During this time, [
developed a keen interest in issues that affect students. I have seen a variety of leadership styles
at all levels of this institution, a small liberal arts college with just under twelve hundred

students. Many students have taken on leadership positions and have been active in the

2 of the university. Senior admini have changed several times since my

employment here and issues related to leadership continue to command a great deal of attention,

comment and concern.

Throughout my course work in ional ip, I became i in
and its impact on the organization. Specifically, it became apparent that leadership style was
important to the running of this (and any other) institution.

Observing various leadership styles caused me to ask what style of leadership is suited to
student service providers and what style should we be developing in our students? My research
on the topic of transformational leadership spoke directly to this question.

Initially, my goal was to understand the student service profession from a historical

perspective. This was essential to ine the extent that developing was a key

historical role of student service providers who are involved in most aspects of a student’s

university life. How they model ip plays a signi role in P
potential in students. In order to be effective role models, student service providers should
examine and understand leadership principles and practices from both a theoretical and historical
viewpoint. They should also reflect on their practices as they interact with students on a daily

basis.



The literature clearly id¢ ip as a good from
‘which to develop leadership. The first important step in this process is understanding our role
within the university setting. This will be the focus of paper number one. A historical review
will examine the changing relationship of the student service provider with students and within
the university. While there was, initially, a division between the academic and non-academic
lives of students, over time this changed to integrating many aspects of student life. The chief

student affairs officer played an essential role in making this happen. The new relationship can

best be defined by “is ion”, “0 and ips”.
i¢ ing the i innings of izati theory as it has evolved
throughout this century is an i step to ining the ion of ip theory.

Paper number two will provide this framework. The rigid scientific management theory, evident
at the turn of the twentieth century, was replaced by a human resource theory which focused on
people, groups and relationships. This approach reflected the belief that organizations and

people cannot operate in isolation. The behavioral science approach, drawing on other

the i ions between people, the organization, and their environment.
Similarly, leadership theory evolved from the trait theory approach, where the intent was
to identify specific characteristics of would be leaders. Contingency theories evolved in an
attempt to identify the “fit” between the situation and the leader. These theories, reflecting the
scientific management approach of that which is observable and measurable, were followed by
transformational leadership.

Und ing the historical p of student services, organizational theory and

leadership theory was desirable in ishing a for

pi ip potential.
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This understanding will guide the daily practices of student service professionals as they model

and teach leadership for the twenty first century.



Paper #1
Introduction
This first paper will provide a historical review of the evolution of student services in the
university setting of North America from the early to mid nineteenth century. The Canadian
experience will be highlighted as will the role of the chief student affairs officer during this

approximately one hundred year period. The development of the relationship between students

and student service provi changed from disciplinarian to dian to educator, from the
acting parent, “in loco parentis”, to “information provider™ as in the consumer model (Komives,
Woodard Jr., and Associates, 1996). This occurred in no small measure because of the growth
and diversity of the student population. The role Garland puts forward as required by student

service providers for the future of student affairs is that of integrator (1985). This reflects the

view that all aspects of student life play an i and signi: role in a holistic

As scholarship and specialization became the focus for faculty, they saw non-academic
functions as falling outside their role. Student service personnel were charged with this
responsibility which increased in complexity with the changing student population. This resulting
separation of roles left student service personnel on the periphery, ancillary to the primary
teaching and research functions of the university.

American and Canadian universities and colleges shared a similar evolution in student

services. There was, however, a signi i in the P! of First-Year

Progr ‘where the i lead the way.
Identifying the needs of students within each institution was (and still is) primarily the
responsibility of the chief student affairs officer. The leadership role of this individual is the key

to successful integration.



Student Services, A Historical Perspective

Today’s student services in North America have their roots in the colonial colleges which
were residential and religious. Faculty acted in “loco parentis” enforcing a strict, authoritarian
and paternalistic method of discipline. The focus was on both the intellectual and moral
development of students (Komives et al., 1996).

Deans, who were usually appointed from faculty, were designated to handle problems that
arose as the result of students’ adjusting to college life (Barr & Keating, 1985). The first student
personnel dean in the United States was appointed in 1870 at Harvard, to take the burden of
student discipline off the president and faculty who wanted to devote more time to research.
Ephrain Gumey was a history professor and as dean he was responsible for instruction,
registration and student welfare (Garland, 1985).

Due to the growth of Harvard University, the president, Charles Eliot, divided the
deanship in 1890-91, and named Charles Dunbar, dean of faculty, and an English instructor,
LeBaron Russell Briggs, dean of the college. It is interesting to note Fley's view of Briggs as
dean. “He was the embodiment of the compassionate, loving, patient father figure. He took
flowers to the sick, visited students in the hospital, and wrote to parents about their sons” (cited
in Sandeen, 1991, p.11).

It was Oberlin College that made the courageous move in 1833 to admit women as
students. Eventually the “female department” was headed by Mrs. Adelia Johnston (in 1870).

She was to become Dean Johnston before she left the college in 1900. The person who became
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the pioneering dean of women, however, was Marion Talbot. Recruited by William Harper,
president of the University of Chicago, her duties parallelled those of Dean Briggs at Harvard

(Sandeen, 1991).

The i activities that around the middle of the nineteenth century
reflected a desire for the development of the whole student: mind, personality, and body.
Activities included literary societies, debate clubs, and campus publications and were a student
response to the traditional, strictly classical courses of the day. Athletics and physical education
were spontaneous and informal, mainly for recreation and enjoyment (Komives et al., 1996).

