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ABSTRACT 

Educational decisions by school administrators inevitably shape the lives of aU 

students. With the passage of IDEA, the decisions made by special education 

administrators have been primarily concerned with how to implement the changes 

required by this legislation. How these required changes are implemented can impact 

significantly on the effectiveness of that implementation with a probable reduction of 

litigation and excessive costs. 

Organization theory and leadership theory inform the subject of school 

administration. This study grew from the research by Lee Bolman and Terrence Deal 

describing the management decision-making process through the use ofthe cognitive 

frames approach. In this model, an instructional leader views situations from different 

perspectives depending on the unique characteristics ofthe particular situation. Their 

research describes how through the use of reflective analysis of each situation, the 

instructional leader can find clarity and meaning amid the confiision of organizational life 

(Bolman & Deal, 1997). They have found that everyone has preferred frames through 

which they (1) gather information, (2) make judgments, (3) guide behavior and, (4) 

explain behavior (1991). The four cognitive frames are the StructuraL Human Resource, 

Political, and Symbolic. 

This study was designed to examine whether special education administrators 

when faced with required change access a cognitive frame inferred by the required 

change or access their preferred frame. The following research questions were 

addressed: 

vii 



• Based on the data, do special education administrators "reframe" their 
perspectives to fit a given situation? 

• Do the results vary significantly based on gender? 
• Do the results vary significantly based on rural or urban location? 

• Do the results vary significantly based on the size ofthe district? 

Statistical analyses include chi-square analysis to determine the correlation between the 

two instruments and multivariate analysis of variance to examine the existence of 

statistically significant mean differences among the demographic data. 

Analysis ofthe data revealed that in conditions of required change, special 

education administrators do employ frames other than their preferred frame. This finding 

was contrary to the findings of Bolman and Deal. However, the alternate frames they did 

access were not the one(s) inferred by the required change. 

Implications for fixture research and application include staff development for 

special education administrators in the utilization of appropriate frames, particularly in 

conditions of required change and research into the cognitive processes that would lead 

special education administrators to switch from their preferred frame to other more 

appropriate frames in conditions of required change. 

Vlll 



LIST OF TABLES 

1.1 Overview ofthe four-frame model 14 

3.1 Exploratory factor analysis of leadership orientation scale, 
n = 4, Promax rotation 82 

3.2 Percentage of respondents correctly/incorrectly selecting 
the approach as identified by an expert panel on 
individual items about 14 specific required changes 
(IDEA) across the four identified leadership frames 87 

4.1 Number of participants according to the frame of preference 94 

4.2 Frequency of data based on demographics 95 

4.3 Frequency of preferred frames as delineated by 
demographic variables 97 

4.4 Measures of central tendency and variability 

of independent variables 97 

4.5 Participants preferring the Structural frame (Hoi) 99 

4.6 Participants preferring the Political frame (H02) 101 

4.7 Participants preferring the Human Resource frame (H03) 102 

4.8 Participants preferring the Symbolic firame (H04) 104 

4.9 Chi-Square Test of independence for multiple categories 106 

4.10 MANOVA Table: Hotelling-Lawley Trace 107 

4.11 Descriptive statistics on scales: Cognitive frames 109 

4.12 Descriptive statistics on scales: Location described as urban 109 

4.13 Descriptive statistics on scales: Location described as rural 109 

4.14 Descriptive statistics on scales: Gender reported as female H I 

rx 



4.15 Descriptive statistics on scales: Gender reported as male I l l 

4.16 Descriptive statistics on scales: Size described as small 112 

4.17 Descriptive statistics on scales: Size described as large 112 

4.18 Frames selected by participants described by location. (Urban) 114 

4.19 Frames selected by participants described by location. (Rural) 114 

4.20 Frames selected by participants described by gender. (Female) 116 

4.21 Frames selected by participants described by gender. (Male) 116 

4.22 Frames selected by participants described by size. (Small) 117 

4.23 Frames selected by participants described by size. (Large) 117 

4.24 Measures of central tendency and variability of dependent variables 119 

5.1 Number of right and wrong answers by approach 
for the entire population 133 

B. 1 Participants that preferred the Structural frame: 
Number who responded correctly and the alternative frame selected 154 

B.2 Participants that preferred the Political frame: 
Number who responded correctly and the alternative frame selected 155 

B.3 Participants that preferred the Human Resource frame: 
Number who responded correctly and the alternative frame selected 156 

B.4 Participants that preferred the Symbolic frame: 

Number who responded correctly and the alternative frame selected 157 

B.5 Frequencies of data for the Leadership Orientations Scale 158 

B.6 Approach selected by reqixired change reflected 
on the Approaches Test 159 



LIST OF FIGURES 

2.1 General model showing the nomothetic and the idiothetic 

dimensions of social behavior 38 

2.2 Interrelated management fimctions 39 

2.3 Relationship between Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory 
and Maslow's hierarchy of needs 59 

2.4 The managerial grid 61 

XI 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Context of Special Education Decision-Making 

Instmctional leaders are faced with the daily task of educational decision-making 

that affects even, aspect of their organization. Students and teachers in turn are subject to 

the administrative decisions that are made on their behalf the outcome of these decisions 

being largeh contingent upon the process that instructional leaders utilize. Additionally, 

compulsory attendance laws ensure that virtually every student, ages 5-18 in the United 

States, has some experience with the outcome of these decisions. The educational 

policies that are influenced by administrative decisions inevitably shape the lives of these 

students. The importance ofthe decisions made at even the lowest levels ofthe 

educational bureaucracy cannot be overstated. It is neither limited by the nature ofthe 

problem or b> the status or potential ofthe persons affected. 

Special Education as a program was shaped through the civil rights movement of 

the 1950"s and 60's and subsequent legislation and litigation. A imanimous Supreme 

Court in the case Brovm v. Board of Education (Brown v. Topeka, Kansas, Board of 

Education (1954). 347 U.S. 483) held that, "In these days, it is doubtfiil that any child 

may be reasonably expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an 

education. Such an opportunity, where the state has imdertaken to provide it, is a right 

which must be made available to all on equal terms." Of course, this case had to do with 

the right of minority children, particularly children of color, to receive the same 



education as their white coimterparts. However, the case became the basis for anti

discrimination lawsuits in other areas including those filed on behalf of people with 

disabilities. 

In 1971, the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens filed a class action 

suit on behalf of retarded students who were being denied access to an education based 

on the fact that they were not mentally capable of performing at the same level as their 

non-handicapped peers. The results of this case, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded 

Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971, declared that public schools 

should be required to provide an education for all retarded students ages six through 

twenty-one appropriate to their level of functioning. Since that time there have been 

numerous legislative and judicial decisions that have shaped the education of all children, 

disabled and non-disabled alike and consequently, the quality of their lives. These 

legislative and judicial decisions have, in turn, required administrators to make many 

educational decisions concerning special education. 