There were a number of significant happenings during the latter half of the nineteenth
century which affected the growth of student affairs. These events coincided with the changing
faculty roles and expectations, growing demands on college presidents, and increasing
participation of women in higher education. There was a move away from religious to secular
concerns as institutions became larger, more complex and more impersonal. Noteworthy was the
influence of the German model. American academics studying in Germany were influenced by
the focus strictly on the “in class” experiences of students. Faculty there virtually ignored what
was happening to students outside the classroom. This model was promoted when the
Americans returned home where they argued they should not be expected to be involved with
students outside the classroom (Miller, Winston, and Menderhall, 1983).

By the tum of the twentieth century, participation of faculty in student affairs changed
from total involvement to detachment. At the same time, there was an obvious increase in the
responsibility placed on students, evidenced by growing numbers of student councils and other

forms of student government (Fenske, cited in Komives et al., 1996).
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Delworth & Hanson (1989) maintain that some of the first services provided by non~

female students in co-educational colleges and

faculty indivi centred around
general disciplinary duties. As the end of the century approached, more specific student services

were evident: “health and medical services, spiritual guidance provided by campus ministers, and

functions related to student i ion, such as ic advising, issions and student
records” (p.26). Student services continued to grow and diversify adding guidance, counselling,
residence supervision and career placement by the first decade of the twentieth century.

By 1910, deans of men and women were found in most colleges and universities,
primarily in the role of “social welfare worker” for students. As universities and colleges grew
and became more complex, the deans, as suggested by Frederich Rudolph, represented an
institutional effort “to maintain collegiate and humane values in an atmosphere of increasing
scholarship and specialization” (Sandeen, 1991, p.12).

Faculty then, having removed themselves from all but the cognitive development of
students, left the responsibilities to others for the students’ social and moral development. This
created a division between academic and non-academic aspects of student life (Garland, 1985).

Trying to re-integrate the two has been a constant challenge for student affairs’ professionals.

The reason for this was not that the role of y people was i i but
rather that the services were outside the two main functions of the university; teaching and
research. This left student service professionals to convince faculty and administrators of the
importance of students’ emotional, spiritual, and social growth to their intellectual development.

Integrating these aspects is essential if students are to receive a “holistic” education.
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Between the end of World War I and the depression of the 1930s, there were favourable

developments in student services in that a supportive educational philosophy evolved and leading

figures wanted to re-integrate the academic and social of students. Also, student
service 1 were ping vigorous self- iZati (Delworth &
Hanson, 1989).

The thrust of the new approach was summed up in such statements as “students are

de is i ing a ized learning ot if they are to profit from

college”(Wrenn & Bell, cited in Delworth & Hanson, 1989, p-26). While it was evident to many
that student education involved more than intellectual development and attention, other factors
had a negative effect on student services.

The climate of the depression resulted in cutbacks in budgets. At the same time a view
that was against student services emerged. Robert M. Hutchens was one of its proponents and he
argued that faculty not “be diverted from its proper tasks to perform the uncongenial job of
improving the conduct and the health of those entrusted to it”(Hutchens, cited in Delworth &
Hanson, 1989, p.26).

Despite this negative view, student services continued to prosper after the depression.

This period is referred to as the “golden age” for the profession (Deegan, cited by Garland,

1985). Its services were ized and ized as a signi function.

From the mid nineteenth to the mid twentieth century, the role of student services moved
from disciplinarian, to custodian, to educator. During the 1960s and 1970s a number of services
were added in response to a changing student body. These services included financial aid,

housing and food services, personal and academic counselling to name a few. In Canada, the
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student loan program, for example, began in 1964. The evolution of the relationship with
students away from “in loco parentis™ and that of disciplinarian and authority figure declined, and
the role of coordinator and educator increased. This changing relationship between students and
their institution, was viewed by some as contractual. This involved providing students with a
wide range of information which would allow them to make informed decisions as in a consumer
model (Komives et al., 1996).

Student development theory and research emerged to explain and understand the concept
of the development of the whole student. A significant amount of research appeared during the
1950s and 1960s as a result of this focus (Komives et al., 1996).

Silverman (1971) suggests “integrator” as the name for the role of student affairs where it
contributes to the entire institution and not to the student alone (cited in Garland, 1985). Smith
(1982) suggests:

If the developmental model emerged in part to supply a positive and less reactive

approach to student life, then we must now move to the next step to incorporate a

positive approach to institutional life and to respond positively to the issues facing

our institutions (cited in Garland, 1985, p.8).

Silverman (1980) makes the argument that what has traditionally been a disadvantage to
the student affairs organization (being on the periphery of the educational institution) may be its
greatest strength:

Our uniqueness as student personnel workers rests on our ability to fashion

using the values, norms, and

opportunities of the variety of constituencies on our campuses. To the extent



10

that we are successful in our work, we will be respected, not because of position,

but as a result of the impacts we have on campus life. Truly, student personnel

workers have the opportunities to be central figures for campus improvement in an

era when resources must be perceived as newly combined rather than as new. (cited in

Garland, 1985, p.8)

As integrators, then, student affairs professionals must consider both the needs of the
student and the needs of the institution in defining priorities and goals. This certainly makes a
great deal of sense considering the broad array of services that come under the label of student
services, from admissions, orientation and financial aid, to health services, counselling and
campus security to name a few. No longer is student affairs only involved with traditional
programs such as student activities, housing and student conduct. Their responsibilities reach into
all aspects of a student’s university experience. In addition to those cited above we find
intercollegiate athletics and recreation, career planning and academic support services in its
mandate (Sandeen, 1991). The efforts during the latter half of the twentieth century saw the
student services personnel “anticipate changes, to better co-ordinate academic and student affairs

programs, and to develop a more i i dis ion to the student affairs

profession” (Miller & Prince, cited in Garland, 1985, p.7).

Very littie happens in isolation and the evolution of student services within the university
is no exception. The move away from religious and elitist institutions led to a more diverse
student population. The result was the need for diverse services to meet the needs of that
population. As faculty for the most part relinquished their responsibilities in all but the

“cognitive development” of students, non-faculty personnel took on this role.
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The next section will briefly examine the Canadian experience in post-secondary
education and the impact on first year students. This has significant implications for the

evolution of student services throughout the latter decades of the twentieth century.



The Canadian Experience
Post-secondary education in Canada has a similar background to that of our American

Our universities were also istic, elitist, and by the clergy with a

classical content as curriculum. It is actually described by Gilbert, Chapman, Dietsche, Grayson
& Gardner (1997) as “academic social Darwinism” (p.9). Students were admitted to university
where “only the fittest survive and where academic success and good grades were largely the
responsibility of the individual student and not the institution” (p.9).

A number of the same dramatic changes which affected American higher education had a

similar impact in Canada. These included i i ion in pe ion by

members of the armed forces, baby boomers in the 1960s, women, and part-time students.

In the 1960s there was a move to more publicly funded institutions. There was “less
traditional, classical, academic and more applied, practical, technical; less male-dominated and
more gender-balanced at least in terms of enrollments and graduates; and finally, less concern
about research and more concerned with students” (Gilbert et al., 1997, p.10). According to
these same authors Canadian advanced education was not as “practical and pragmatic” as
education had become in the United States.

Two views had significant impact on these major changes. First, there was a recognition

of the positive ion between ion and ic growth. Second, to achieve these

goals required an “equal access for all” view of education. An economic motivation for a

ic view of | ion justified ing p ities (Gilbert et al.,
1997).

Concerns were raised over ion as to of quality of

education and the role of research versus teaching (similar to those raised in American higher



13
education). These concems coupled with the fact that there was a definite emphasis on academic
research, resulted in an environment where “teaching, and especially teaching first-year students,
was/is a low status and unrewarded activity” (Gilbert et al., 1997, p.11). They go on to describe
first-year instruction as students having little interaction with faculty. As well, there were large
lecture classes; teaching assistants and sessional lecturers or new faculty as instructors; little
personal feedback; a focus on memorization of content in broad survey courses; little emphasis
on writing, higher-order thinking and oral communication skills; multiple choice testing;
emphasis on grading not learning and student development; and, passive rather than active
learning and little involvement and participation. The “Darwinian” approach pervaded. Students
‘were on their own to “sink or swim” and it really was the responsibility of the student to achieve

success; the institution held little ibility for individual success.

1t is this latter point that separates developments in the United States from those in
Canada. One significant area where it manifests itself is in the emphasis on “First-Year
Experiences and Programs”. In Canada, this focus has been slow in its development, unlike the
United States. Gilbert et al. (1997) contend that “the experience to date in Canada has been much
less intentional, systematic, intense, varied and interwoven” (p.11).

There were dramatic social and economic changes in the 1980s and 1990s which affected
higher education and resulted in external demands for public accountability as well as a call for
measurable outcomes to determine “value for money™.

Finding ways to be more effective as institutions as well as efficient and productive was

and still is a major challenge. The charge to be caused pt y

institutions to rethink their sink or swim philosophy. As a result, concerns emerged concerning
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the following: failure rate of students, preparedness of students, problems of students during the
first year and the consequences they pose, the role of institutions in enhancing student success,
retention, satisfaction and graduation, effective teaching and instructional practices,
collaborations and parmerships to facilitate student success, adjusting to an increasingly diverse
student population, an aging professoriate, reduced funding, and evaluation of the extent
institutional missions are being met (Gilbert et al., 1997, pp.12-13).

These concerns reflected some fundamental changes. Students were brought back into

of instituti ibility for “positive learning

the debate. There was

outcomes”. The result of the latter change indicated an emphasis on i ing and i

students into the scholarly community.

The emphasis has changed from sink or swim to “providing students with the tools and
support that are necessary for success in both college/university life” (Gilbert et al., 1997, p.13).
Presently, in most colleges and universities in Canada, student service personnel are directly and

actively involved in providing the y ip in identifying the essential “tools and

support” and working toward student success through partnerships both within the university
setting and the larger community.

A number of “Canadian Pioneers™ in student services were interviewed for their
perspectives on various aspects of providing student services. These leaders have been involved
in the provision of student services in various post-secondary settings since the 1950s and 1960s,
and some are still active in this area. Their comments cover a range of related issues and offer

important insight into both the Canadian experience and to the student service's

profession generally. Various topics were di il ling: historical perspective of its role
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within the institution vis a vis administration, faculty, and students; future issues and most
importantly a sense of the “essence” of student services-what its all about.