On November 29,1975, President Gerald Ford signed a landmark piece of federal 

legislation culminating over 300 years of education evolution: the Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142). This law contained specific requirements: 

ensuring the provision of a free, appropriate education to all children with disabilities; 

establishing evaluation and assessment policies; guaranteeing the right to due process of 

law, and, establishing a process for financial support of educational services (Mercer, 

1987). The latter requirement became very important as an accountability and 



enforcement issue as states began to integrate the requirements of this legislation into the 

educational organization. 

One outcome of this legislation was the creation of a position of responsibility 

filled by school administrators who were to become experts in the legal environment and 

provision of services for students with disabilities. The requirements placed on these 

individuals included decision-making based on several criteria: needs ofthe student, 

attitudes of their superiors towards the provision of services to students with disabilities, 

and the allocation ofthe limited resources ofthe school districts that employed them. 

In an attempt to aid special education administrators to make high quality 

decisions the Coimcil for Exceptional Children (CEC) developed professional guidelines 

including a set of knowledge and skiU statements. Section one of this document states 

that the special education administrator should possess knowledge ofthe philosophical, 

historical, and legal foixndations of special education. Among the specific areas are 

knowledge of national/federal, state, provincial, and local education reforms and their 

requirements for both general and special education. These historical as well as evolving 

special education policies, including laws, regulations and procedures impact the lives of 

individuals with exceptionalities and their families from birth through adulthood. 

Legal issues develop on a regular basis that affect the policies and procedures of 

program administration and require special education administrators to make fast-paced 

decisions. With the recent enactment and subsequent reauthorization of Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997 numerous issues have arisen that require 

administrators to radically alter their special education programs without a lot of time or 



information. These required changes include the areas of personnel training, discipline 

issues, parental involvement and access to information, student assessments, finance 

provisions and the protection of student rights. Each of these required changes are 

communicated to the special education administrator only partly described, with vague 

guidelines for compliance, and in an incomplete form. Yet, the special education 

administrator may be expected, even directed to comply quickly, completely, and legally. 

These fast-paced required changes create an ideal condition in which to study the type of 

decision-making undertaken by these special education administrators and how these 

decisions may be informed by current theory about the role of cognitive frames in 

decision-making. 

Theoretical Framework 

This study was designed to address the question "when faced with a condition of 

change required by the Individuals with Disabilities of Education Act (IDEA) 

(P.L. 101-476) do special education administrators utilize their preferred cognitive frame 

as identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do they access different 

cognitive frames implied by the required change (IDEA)." Organizational theory, 

leadership theory, and schema theory form the basis for developing an understanding of 

some ofthe human aspects of decision-making. Change required by some external 

source, such as the new rules resulting from the IDEA legislation presents a decision

making challenge for special education adminisfi-ators and has a profound impact on 
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school programs. The focus of this section is to provide an understanding of a model that 

provides an avenue for improved decision-making. 

Many organizational management strategies apply equally to industry, 

government, and education generated by many renowned leaders in the field of 

organization management theory. Two leaders, Hersey and Blanchard (1993), discuss the 

two-step process ofthe development cycle in which the leader reduces the amount of 

direction and supervision after adequate performance follows while increasing the socio-

emotional support. This is knovm as positively reinforcii^ successive approximations 

(Hersey & Blanchard, 1993). Blake and Mouton, other leaders in the field of 

organizational management theory, describe management with their Managerial Grid 

(Blake & Mouton, 1992). The grid model is used to describe managers according to their 

task/people orientation in which the degree of emphasis on one or the other places a 

manager in a particixlar management style category. Suggestions for the improvement of 

management activities accompany each ofthe categories. Getzels and Guba (1963), 

another pair of leaders, project their theories of organizational behavior through their two 

dimensional model, Social Behavior and the Administrative Process. In this model the 

interaction between the organizational dimension and personal dimension explain 

observed behavior and the sources of conflict. Finally, Bolman and Deal (1997) describe 

the management decision-making process through the use ofthe "frames" approach. In 

this model, an instmctional leader views situations from different perspectives depending 

on the unique characteristics ofthe particular situation. 



For the purposes of this study, schools are treated as organizations. Organi2ations 

are complex, surprising, deceptive and ambiguous (Bolman & Deal, 1997). 

Instmctional leaders with narrow, simple or simple-minded perspectives 
cannot hope to be consistently successful over the long term. If these 
perspectives are employed in isolation, it is likely that only on the rare 
occasion when a situation fits the perspective can tme resolution result. In 
the other cases, misunderstanding, miscommunication and feilure are the 
more likely result. Through reflective analysis of each situation, including 
the people involved, type of problem, etc., the instmctional leader can find 
clarity and meaning amid the confusion of organizational life. (Bolman & 
Deal, 1997, p. 347) 

It is this framework of reflective analysis that forms the basis for this study. 

In their book. Refraining Organizations (1997), Bolman and Deal discuss four 

frames leaders may access in responding to different leadership situations. The term 

"frames" is derived from their work with organizational theory and describes different 

methods that people have of viewir^ the world and the perspectives that evolve. 

Individuals see the world very differently based on their culture and economic 

background, social conditioning, education and training, work experience and 

personality. These aspects of people's lives shape their perspectives and determine their 

behavior. Frames, then, are the lenses through which people see and order the world 

arotind them. According to Bolman and Deal everyone has personal and preferred 

frames, which are used to (1) gather information, (2) make judgments, (3) guide behavior 

and (4) explain behavior (1991). 

The power ofthe four frames as an organization management tool rests in the 

individxial's capacity to see nuances in different situations and recognize that each 

situation has unique characteristics that better align with one frame over the others. The 



ability to "reframe" from one's preferred frame to a frame of better fit should restxlt in 

better decision-making and more efficient resolution of conflict within the organizatioiL 

It is important to realize that conflict is actually multi-dimensional in that it can take the 

form of personal conflict (Blake &. Mouton, 1985), the opportunity costs associated with 

the allocation of scarce resources within the organization (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 367), 

or even differing perspectives of what the goals ofthe organization actually are (Hersey 

&Blanchard, 1993,p. 391). 

Bolman and Deal's work is based on an eclectic perspective ofthe work of other 

leadership theorists. The theories that are used as the basis for their work were 

conceptualized by rational theorists, hiraian resource theorists, political theorists, and 

symbolic theorists. The frames bind these four schools of thought into a pluralistic 

approach that enable the leader to confront the common problems associated with 

institutional management. In the next section a brief description ofthe theories 

mentioned above will be provided to lend support to the assertion that the frames may 

provide insight into the resolution of some ofthe organizational problems associated 

when dealing with required change associated with special education legislation or 

guidelines. 