The following is a summary of key comments by these senior student affairs
professionals: The first brief comments speak volumes to the struggle that student services went
through in finding its accepted “place” in the university.

“University campuses have begrudgingly grown to respect the role of student services on

campus-the tendency is for more student service departments to come under the Vice

President Academic demonstrating that student services is not just ancillary but rather an

essential role”.

“In the 60s and 70s, the academic community saw student services on the periphery but

not really essential”. (Education 6940, Video Interviews)

The i reflect the institution’s response to the changing culture to

‘which it had to respond:
“In the late 50s and early 60s, campuses were more socially oriented; in the mid 60s
there was an increase in political activism. The 70s saw expansion in post secondary
education. In the 80s there was a search for income initiatives to support programs and
the 90s were characterized by cutbacks™.
“In the 1960s institutions expanded quickly; there was pressure of growth and changing
culture. There was a move away from “in loco parentis” and there was a struggle as to

what the social innings should be”. (E¢ ion 6940, Video Interviews)

These student service pioneers were asked for any words of wisdom they could offer new

professionals in the field of student services. The comments of these chief student affairs
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officers speak loudly and clearly to the primary focus of all that guides and drives student
services....students!:

“Emphasize students and what can be learned from students”.

“Consistently be an advocate for students™.

“Speak as loudly as you can to students by listening to them™.

“There is much to learn from students™.

“Get involved with students and get to know them™.

“Never be out of sight/touch with students wherever they are-be there!”(Education 6940,

Video Interviews)

The same individuals were asked for their future predictions on issues that will face this
profession. Coincidently, the first two of the areas that they predicted will be of major concern
are indeed already commanding a great deal of attention:

« Employment of students will be a great issue”.

“ Financial Aid will be a big concern”.

“Student Service jobs will become contractual, regardless, we will thrive and survive

with closer partnerships with students” was another noteworthy comment. (Education

6940, Video Interviews)

In offering advice to the chief student affairs officer, the following comments from these

veterans of student affairs call for an integrator role :

“ In developing missions, there must be i between the institution and
student affairs”.

“There must be coherence with the overall goals of the institution. The chief student
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affairs officer looks both ways- the two must interconnect. A decade ago student services was
seen as an add on; but, as institutions look for more ways to add value to students education and

as we (the institution) become more people look at the whole package”.

““As we become more accountable, students expect services to be there. There has to be
congruence between strategic vision and outcomes and the ability to benchmark activities
to mark progress”. (Education 6940, Video Interviews)

These comments highlight 2 number of important and significant changes seen in the
delivery of student services in the past several decades. The essence of student services is indeed
meeting the needs of students, but it should be accomplished through partnerships with students,
faculty, staff and other members of the community.

‘Where better to look in the evolution of student services than to the chief student affairs

officer for insight into the role leadership plays in student services. The following section will

profile this i student service




The Chief Student Affairs Officer
The chief student affairs officer is responsible for the delivery of a varied and often
complex package of programs and services. While each institution defines its own needs as to
what services are required, it is the chief student affairs officer who is expected to provide
leadership and direction in identifying those needs.

The evolution of this role over the past three decades finds the chief student affairs officer

a part of the team of most universities. In this capacity they are highly visible
leaders and “expected to be good managers, delivering timely services to students while handling
large budgets efficiently; effective mediators, resolving difficult disputes and campus conflicts;
and sound educators, planning and putting into effect successful cocurricular programs for
students™ (Sandeen, 1991, p.xii).

The multifaceted nature of the “job duties” for this position requires skills that are
complex. Sandeen (1991) comments on the diversity of expectations that members of the
university community hold for the person in this role: “they must be a wizard with the students, a
dove with the faculty, a professor chips with the alumni, and a dragon for the president” (p.16).

there must

Sandeen points to a very i i ion in assessing this i
be a good “fit” between the chief student affairs officer and the institution. Equally important, he
reflects, there must be an awareness that as the institution changes, the skills and abilities of this
person must also change.

In higher education there has been a definite change in the management styles of leaders

toward i y and b with an emphasis on i ion and

cooperation (Sandeen, 1991). This is evident in many areas. One example is the partnership

between academic and student affairs. This reflects the important view that all of students’




are i 10 their

The role the chief student affairs officer plays vis a vis the chief academic officer is
reflected in the educational philosophy of the student affairs profession where

the ic mission of the institution is p i Colleges and universities

i the

organize their primary activities around the academit i the
library, the classroom and the laboratory. The work of student affairs should not compete

with and cannot substitute for that academi i As a partner in the educational

enterprise, student affairs enhances and supports the academic mission. (Sandeen, 1991,
Ppp. 28-29)
There are many examples of joint pursuits between academic and student affairs which can
improve the institution’s educational programs. These include: institutional research, student

and ori¢ ion to name a few.

One of the most important responsibilities of the chief student affairs officer, is to gain an
understanding of the student body. They can become experts on who the students they serve are
by listening to many groups, finding out the reasons students attend or do not attend their
institution, using available data, listening to parents, consulting with employers, staying in touch,
getting into the classroom and understanding student interests (Sandeen, 1991).

In order to accomplish this, the chief student affairs officer will have to establish a
trusting relationship based on honesty and genuine concern. It is important to involve students in
policy decisions and follow through on programs. In all responses to student and staff issues,
the chief student affairs officer must be fair, equitable and sensitive. This individual will also

need to take risks showing courage, openly confronting controversy and speaking out when
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necessary on issues (Sandeen,1991).

A panticularly important role of this campus leader is to establish a good relationship with
members of faculty, ensuring they have an understanding of student life issues. Equally
important is the task of responding to staff. Gaining their support is essential. This requires
eamning their support by demonstrating competence and integrity as well as listening to their
concerns (Sandeen, 1991). It is incumbent upon the chief student affairs officer to be a good
manager. “Student affairs leaders may establish candid relationships with presidents, students,
faculty and the community and other constituencies, but if they do not manage their decisions
efficiently, they will be a failure” (Sandeen,1991, p.89). This of course involves developing a
plan that reflects knowledge of the institution and the fit that is required if it is to be successful.
The plan must also be realistic and strategically implemented attending to the structure of the
organization and involving all who have a vested interest.

He goes on to say

The chief student affairs officer must understand that real reform must occur from within

departments, as a result of the staff themselves, not as a function of external pressures.

The student affairs leader should inspire staff to improve by ‘modelling the way’ in

program development, policy formulation, and team building. Thus a very important task

for student affairs managers is to present a vision to the staff of where they want to go,
and to convince them they can get there. If this can be done in a manner that excites and
challenges them, as opposed to insulting or threatening them, the chief student affairs
officer will have accomplished a great deal in his effort to improve performance.(p.108)

The mediation role of the chief student affairs officer is a challenging one. It requires in-
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depth knowledge of students and a thorough understanding of the issues affecting student life.
This task will not come easy without the development of effective mediation skills. Teamwork is
crucial, but not automatic and the chief student affairs officer will need to be a good team
builder. The support of the president is essential as is confronting the unpleasant and learning to
compromise. Above all, setting an example will go a long way to aiding the role of mediator.

As to the most important role of the chief student affairs officer, Sandeen leaves no

doubt, “Student Affairs ini can be good and problem solvers, but if they
are not actively engaged in advancing the education of students, then they have abandoned their
most important obligation as professionals” (Sandeen, 1991, p.151).

In the early years, student affairs practitioners spent a great deal of time convincing

faculty of the i of student i to their education. As they took on the tasks

relinquished by faculty, ironically they i to the ion of activities and
student life. Most educators now realize the important role student involvement plays in learning
as well as in the retention and graduation rates of students. In this role then, the chief student
affairs officer will attempt to understand student cultures and work with faculty, striving to
collaborate and build teams in order to be an effective educator. He or she no longer functions

on the periphery of the institution (though the argument of the vulnerability of student services

can be made) but, rather, actively ici as part of the team of the i

This is done while the traditional roles of student advocate and service provider are retained.
Delworth & Hanson (1989) contend that there has been an ongoing debate throughout the

history of student affairs as to its allegiance; to academic mission or to a management role. The

debate, they claim, is both unfortunate and unnecessary as both roles are possible and desirable.
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‘This re-affirms Sandeen’s position regarding the multi-faceted role of the chief student affairs
officer.

Bass & Associates (1993) claim that the educator versus administrator dilemma has been
detrimental to the efficacy of the chief student affairs officer who works in an increasingly
complex institution.

A competent chief student affairs officer is certainly going to be an exceptional individual
who may be described as a competent manager, mediator, and educator. This individual will be
heavily involved with the academic programs of the institution. A very significant quality will

be the ability to be sensitive and responsive to various constituencies and to help them learn
about the needs of the students and the institution. Their skills will have to match the needs of

the institution and they should be teachers for their students and staff (Sandeen, 1991).

Summary

Komives et al. (1996) identify two enduring and distinctive concepts about student affairs

and services. They are i and persistent emphasis on and i to the
development of the whole person [and]...sustained commitment to supporting the diversity of
institutional and academic missions over time”(p-23). As this historical review of student
services in the past one hundred or so years revealed, both these concepts are indeed evident.
The colonial colleges emphasized both the intellectual as well as moral development of students.
As early as 1870, student welfare was a concern of the dean and indicated the importance of

1 This concern i as part of the

students’ activities outside the
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experience even though the responsibilities transferred for the most part to non-faculty personnel.
As the climate of the university changed, so too the services provided had to change. As we have
seen the individual responsible for leading the way is the chief student affairs officer. There is no
doubt “to be successful and to accomplish the many different goals of the position, chief student
affairs officers must be leaders. Everything else depends on this quality!” (Sandeen, 1991,
p.208). What type of leadership would be most suited to the role of chief student affairs officer

(and other student service professionals)? The next paper will examine the organization and

explore some historical and y ives on ip with a focus on

transformational leadership as a theory suited to the student services setting.



Paper #2

Introduction

This paper will explore organizational theory from a historical framework as it applies to

Tt ional ip will be analyzed in detail with some of its essential
characteristics applied to the role of the chief student affairs officer.

L ing the ization and its evolution provides a within which we

can examine the type of leadership suited to the provision of student services. Views towards

and the organization have changed i this century. The first part

of this paper will provide a review of these changing perspectives.

The “great man theory” or “trait approach” to leadership was well suited to the
organization at the turn of the century which was influenced by a scientific management,
efficiency at all cost model. This hierarchical and bureaucratic approach was characterized by
control, command and specialization.