Theories 

Rational Theory 

Rationalist theorists such as Taylor (1942) and Weber (1963) believe that people 

in organizations should behave rationally. They should look at the documentation, the 



facts, and figures, and make rational decisions based on an objective analysis ofthe 

situation. The strength of this theory lies in the presumption ofthe importance empirical 

data provides in the making of informed decisions. If everyone in the organization 

subscribed to this approach, or if all ofthe decision makers came to a consensus based on 

the evidence, it could be argued that efficiency at least in management decisions had been 

achieved. One ofthe problems associated with this perspective has to do with the 

humanity ofthe people involved. It assumes that people behave rationally without 

hidden agendas and discounts power and ambition as motivators that influence decision

making. According to Bolman and Deal (1997), rational systems theorists emphasize 

organizational goals, roles, and technology. They look for ways to develop 

organizational structures that best fit organizational purpose and the demands ofthe 

environment. This model of educational leadership developed following the scientific 

management mo\ement. 

Human Resource Theory 

From the personal or human resource theorist perspective, the problems in an 

organization stem from the people that make up the orgamzation. Researchers, such as 

McGregor (1985). Mayo (1933) and Maslow (1970), developed theories from this 

perspective in response to the shortcomings ofthe rationalists' theories. The impersonal 

nature and an emphasis on efficiency inherent to rationalist theory, perhaps at the expense 

ofthe human resource, gave rise to a foctxs on the human side of organizations. 

Proponents theorized that people make decisions and base their actions on their own 



individual characteristics. People do what they do because of their wants, needs, beliefs, 

attitudes, feelings and abilities (Bolman & Deal, 1991). It is not uncommon for problems 

in an organization to revolve aroimd people with abrasive, disagreeable personalities, 

incompetencies or bad attitudes towards life in general. A manager/principal that looks at 

his/her particular situation from this perspective tends to explain most of what happens 

based on individual characteristics. They have a tendency to emphasize the 

interdependence between people and organizations, focusing on ways to develop a better 

fit between people's needs, skiUs, and values and the formal roles and relationships 

required to accomplish collective goals and purposes. 

Political Theory 

Political theorists see power, conflict, and the distribution of scarce resources as 

the central issues in organizations. They suggest that organizations are very much like 

jungles and that managers need to understand and manage power, coalitions, bargaining, 

and conflict. March (1994) describes schools as "organized anarchies." Accordiogto 

March, schools, being coalitional in nature, are by default political organizations. 

Symbolic Theory 

Symbolic theorists focus on problems of meaning in organizations. Researchers 

such as Weick (1979), espouse a model for understanding educational organizations that 

emphasize schools are like cultures. Each has its own characteristics and behef systems. 

Also called the culture model, each school when viewed in this way has a set of beliefs. 



symbols, and artifacts that characterize it as an individual entity. Leaders with this view 

are more likely to find serendipitous virtue in organizational misbehavior and to focus on 

the limits of instructional leaders' abilities to create organizational cohesion through 

power or rational design. In this view, principals must rely on images, luck, and 

sometimes the supernatural to bring some semblance of order to organizations. In and of 

itself, any one of these theories is insufficient to accoimt for the various characteristics of 

the educational organization. 

Bolman and Deal (1997) define the four cognitive frames and provide a vehicle 

for further study into the theory of management and leadership that combine many of 

these theories into a useable format. There are core assumptions for each frame that 

provide definition for understanding the nature of each frame. In the next section, a 

discussion of these assumptions forms the basis for imderstanding how interpersonal 

perspectives and situational perspectives can differ. 

Description ofthe Four Cognitive Frames 

Structural Frame 

The Structural Frame represents a belief that rationality and the right formal 

arrangements minimize problems and increase quality and performance (Bohnan & Deal, 

1997). There are six assumptions that undergird the Structural Frame: 

1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives. 

2. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal preferences 
and external pressures. 
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3. Structures must be designed to fit an organization's circumstances including 
its goals, technology and environment. 

4. Organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through 
specialization and division of labor. 

5. Appropriate forms of coordination and control are essential to ensuring that 
individuals and units work together in the service of organizational goals. 

6. Problems and performance gaps arise from structural deficiencies and can be 
remedied through restructuring, (p. 40) 

Human Resource Frame 

McGregor (1982), known for his management research and conceptualization of 

Theory X, and Theory Y, provided the initial foimdation for the Human Resource Frame 

(Bolman & Deal, p. 101). The Htxman Resource Frame is based on some ofthe 

assumptions espoused by Theory Y. The key proposition is that the essential task of 

management is to arrange organizatioiml conditions so that people can achieve their own 

goals best by directing their efforts toward organizational rewards (Boknan & Deal, p. 

106). The core assumptions ofthe Human Resource Frame are: 

1. Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the reverse 

2. People and organizations need each other: organizations need ideas, energy, 
and talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities. 

3. When the fit between individual and system is poor, one or both suffer: 
individuals will be exploited or will exploit the organization - or both will 
become victims. 

4. A good fit benefits both: individuals find meaningflil and satisfying work, 
and organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed. (Bolman & 
Deal, 1997) 
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Political Frame 

Political forces set the stage for conflict and power plays. As one faction argues 

for its agenda, it may be seen as diametrically opposed to the interests of another. One 

example may be environmentalists and logging companies. Each group has its OWTI 

agendas with the meritorious attributes of each. However, the conflict that arises 

between the two groups is often played out in courtrooms and legislative venues. Such 

conflicts also arise vdthin an organizatioiL The Political Frame views organizations as 

alive and screaming political arenas that host a complex web of individual and group 

interests. There are five core assumptions to this perspective: 

1. Organizations are coalitions of various individuals and interest groups. 

2. There are enduring differences among coalition members in values, beliefe, 
information, interests, and perceptions of reality. 

3. Most important decisions involve the allocation of scarce resources. 

4. Scarce resources and enduring differences give conflict a central role in 
organizational dynamics and make power the most important resource. 

5. Goals and decisions emerge from bargaining, negotiation and jockeying for 
position among the different stakeholders. (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 163) 

Symbolic Frame 

The Symbolic Frame forms a conceptual umbrella for ideas from a variety of 

perspectives including organization theory, sociology, and political science. 

Anthropologists have traditionally focused on symbols and their place in the culture of 

humans. Meaning, belief, and faith are central to a symbolic perspective. There are sk 

core assumptions that define the Symbolic Frame: 
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1. What is most important about any event is not what happened but what it 
means. 

2. Activity and meaning are loosely coupled: events have multiple meanings 
because people interpret experience differently. 

3. Most of life is ambiguous or uncertain - What happened, why it happened, or 
what will happen next are puzzles. 

4. High levels of ambiguity and uncertainty undercut rational analysis, problem 
solving, and decision-making. 

5. In the face of imcertainty and ambiguity, people create symbols to resolve 
confusion, increase predictability, provide direction, and anchor hope and 
faith. 

6. Many events and processes are more important for what is expressed than 
what is produced. They form a cultural tapestry. (Bolman & DeaL 1997) 

Assuming that decisions concemii^ the implementation of required change 

formulated from a single perspective based on the preferred cognitive frame ofthe 

individual are flawed (except in the case where the frame implied by the situation 

happened to coincide with the preferred cognitive frame), an ability to alter one's 

perspective (frame) to coincide with the frame implied by the situation should provide a 

greater chance of successfiilly implementing required change. These four frames form 

the basis for attempting to identify what process special education administrators use in 

deciding how to implement required change. The following table is provided as a visual 

description ofthe four-frame model (Table 1.1). It is important to note that the same 

frames and accompanying description are equally applicable whether discussing a 

person's preferred cognitive frame or the frame implied by a particular situation. 
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Table 1.1 Overview ofthe Four-Frame Model. 
FRAMES 

Metaphor for 
Organization 

Central 
Concepts 

Image of 
Leadership 

Basic 
Leadership 
Challenge 

Structural 

Factory or 
Machine 

Rules, 
Roles, Goals 
Policies, 
Technology 
Environment 

Social 
architecture 

Attvme 
structure 
to task. 
technology. 
environment 

Human 
Resource 
Family 

Needs, 
Skills, 
Relation
ships 

Empower
ment 

Align 
organiza
tional and 
human needs 

Political 

Jungle 

Power, 
Conflict, 
Competition, 
Organiza
tional 
politics 

Advocacy 

Develop 
agenda and 
power base 

Symbolic 

Carnival 
Temple, 
Theater 

Culture 
Meaning 
Metaphor 
Ritual 
Ceremony 
Heroes 

Inspiration 

Create 
faifli. 
beauty. 
meaning 

Source: Bolman & Deal, Reframing Organizations, 1997. 

Statement ofthe Problem 

The process by which an instructional leader comes to a decision is determined by 

his/her own frame. That frame is made up ofthe sum of many different factors including 

personality, individual experiences, and trainir^. In essence, the frame describes who an 

individual is. It is possible only through intense psychotherapeutic intervention that a 

person could be separated from the cumulative cognitive effects of life's experiences 

(Slap & Slap-Shelton, 1991). One's frame is the foundation ofthe decision-making 

process. 
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To match one's personal cognitive frame to the frame ofthe situation would 

likely necessitate an altering of one's own cognitive frame to fit the situation (Bolman & 

Deal, 1997). The question is "do instructional leaders make decisions based on their 

preferred frame, or do they recognize the unique characteristics of a given situation, then 

apply a different frame and tailor their decisions to the situation?" An additional key 

question to ask would be, "which frame typically drives the decision-making process"? 

This stud\- will explore some ofthe research that supports the assumption that it is 

preferable to access more than one frame when dealing with required change. 

Required change often involves systemic upheaval and compels those in 

leadership positions to navigate through difficulties associated with unwelcome change. 

When faced with required change, a special education administrator may well implement 

those changes based on his/her preferred frame. Assuming that every situation has a 

unique set of characteristics, it follows that an administrator who accesses a single 

cogniti\e frame (perspective) is at a distinct disadvantage in an organization that is 

complex and ambiguous (Bolman & Deal, 1994). To learn whether this presumed 

disadvantajje functions in conditions of required change, it becomes necessary to identify 

the preferred frame of special education administrators and then discover if they change 

frames under conditions of required change. 

In order to explore these issues research will address the following question: 

When faced with a condition of change required by The Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476), do special education administrators utilize their 

preferred frame as identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do they 
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access different frames implied by the required change (IDEA)? The hypothesis ofthe 

study is when faced with a condition of required change, special education administrators 

access their preferred frame. 

Other issues to be examined include the question of whether or not there are any 

significant mean differences in the data attributable to differences based on the gender of 

the special education administrators responding to the survey, location ofthe district 

whether urban or rural, or size ofthe district based on the special education student 

population numbers. 

Hypotheses 

The importance of these issues lie in the presumption that a broader perspective 

results in more appropriate decision-making. Required change forms the basis of 

discovery for this investigation. 

Hoi: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the structural cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

H02: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the human resource 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations. 

H03: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the political cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 
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as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

H04: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the symbolic cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

Ho5: There is no differences between the mean scores for any ofthe cognitive frames that 

can be differentiated on the basis of gender, size, or location ofthe district. The 

first four hypotheses were analyzed using a chi-square test of independence, while 

Hypothesis 5 was analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance. The results 

of these tests are included in Chapter IV. 

Purpose ofthe Study 

Developments in leadership research indicate a movement toward shared decision 

making and personal reflective practice as a means to achieve improved organizational 

problem resolution. An individual's propensity for altering his/her perspectives to match 

the unique characteristics of problematic situations is characteristic of leadership 

interventions that have demonstrated success. A great deal ofthe literature of this 

century has dealt with describing organizations and the factors at work within the 

organizations especially the individuals and theories or philosophies employed in 

industrial structures (Pritchett, 1994; Blanchard & Johnson, 1982; Bolman & Deal, 

1984). One emphasis in the literature has been on individual leadership styles and the 

application of those styles within a given context. Only recently has there been 

significant work that identifies the characteristics of situations as opposed to the 
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characteristics ofthe individual managers or structure ofthe organization (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1994, p. 184; Fiedler, 1987). This work is often interchangeably called 

situational analysis and contingency theory. 

In their book Reframing Organizations (1997), Bolman and Deal state that 

For different times and situations, one perspective may be more 
helpful than others. At a strategic crossroads, a rational process focused 
on gathering and analyzing information may be exactly what is needed. 
At other times, developing commitment or building a power base may be 
more critical. Choosing a frame, or understanding others' perspectives 
involves a combination of analysis, intuition, and artistry, (p. 380) 

They then identify four categories of cognitive perspectives they call Frames. 

This is a term coined in an effort to describe the process of looking through different 

windows or lenses at the same situation. These categories include the Structural, 

Political, Symbolic, and Human Resource frames. Regardless ofthe situation, Bolman 

and Deal's (1984) research has found that everyone prefers one frame as a personal best 

fit. 

It is the objective of this study to determine through empirical research if, "When 

faced with a condition of change required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476), special education administrators utilize their preferred frame 

as identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) or if they access different 

frames implied by the required change (IDEA)." If the hypofliesis, the preferred frame 

equals the frame accessed under conditions of required change is found to be true, then 

there would be implications for the development of training for the improvement ofthe 

decision-making process. It would be important to know if there are any significant 

mean differences based on the size or location of tiie school district or the gender ofthe 
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respondent special education administrator. Differences could point out the need to 

define target groups for different types of training. 

Definition of Terms 

Change. First-/Second-Order 

According to Fullan (1982), first-order changes are those that improve the 

efficiency and effectiveness of what is currently done without disturbing the basic 

organizational features, without substantially altering the way adults perform their roles. 

Second-order changes seek to alter the ftmdamental ways in which organizations are put 

together including new goals, structures, and roles. 