Human resource theory saw a move away from this rigid approach and a focus on
relationships. Meeting the human needs of employees ensured organizaticnal needs would be

on the

met according to these theorists. The ioral approach to izati life
approaches of the classical and human relations’ theories while drawing on a number of
disciplines in the process. Its proponents looked at both the social relations and the formal
structure of the organization.

Leadership theory d from the simplistic trait approach to a view towards

analyzing leadership behavior. Lacking theoretical foundations, contingency theories evolved

where researchers looked at the situation the leader was in for insight and understanding about
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These o 1 ip were well suited to the scientific approach which

searches for that which is observable and measurable.

It is the leadership theory that followed, that of transformational leadership as coined by
James MacGregor Bums, where we find 2 description of leadership suited to the student services
profession. The first part of the second paper will provide a review of leadership and
organizational theory while an analysis of transformational leadership will be the focus of the

second part.



on O izatie Theory and the Evolution of thought as it

Pertains to the Study of Leadership

According to Shafritz and Ott (1992), “there is no such thing as the theory of
organization. Rather there are many theories that attempt to explain and predict how
organizations and the people in them will behave...”(p.5). These theories are only intellectual
concepts whose main purpose is to organize and extend knowledge of organizations.

Classical theory, until the 1920s and 1930s, was viewed as the ideal model of
organizational theory. It proposed that scientific management was the primary way to ensure
maximum production. Frederick Taylor, considered the father of scientific management,
demonstrates this approach to management in the following sample of his ideals:

1. A large daily task: Each person in the establishment, high or low, should have a clearly

defined daily task. The carefully circumscribed task should require a full day’s effort to

complete.

2. Standard conditions: The worker should be given standardized conditions and

appliances to accomplish the task with certainty.

3. High pay for success: High pay should be tied to successful completion.

4. Loss in case of failure: Failure should be personally costly.

5. Expertise in large jizations: As izations become i
tasks should be made so difficult as to be accomplished only by a first-rate worker. (Hoy

& Miskel, 1991, p.9)
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The focus then was on efficiency by accomplishing tasks in the shortest amount of time.
The German social theorist, Max Weber, was a great ally for the scientific management
approach. He viewed an ideal organization as one with “a strict chain of command, detailed
rules, high specialization, centralized power, and selection and promotion based on technical

competence” (Johns, 1996, p.12). The term bureaucracy was made famous by Weber who

thought this model “would dardize behavior in izations and provide workers with
security and a sense of purpose” (p.13).

Henry Fayol, a French mining engineer and successful executive, took the same approach
to administration espoused by Taylor. He proposed the following functions as essential to
administrative behavior:

1. To plan which means to study the future and arrange the plan of operations.

2. To organize which means to build up material and human organization of the business,

organizing both people and materials.

3. To command which means to make the staff do their work.

4. To coordinate which means to unite and correlate all activities.

5. To control which means to see that everything is done in accordance with the rules

which have been laid down and the instructions which have been given. (Hoy & Miskel,

1991, p.10)

Lyndall Urwick, another of this approach, with POSDCORB as an
explanation of the work of the “chief executive”. This stands for: planning, organizing, staffing,
directing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting (p.10).

The following are the essential tenets of the classical model of administration:
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1. Time and motion studies: The task is carried out in a way that minimizes time and
effort.
2. Division of labor and specialization: efficiency can be attained by subdividing any

operation into its basic components to ensure workers’ performance.

3. Standardization of tasks: Breaking tasks into parts allows for
performance.
4. Unity of To h the ization, decision making is centralized,

with responsibility flowing from top to bottom.

5. Span of control: Unity of command and coordination are possible only if each superior
at any level has a limited number of subordinates (five to ten) to direct.

6. Uniqueness of function: One department of an organization should not duplicate the
functions performed by another.

7. Formal organization: The focus of analysis is on the official organizational blueprint;
semiformal and informal structures created by the dynamic interaction of people within
the formal organization are not analyzed. (Hoy & Miskel, 1991, pp.11-12)

March & Simon claim the organization can be influenced to varying degrees by events

outside the ization all as well as by events that take place inside the

organization and there is no way of predicting them before they happen. The “machine theory”
then is really too rigid a conception of an organization and this is its greatest shortcoming (cited
in Hoy & Miskel, 1991).

It was Mary Parker Follett, a business philosopher, who noted that the classical view of
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management assumed an essential conflict of interest between managers and employees (Johns,

1996). She believed this conflict was “not necessarily a wasteful outbreak of incompatibilities,

but a normal process by which socially valuable di register for enri of
all concerned” (Hoy & Miskel, 1991, p.12). Her beliefs were a reaction to the classical models

of . ini: ion and the early inni of a human relations approach to organizational

management where she believed “the fundamental problem [in all organizations] was developing

and maintaining dynamic and i ionships” (p.12). Despite these early insights of

Parker’s, it is usually the Hawthorne studies of the 1920s and 1930s which reference the
beginnings of the human relation’s movement.

These experiments, carried out at the Western Electrical Company near Chicago,
examined issues relevant to human behavior in the workplace. Researchers (including Harvard
University’s Elton Mayo & Fritz Roethlisberger and Hawthorne’s William J. Dickson) began to
notice that px:oductivity and work adjustments were affected by psychological and social

One of the i involved an illumination study designed to determine the

relationship between lighting and pi ivity. The results surprisingly showed both groups
improved productivity. Lighting had no effect on production outcome. Production improved
because of the researcher’s presence.