Change. Internal and External 

According to Burrello and Sage (1979), change that is most significant to 

educational leaders comes from two different sources: those forces external to the school 

system, and those forces internal to the educational establishment. When discussing 

these forces, Burrello and Sage state that the greater force comes from sources external to 

the school system. These would include pressures from the general social climate, 

actions ofthe court system, and specific legislation. The changes resulting from outside, 

largely uncontrollable sources would be considered required changes, particularly those 

stemming from the courts and legislative bodies. 
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Change. Phases 

Research describes three broad phases ofthe change process (Fullan, 1991, p. 47). 

Phase I, variously labeled initiation, mobilization, or adoption, consists ofthe processes 

that lead to and includes a decision to adopt or proceed with a change. Phase II, most 

often referred to as implementation or initial use, involves the first experiences of 

attempting to put an idea or reform into practice. Phase EI is the continuation, 

incorporation, routinization or institutionalization of a change and refers to how the 

change becomes assimilated as part ofthe system or disappears by way of a decision to 

discard it. A change can also fail to become a part ofthe organizational structure through 

attrition. The initiation/implementation/continuation/outcome model of change is a 

simplified view ofthe chaise process. 

Change, Required 

Required change appears to consist of 3 basic elements: source, power and scope 

(Fullan, 1991). As stated previously the source of change can originate either internally 

or externally to the organization. The most significant source appears to come from 

outside. This would include primarily litigation and legislation. There are different 

levels of courts and legislative bodies each carrying its own particular weight and 

influence. The amount of influence that a particular body has to force its wiU upon an 

organization is its power. 
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Particular situations require change to be initiated. It becomes incumbent upon 

educational leaders to facilitate the implementation of change that is required of them 

through the actions of a judicial or legislative body. Examining whether special 

education administrators address this required change through their particular preferred 

frame or "reframe" their perspectives based on an analysis ofthe unique characteristics of 

the situation is the focus of this study. 

The most prominent piece of educational legislation to come from the federal 

government recently is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

(P.L. 101-476). There are niraierous substantive changes in the law that serve to require 

special education administrators to make changes to established procedures. Being 

federal law, the power and scope of these required changes leaves no margin of discretion 

concerning the implementation or timing ofthe changes. Specifically, on the date IDEA 

(June 7, 1997) was signed into law, without the benefit of rules and regulations for the 

clarification ofthe statute, special education administrators were boimd by the articles of 

the statute. 

Frames 

The theoretical basis of this study derives from Bolman and Deal's (1997) four 

cognitive frames. The four frames consist ofthe Human Resoixrce Frame, Structural 

Frame, Political Frame, and Symbolic Frame. Each of these frames, captures a different 

cognitive perspective on reality. For clarification, any ofthe four frames might be 

appropriate, depending on the situation. Each stakeholder in an organization will likely 
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have a different perspective based on many things; not the least of which is his/her place 

in the organization. Bolman and Deal (1997) hold that better decisions are made by 

those who can access any one ofthe four cognitive frames depending on the 

circumstances ofthe situation. 

Legislation 

Legislation has had the effect of creating required change for school organizations 

at every le\el of go\ emment. In the early stages ofthe equal rights movement, 

1950-1960"s, most ofthe legislation carried little weight. There were no appropriations 

for the requirements and consequently little to be feared by states. When fiscal support 

became part of the legislation, considerable forces come to bear. Without the money, 

states would be hard pressed to provide the services required by laws such as P.L. 94-

142, also know as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. Another addition to 

the legal mandates that resulted in required change was the inclusion of timelines for 

compliance. School districts are required to adhere to specific timelines in order to avoid 

potential litigation and the possibility ofthe loss of funds. "The increasing centralization 

of a national education policy provides the special educator with a promise of 

programming more nearly approximating the long sought ideal. But it clearly indicates a 

dkninishing ofthe traditional options of local and state governments. This could be 

interpreted as reducing the administrator's role from one of creative leadership to one of 

compliance enforcemenf (BurreUo & Sage, 1979, p. 50). 
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Lens 

Lens is another word that shares meaning with frames in this context. Lenses are 

our portals to the mind that can either sharpen our focus or distort it depending on the 

orientation. These three terms, frames, perspectives, and lenses can be used 

interchangeably to describe the same phenomenon (Bolman & Deal, 1997). 

Litigation 

Litigation continues to be a driving force for change in education. Actions by 

state courts, appeals courts, federal courts and the U.S. Supreme Court map out 

procedures to be followed and make provision for the protection ofthe rights for all 

students. Even the lowest level of hearings, the due process hearing, often has the result 

of requiring changes in the procedures for educating an individual student and not 

infrequently, requiring changes on a statewide basis. One ofthe pressures of special 

education administrators is to balance an organization that is steeped in tradition and 

culture with the dynamics of requfred change. 

Organization 

Organization is a term that specifies an institutional type structure such as a 

corporation, company, plant, school, agency or association. Organization structure is a 

designated framework that exists for carrying out the program ofthe organization 

(Shartle, 1956). For the purposes of this study, the term organization will be used to 

connotate both the definitions of organization and organization structure referenced here. 
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Organizational Conflict 

The term organizational conflict is used in this study to underpin the notion that 

educational decisions incumbent on the part ofthe instructional leader are a part of every 

day activities. Conflict arises any time there is a reallocation of resources. 

Perspectives 

Another term that could be considered synonymous with frames would be 

perspective. As discussed in other areas of this study, a person's perspective on a given 

situation has to do with his/her personal paradigm made up personality, experience, 

training, etc. Piaget (1975) discusses the theory that perspectives are derived from the 

construction of cognitive schema, a process that relies on a person's genetic makeup, 

his/her envfronment, and life experiences. 

Reflective Practice 

Reflective practice is the idea of examining a decision either prior to its 

implementation or after the fact. The purpose of this examination is to affirm the 

conviction that the decision was the proper one, or to provide guidance for future similar 

situations. Reflective practice in a systematic application to problem-solving involves 

more than thinking over past events. Reflection is the tool for establishing a set of likely 

solutions to dilemmas or problems or the redefining and understandir^ of a problem. It 

often takes place in the course ofthe implementation of a particular action. 

24 



A person engaging in the leadership action of reflection creates a sequence of ideas that 

project the possible consequences of a series of events (Hart, 1993). 

Special Education Administrators 

The primary purpose ofthe special education administrator is to direct the 

district's special education program to ensure provision of needed services for 

special needs students. (The director should) work to provide individualized 

programs to meet the needs of all special needs students and ensure compliance 

with all state, federal, and local requirements. (TASB, 1994, p. 1) 

Other groups join the Texas Association of School Boards (TASB) in writing job 

descriptions for special education administrators. The Coimcil for Exceptional Children 

(CEC) in their book. What Every Special Educator Must Know (Council for Exceptional 

Children, 1998), has its own set of knowledge and skills statements. The CEC 

emphasizes the need for knowledge of nationaVfederal, state, provincial, and local 

education reforms and their requirements for both general and special education. Further 

special education administrators should have knowledge of historical and evolving 

special education policies, including laws, regulations, and procedures that impact the 

lives of individuals with exceptionalities and their families from birth through adultiiood. 

The CEC also states that special education administrators should have knowledge ofthe 

systems and systems theory including political and economic issues that affect policy 

development within state and local education agencies and across other human service 

systems. 
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The skills that correspond to this knowledge base are highly encompassing ofthe 

skills required by principals and superintendents and in some cases extend beyond the 

normal scope of these positions. CEC goes on to state that the special education 

administrator should be able to develop an inclusive vision for meeting the needs of 

individuals with exceptionalities and communicate it to the various constituencies 

throughout the schooL community, and state. There needs to be an ability to interpret and 

communicate to various constituencies the evolving case law and federaL state, and local 

policies and practices pertaining to individuals with exceptionalities. Going beyond the 

ability to articulate changes in case law and the federal, state and local regulations 

affecting special education, special education administrators should influence the 

development and implementation of appropriate policies for individuals with 

exceptionalities and their families. The point has been made previously that special 

education and regular education administrators share sufficiently similar job descriptions 

and training requirements to be considered educational leaders or managers equally. The 

following is taken from the director of special education job description published by the 

Texas Association of School Boards (TASB, 1994). 

This document (director of special education job description) 
enumerates thirty-two major responsibilities and duties in eight different 
categories. These categories include instructional management, 
school/organizational climate, school/organizational improvement, 
personnel management, administration and fiscal/facilities management, 
student management, professional growth and development, and 
school/community relations. In addition to tiiese general categories, tiie 
supervision and evaluation of the performance of the special education 
support staff is also included in the duties of the special education 
administrator, (p. 32) 
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Assumptions 

Schools as Organizations 

The literature addressing school leadership and that addressing management 

issues from the industrial model are closely related and quite often intertwined. As 

previously outlined, there appear to be two differences between schools as organizations 

and industrial organizations, these being the source of revenue and the output ofthe 

organization. However, organizational man^ement can hardly be differentiated from 

school management considering that schools are organizations enveloped with much the 

same set of characteristics, conflicts and economic considerations found in the industrial 

management model. For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that schools are 

organizations and organization management theory is applicable to educational 

leadership. 

Population 

The population used for this study consists entirely of Special Education 

Administrators chosen at random from the membership ofthe Texas Council of 

Administrators of Special Education (TCASE). It is assumed that TCASE represents a 

vast majority ofthe administrators of special education programs, or as a minimum, 

represents an accurate cross-section of administrators from across Texas. Further, it is 

assumed that each respondent to the surveys did so in a diligent manner that reflected an 

actual portrayal ofthe efforts made by the administrator in implementing the changes 

described in the survey. 
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Special Education Administrators 

The certification requirements for all management / administrative positions in 

Texas schools are one and the same. Special education administrators receive the same 

training as general education administrators. This training includes a Masters Degree 

from an accredited college or university in the field of education administi:ation and 

certification for the position through the Texas Education Agency (TEA, 1999, p. Xin-9). 

It is assumed for the purpose of this study that special education administrators and 

general education administrators are both educational leaders in the same school 

environment, facing similar leadership issues including fiscal, personnel, and resource 

allocation decisions. 

Significance ofthe Study 

The importance of this study lies in the need for the generation of data to support 

either the need for special education administrators to develop reframing (reflective 

practice) or to continue its use as a promising practice of sound educational leadership. 

In an interview with the executive director ofthe Texas Council of Administrators of 

Special Education (TCASE), it was learned that no data regarding any leadership issue 

has ever been collected using this population. TCASE represents over 600 special 

education administrators, a number that reflects over 90% ofthe total number of special 

education administrators in the state of Texas (Carr, 2000). 
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The timeliness ofthe study is evidenced by the recent reauthorization ofthe 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This reauthorization was signed 

into effect by President Clinton on Jxme 7, 1997. Some ofthe parts ofthe law went into 

effect immediately. All ofthe parts were in full effect by July, 1998. It was not imtil 

March, 1999 that the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) issued rules and 

regulations for the implementation ofthe law. At the time the data were gathered 

(September. 1999), special education administrators in the state of Texas were awaiting 

State Board of Education (SBOE) rules and Commissioner Rules and Regulations that 

would be used in the implementation of IDEA at the local level. Special education 

administrators were required to make educational changes without federal or state 

guidance. Therefore, the use of reframing may allow them to make these decisions 

utilizing a pro\ en educational administration theory. 

The period from the signing ofthe reauthorization ofthe Individuals with 

Disabihties Education Act (November, 1997) through the present, has been a time of 

great ambiguit\ tor school officials around the nation. It is evident by looking at the 

timehnes for the changes since 1997 that special education administrators are in an 

environment of constant change. All ofthe changes are required by legislation or 

litigation. E\en without the benefit of rules and regulations, some special education 

administrators have been required to make program changes as a result of litigation. 

Without the benefit of federal or state guidelines for the implementation ofthe required 

changes set out by P.L. 101-476, some special education administrators have found 
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themselves in court over issues resuhing from failure to implement in a timely manner 

one or more ofthe required changes. 

This study is designed to answer the question: When faced with a condition of 

change required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-

476), do special education administrators utilize their preferred frame as identified by the 

Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do fliey access different frames implied by the 

required change (IDEA)? 

Limitations 

The limitations of this type of research include problems of retrospective 

reporting. The participants responded to a questionnaire that asked them to report how 

they implemented a particular change in light of legislative mandate. There may be 

problems with accuracy of reporting as a result of memory, time constraint, or overlap of 

the implementation process. 

The research instruments that form the basis of this study are self-reporting 

surveys. There are biases and error associated with the use of surveys for self-reporting 

(Sandberg «& Hofer, 1986). Self-reporting tends to overstate positive criteria and 

understate negative attributes. 

The population used in this study is restricted to special education administrators 

who are members ofthe Texas Council of Administrators of Special Education (TCASE). 

There are several positions within the educational organization that deal directly with 

special education students including supervisors, principals, and superintendents. 
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Dealing with the change required by legislation and litigation is a part of their job 

responsibilities as well. However, it is the special education administrator that must be 

able to articulate and implement the changes as a matter of routine. The decision to use 

only special education administrators limits the study to one perspective. 

Delimitations 

The use of special education administrators as the only group of several potential 

categories of school administrators is a decision based on the assimiption that there is no 

significant difference in the decision-making strategies employed by administrators in 

regards to their job description. Administrators, regardless of their position, have the 

same basic education and experience requirements while special education 

administrators, in addition to the basic requirements, are obligated to have specific 

expertise in federal and state law regarding the provision of educationally related services 

to children with disabilities. 

Secondly, special education administrators represent a group that is routinely 

involved in the matters concerning students with disabilities. The legislation used in the 

research is directed to the programs these administrators oversee. Had there been 

legislation that dealt with general education issues, it would have been appropriate to use 

general education administrators. Special education administrators receive the same 

university level training as all other mid-management school administrators. Many ofthe 

specific details ofthe two job descriptions are identical as well as the environment in 

which they carry out their duties. The fact that this study is limited to research with 
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special education administrators has less to do with job description as it does with the 

reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The changes 

brought about by the new law are part ofthe everyday school environment. 