Another experiment had the researchers observe workers on the job. These researchers

that a new emp p more when first employed than he did after he gained

experience. The significance of these new findings relate directly to human resource theory.
Even during the Depression, socially established norms were more important to the worker than

the financial gain he could expect from higher production (Smither, 1988). These results have
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often been referred to as the “Hawthorne Effect” which, says Smither, describes the
“phenomenon of individuals altering their behavior not because of specific changes but because
of the influence of the persons making the changes” (p.14).
Results such as these provided the foundation for the human resource theory, which
eventually replaced classical organizational theory. This theory maintains that people are

motivated through complex i i variables. O are not i variables,

but they influence human behavior which in turn shapes the organization (Shafritz & Ott, 1992).
The basic premise of this theory is that people respond according to the way they are treated.
The focus of the organizational environment is people, groups and relationships. There is a high
value placed on humans as individuals and there is much interdependency.

In this model, employees are provided with maximum information in an open and honest
style enabling them to make their own informed decisions. Organizations exist to serve human
needs; and through providing for the individual’s needs, the needs of the organization are also

met. According to Shafritz, organizations and people cannot operate in isolation. When they do,

there is itation of the indivi or the ization or both. A style which

iders both the individual and the ization provides i and satisfying work for
the employee and human talent and energy for the organization. Authors of the human resource
theory assume that creativity, flexibility and prosperity flow naturally from employee growth and
development (Shafritz & Ott, 1992).

After World War II, theorists such as Chris Argyris, Alvin Gouldner, and Rensis Likert

continued to develop the human relations The i i with

classical management and bureaucracy were identified as dysfunctional:
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1. Strict specialization is incompatible with human needs for growth and achievement.

This can lead to ienation from the ization and its clients.

2. Strong centralization and reliance upon formal authority often fail to take advantage of
the

creative ideas and knowledge of lower-level members, who are often closer to the
customer.

As a result, the organization will fail to learn from its mistakes, which threatens
innovation and adaption. Resistance to change will occur as a matter of course.

3. Strict, impersonal rules lead members to adopt the minimum acceptable level of
performance that the rules specify. If a rule states that employees must process at least
eight claims a day, eight claims will become the norm, even though higher performance
levels are possible.

4. Strong specialization causes employees to lose sight of the overall goals of the

Forms, and required si; become ends in themselves,

divorced from the true needs of clients, and other d in the

organization. This is the ‘red-tape mentality’ that we sometimes observe in

bureaucracies. (Johns, 1996, p.14).

It is the work of Chester I. Bernard that is credited with founding the behavioral approach
to organizational life. This view draws on the disciplines of psychology, sociology, political
science and economics in addition to the classical and human relations approaches. Its
proponents claim the latter two have not included the important impact of social relations and

formal structure on the organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1992).
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Bernard defined formal and informal organizations and their interactions. He used the

terms structural and dynamic to identify i concepts in ing the ization. The

structural ones that he id, i were the indivi the cooperative system, the

formal organization, the complex formal organization and the informal organization. The
dynamic ones were free will, cooperation, authority, the decision process and dynamic
equilibrium (Hoy & Miskel, 1992).

Herbert Simon added to the work of Bernard and introduced the concept of the
organization as a system of exchange, inducements for work. He also identified the notion of
“satisficing’ rather than ‘optmizing’ in terms of problem solving, accepting the most satisfactory
solution when no best one exists (Hoy & Miskel, 1992).

The behavioral science approach to organizational analysis includes three perspectives:
rational systems, natural systems, and open systems. Proponents of the rational systems
approach focus on “the extent to which a set of actions is organized and implemented to achieve
predetermined goals with maximum efficiency” (Hoy & Miskel, 1992, p.17). The focus is on
efficiency, effectiveness and design, which reflects its evolution from the classical organizational
thought of scientific managers with their machine metaphor approach to managing the
organization. The focus then would be on goals and formal structure.

The natural systems approach however, stresses the importance of the organization as a
social group trying to adapt and survive. This view is the direct opposite to the rational one
previously noted. This approach which stresses the individual in the organization evolved from
the human relations perspective of Follett, Mayo & Roethlisberger.

The open systems perspective acknowledges the reality that the organization is affected
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by its environment. As such, it is dynamic and must change in order to survive. “The

of the ization and its envis is critical” (Hoy & Miskel, 1992, p.22).

Proponents of this perspective maintain it can bring together the first two because
organizations have planned and unplanned features, rational and irrational characteristics,
and formal and informal structures. In some organizations, however, rational concerns
dominate the relationships while natural, social relationships predominate in others; in

fact, over time the relative emphasis on rational and natural concerns changes, and these

shifts in structure are ot with envi it Inall

however, both rational and natural elements co-exist within a system that is open to its

environment. (p.23)

Organizational theory then evolved from the classical, scientific management viewpoint
best described with a machine metaphor to a focus on the behavior of individuals within the
organization. The behavioral science approach to organizational theory introduced several
perspectives with the open systems approach of behavioral science providing the broadest and
most inclusive viewpoint where people, the organization and their environments interact and
affect each other.

The view towards ip in the ization has evolved i during this

same period. According to Johns (1996), “Leadership occurs when particular individuals exert
influence upon the goal achievement of others in an organizational context” (p.309). Decades of

theory and research on this inating topic affirms the signi interest it has for those who

study organizations.