Administrators, regardless of their position, have to access a special education knowledge 

base in order to implement effective, informed decision-making everyday. 

The new rules and regulations (required changes) brought about by the 

reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) carry the 

weight of federal law and as such, are equally applicable in all states that receive federal 

block grant money for any educational purpose. Therefore, this study could encompass 

special education administrators from any other state, or from various states. However, 

only the state of Texas was chosen as the members ofthe Texas Council of 

Administrators of Special Education was a population of convenience. 

There are many legislative mandates and rules based on litigation that form a 

continuous source of required change for school administrators. The reauthorization of 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was chosen as the change engine 

for this study due to the timeliness ofthe law and the many major changes in policy that 

it evokes. 

Organization ofthe Dissertation 

This paper is organized into five chapters. Chapter I contains several sub

headings including Context of Special Education Decision-making, followed by the 

theoretical framework ofthe study. The subsequent sections include the Statement ofthe 
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Problem, Purpose ofthe Study and Definition of Terms. The last portion of Chapter I 

includes sections on Assumptions, the Significance ofthe Study, Limitations and 

Delimitations. 

Chapter II consists ofthe Review of Literature. Chapter III contains the 

methodology for the study and includes a description ofthe surveys used in gathering 

information for this study, selection ofthe populations and subsequent sample, and 

statistical methodology proposed for analysis ofthe data. Chapter IV contains the results 

ofthe research and a discussion ofthe findings and how they relate back to the statement 

ofthe problem. Chapter V discusses conclusions from the research and the literature 

review. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This study was designed to examine if, when faced with a condition of change 

required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L.101-476), 

special education administrators access their preferred cognitive frame as identified by 

the Leadership Orientations Scale (Bolman & Deal, 1991), or if they access different 

cognitive frames implied by the required change (IDEA). In order to establish a 

framework for the development ofthe study, several bodies of literature will be explored. 

The review ofthe literature for this study is best undertaken when that body of literature 

is organized into four primary categories: organizational theory, leadership, decision

making, and required change and the Reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA). 

Schools are acknowledged to be organizations, and the context ofthe work of 

special education administrators, hence, the first section will provide an overview of 

organizational theory which has gone through evolutionary changes in explaining the 

way management decisions are made (Bennis, 1966), So, too, has the operation of our 

country's public schools (Fullan, 1991). The complex interactions of people and the roles 

they fulfill within and outside the organizational framework of schools impact the 

decision-making of all school administrators with respect to the allocation of resources 

and the degree to which the goals ofthe school organization are accomplished. The 

34 



structure ofthe school organization is the arena in which the special education 

administrator works and is the context in which s/he can exert the greatest influence. 

Secondly, leadership issues must be addressed. All school administrators are 

considered organizational leaders (Shartle, 1956; Bolman & Deal, 1997). Special 

education administrators are in a position of program leadership that requires a working 

knowledge of statutory law, case law, and the policies and procedures ofthe local 

education agency. In addition to the legal knowledge necessary to be an effective 

program administrator, there are daily situations in that require the abilities of 

management, the involvement in the political realm ofthe district, and the purposefiil 

direction of professional personnel. 

The third section of review will include the literature on decision-making. There 

is a cognitive basis for the actions that all school administrators undertake in the daily 

exercise of management discretion. In cognitive resource theory, Fiedler and Garcia 

(1987) describe the cognitive resources as intelligence, professional competence, and 

experience. Fiedler suggests that there is a positive correlation between the degrees of 

cognitive resources a leader possesses and the quality ofthe decisions and action 

strategies that s/he implements. Schema theory and the role of experience will inform the 

cognitive basis of decision-making. The effect ofthe structure or environment in which 

any leader works is a major determinant ofthe leader's behavior (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987, 

p. 51). The social issues and political situations as well as the organizational framework 

surrounding educational leaders impact the day-to-day activities and require significant 

investigation. 
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Finally, it is necessary to explain required change as demonstrated in the nature of 

the laws that have had a profound impact on public education. This section will include a 

historical background of special education law. The impact ofthe requirements 

mandated by these laws has been far reaching and has caused a fundamental change in 

education leadership and has even altered education philosophy (Henslee, 1996). The 

changes required of school districts are significant and their breadth and scope reach into 

every aspect ofthe school organization (CEC, 1996). The Reauthorization ofthe 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act forms the basis for this review. 

Organization Theory 

Schools are organizations, therefore it is important to study organizational theory 

as it pro\ ides a basis for understanding the interaction and interrelationships within the 

organization and leader behavior. For the opportunity to exist for one or more people to 

exert leadership inilucnces, there must be human interaction within a given 

organizational structure. Hersey and Blanchard (1993, p. 5) state that this leadership is 

the process of working with and through individuals and groups and other resources to 

accomplish organizational goals. There is however a great deal more involved than 

simply exercising authority over a group of individuals. In fact, the very nature of 

society fimctions around the concept of organizations. 

Organizations have become the primary form of social institution 
in contemporary society. Virtually all aspects of our lives - from the 
hospitals where we are bom and the schools where we are educated to the 
places where we work, buy our food and clothing, and enjoy our leisure, to 
the mortuaries where we will likely be laid to rest - take place within an 
organizational context. (Bowditch & Buono, 1997, p. 15) 
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The structure ofthe organization impacts the interactions referred to above by 

influencing the attitudes and social relations that emerge over time. There appear to be 

four basic characteristics of organizations: 

1. Social entities. Organizations are composed of people and groups of 
people who interact with each other to perform the essential functions of 
the enterprise. 

2. Goal directed. Organizations exist for a purpose. Although individual 
members and groups may have different goals from the organization and 
the organization itself may have several goals, organizations exist to 
achieve a certain end. 

3. Deliberately structured activity systems. Organizational tasks are 
deliberately divided into separate departments and sets of activities with 
the intent of achieving certain efficiencies in the work process. The 
resultant structure is characterized by various mechanisms to coordinate 
and direct separate groups and departments. 

4. Identifiable boundary. Although the notion of a boundary is somewhat 
arbitrary and varies from system to system, organizations have identifiable 
boundaries and they are not affected by every external force or change. 
(Bowditch & Buono, 1997 pp. 257-258) 

The structure of an organization deals with the way in which this social entity 

goes about the tasks of accomplishing the common goals and objectives ofthe enterprise. 

There are several bodies of research that inform the social interactions ofthe school as an 

organization. Getzels and Guba (1957) have developed a theory on the roles and 

expectations of individuals within an organization. The following graphic demonstrates 

the basic concepts of their theory. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL (Nomothetic) DIMENSION 
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Figure 2.1 General model showing the nomothetic and the idiothetic dimensions of 
social behavior. Source: J.W. Getzels and E.G. Guba, (1957). Social Behavior and the 
Administrative Process. (In) School Review: University of Chicago Press. 