During the 1970s, a number of scholars i the of the
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concept in our understanding organizations; such as, Lieberson & O’Connor, Salancik & Pfeffer,
McCall & Lombardo and Kerr & Jermier (cited in Hoy & Miskel, 1991, p.251).
However, there are many individuals who believe the exact opposite to be true. As to the
impact on schools, Bennis (cited in Hoy & Miskel, 1991) states a number of reasons to explain

why leaders play an important role

The success of all

First, they are ible for the i of

organizations rests on the perceived quality of leaders. Second, change and upheaval

make it essential for our institutions to have anchors and guiding purposes. Leaders fill

that need. Third, there are pervasive national concerns about our schools. Educational

leaders have a key role in alleviating the public’s concemns. (p.251)

The majority of studies on leadership during this century focus on the great man theory or
trait approach which tries to identify specific, identifiable characteristics of would be leaders. It
was the search for potential leaders for the war effort during World War I that led to a focus on

traits as indij of ip potential. This i through World War II and expanded to

the general population (Johns,1996).

Ralph Stogdill’s extensive review of traits of leadership from 1904-1947 and again from
1949-1974 are indicative of this approach. This influence was far reaching and is still alive and
well today even though the focus now is on job related skills.

A good example of this approach is that of the assessment center which was developed by
German Psychologists around the turn of the century. This was then adapted for use by the
German and British military in choosing officers. The practice was then resurrected by AT&T

‘when it launched its Management Progress Study of the careers of over 400 young executives to
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determine and select potential managers. Today, there are over fifty assessment centers in the
world for the selection of secondary school principals. This procedure which looks at personal

traits and job-related skills still reflects its war time origins with its “debriefing interview”.

1f-

‘While some traits appear related to ip (i
motivation to lead, emotional stability, honesty, integrity, and need for achievement), this
approach is limited. Identifying traits does not answer the important question of how influence
occurs. A reaction to the trait approach resulted in an over emphasis on the role situation plays.

Analyzing the behavior of assigned leaders became the focus of the most involved
systematic study of leadership to date at Ohio State University in the 1940s. Subordinates
described the behavior of their superiors and these descriptions were summarized in two
dimensions. The behavior was one of consideration or initiating structure, the former

characterized by the extent to which a leader is approachable and shows personal concern for

subordinates and the latter the degree to which a leader on group goal
Not at all surprising were the findings that the effects of these were dependent on the task, the
subordinate and the setting (Johns, 1996).

At the same time, studies were conducted at the University of Michigan which attempted
to “locate clusters of leader characteristics that are closely related to each other and to
effectiveness criteria” (Hoy & Miskel, 1991, p.268). These studies complemented the Ohio State

studies but neglected situational factors.

These i lack strong i ions. C theories
of leadership are referred to as contingency theories which maintain that effectiveness is

dependent upon the fit between personality characteristics, leader behavior and situational
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variables (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).

Contingency Leadership was the focus of Fred Fiedler and other researchers who
emphasized the importance of looking at the situation the leader is in for a more complete and
accurate understanding about leadership. This focus was not only more realistic, but also
reflected an important implication about the very nature of leadership-that it is neither good nor-
bad and both change and improvement are possible (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).

Robert House’s path-goal theory is concerned with the situations under which various

leader i irecti i icipati i iented) are most effective

This i theory views ip behavior as (Johns, 1996).

These approaches to the study of leadership largely fall under transactional leadership,
primarily an exchange between leader and follower in order to bring behavior within the goals of
the organization. These models reflect a scientific approach consisting of the search for

bi that i the thinking about leadership. As the

observable and
view towards the organization was evolving away from a scientific and rational approach, views
toward the type of leadership required in the changing organization were also evolving. The
climate was indeed ready for a new theory of leadership and James MacGregor Burns was a key~
player in laying the foundation for this new theory. Transformational leadership, a term he

coined in his book Leadership. was written in 1978.



Transformational Leadership
An Analysis

As with most “new” theories, i i aspects of the old and

the new. Bennis (1984) noted that in 1941 Mary Follett Parker wrote:*...the most successful
leader of all is the one who sees another picture not yet actualized. He sees things which belong
to his present picture but which are not yet part of it...” (p.139).

This “old” idea is considered one of the main qualities noted when identifying an

leader as ional. Again building on one of Parker’s ideas, Burns (thirty
years later in 1978) defines this style of leadership to be present “...when one or more persons
engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of
motivation and morality...their purposes (which may have started out as separate) become fused”
(p-20). Other ideas proposed by Burns; “that one-man leadership is a contradiction in terms”
(p-452), can be referenced to earlier writings of Mary Parker Follett who maintained “one person
should not give orders from the situation” (cited in Dessler, 1980, p.38). Similarly, Burn’s
reference to “morally purposeful leadership™ is evident in the writings of Thomas Sergiovanni
(1990) who wrote that leaders should ask “what do I stand for; what, of value, do I want to
contribute to young people and to society?” (p.vii).

Burns (1978) was one of a number of scholars who broke away from the mainstream
thinking about leadership in the latter part of the twentieth century. Two others were Robert
Greenleaf (1970) and William Foster (1986). Greenleaf’s book The Servant as Leader, was a
radical move away from the “industrial” paradigm’s conception of the all knowing and powerful
leader. Foster’s critical theorist approach focused on the “content” of the change in

transformational leadership which requires reflection and analysis in order to change the human
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