The assumptions that tinderlie this theory include: (1) administration is the 

conduct of social behavior in an hierarchical setting; (2) this model is applicable 

regardless ofthe level or size ofthe unit imder consideration and; and (3) the 

administrative process inevitably deals with the fixlfillment of both institutional role 

expectations, and the need-dispositions ofthe individual. As graphically demonstrated in 

Figure 2.1, there are two major dimensions, the organizational dimension and the 

personal dimension. A possible source of conflict that occurs in all organizations comes 

when the roles and expectations ofthe institution come into conflict with the personalities 

and needs ofthe individuals who belong to the organization. This model describes the 

interactions and the sources of conflict. In looking first at the organizational dimension, 

Getzels and Guba (1957) concur with others in organizational research that an 

organization (institution) requires humans, is designed for the accomplishment of 
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particular goals and objectives, contains component parts (division of labor), and possess 

a structure complete with rules and expectations. 

Organization theory encompasses various aspects that are relevant to this study. 

Some ofthe components of organization theory include structtxre, goals ofthe 

organization and roles ofthe individuals who define the direction ofthe organization 

Like Getzels and Guba, Hersey and Blanchard (1993) speak clearly about managerial 

roles as an integral part ofthe organization These managerial roles (functions) include 

planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling. It should be noted that these are not 

individual functions but component parts of an integrated process. To fiirther complicate 

the managerial roles fotmd in aU organizations, at any one time one or more of these 

functions may be of primary importance and deserving of particular attention It is 

important that the manager/leader is able to discern from a given situation which function 

to employ. The following chart illustrates the interaction of these four functions (Figure 

2.2). 

Planning 

Motivating 

Figure 2.2 Interrelated Management Functions. 
Source: Paul Hersey & Kenneth Blanchard, Management of Organizational Behavior. 
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Bennis (1966) in his book. Organization Development: Its Nature. Origins, and 

Prospects, stated that the social structure of organizations would become adaptive, 

temporary structures characterized by continuous change. The leader in this "new" 

system would need to become a coordinator between various groups and skiltfixl in the 

mediations between the groups, the allocation of resources, and progress towards the 

common goal. Among the skUls the leader would need to develop are adaptive problem 

solving skills and the ability to evolve with the system in response to problems rather 

than merely relying on pre-programmed responses to situations that appear to be similar 

in nature. Organizational conflict occurs when these leadership skills are not present. 

Organizational Conflict 

Organization conflict arises from the basic economic theory of opportunity costs. 

Simply stated, the opportunity cost of one resource is the value of those not chosen. The 

cost of any decision is equal to the value ofthe option(s) (Dolan, 1971). Some ofthe 

resources being referred to include money for supplies and materials, and time beloi^ing 

to the staff. Utilization of district capital items such as particular classrooms, common 

areas such as the gym or the auditorium are all sources of potential conflict whether it be 

scheduling problems or conflicting demands on the part of different groups or 

individuals. Every economic decision, every reallocation of resources entails not only a 

readjustment of material relations among things but at the same time of social relations 

among men (Dolan, 1971). Schools as organizations are vety similar in their constructs 

to industrial organizations yet vary in two ways. First is the source of revenue. Schools 
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are funded either directly or indirectly with tax dollars. There is a finite amovmt of 

money with which schools have to operate and no matter how diligent the administrators 

and staff work, additional funds are rarely generated. With this in mind it is easy to 

discern that at least in some school districts, the giving of more to one department or 

individual means less for someone else. This is not unlike departments within an 

industrial organization. The reallocation of resources is often the source of interpersonal/ 

organizational conflict. The other difference between education and industry is the 

results of production. For industry there is generally some finished good or service that is 

sold for a profit. However for educational organizations the output is something less 

measurable. These two differences set education apart from other organizations, yet it is 

managed much in the same manner. Organizational conflict is an inherent part ofthe 

education organization. 

Another source of organizational conflict concerns the goals and objectives ofthe 

organization and the people who are members ofthe organization. Getzels and Guba 

(1957) see the source of organizational conflict as being the interaction between 

individuals and the organization. Individuals possess certain personal needs as does the 

organization. Conflicts within the organization arise when the organization does not 

meet the needs ofthe people and conversely, flie organization suffers when the members 

fail to recognize the needs ofthe organization. 
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Leadership Theory 

Backgroimd on the Study of Management and Leadership 

The distinction between management and leadership is reinforced by the work of 

Hersey and Blanchard (1993) and Bohnan and Deal (1997). Hersey and Blanchard 

define management as the process of working with and through individuals and groups 

and other resources to accomplish organizational goals (p. 7). Their definition applies to 

any organization and emphasizes the allocation of resources for the accomplishment of 

the organizational objectives. Leadership on the other hand, is a subtle process of mutual 

influence fusing thought, feeling, and action to produce cooperative effort in the service 

of purposes and values of both the leader and the led (Bolman & Deal, 1997). 

Definitions of Leadership 

In the literature on leadership, there are a number of definitions. Early in the 

literature the subject of leadership was defined more as a personality trait than a learned 

behavior. There were hundreds of research studies undertaken at the end ofthe 19 and 

beginning ofthe 20* centtxry seeking to identify the one quality of a person that set him 

apart as being uniquely adept at leadership (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). The more 

sophisticated and scientific the studies, the more obvious it became that there was no 

single innate characteristic that set a leader apart from ofliers who were not leaders. If 

there were one that could be said to be common among aU leaders, it would be vision 

(Bolman & Deal 1987). Lacking evidence to define leadership as the possession of a 

trait, other definitions have been postulated in the literature. 
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Allport (1924) described leadership in terms ofthe art of inducing compliance. 

"Leadership, according to our present usage, means the direct, face-to-fece contact 

between leader and followers: it is personal social control" (1924, p. 419). Mead 

(1934) stated that personal attributes of any leader must be a consequence ofthe 

internalization ofthe generalized other. "A person will be perceived as a leader to tiie 

extent that he or she symbolizes group attitudes and beliefs and can demonstrate in a 

satisfactor\ manner those actions and characteristics which exemplify the normative 

ideals of leadership within a particular universe of discourse" (Mead, 1934, p. 57). 

Tead (1929) regarded leadership as a combination of traits that enable an 

individual to induce others to accomplish a given task. "The amount of personality 

attributed to an> indi\idual may not be unfairly estimated by the degree of influence he 

can exert upon others" (Tead, 1929, p. 127). Though it does not reflect their views, 

Bobnan and Deal (1997) stated that leadership has been described as the art of inducing 

compliance. 

Leadership aside from describing attributes of an individual, has also been 

described a.s a process. Any person provides leadership for a group when he or she (1) 

helps a group define tasks, goals, and purposes; (2) helps a group achieve tasks, goals, 

and purposes; (3) helps to maintain a group by assisting in providing for group and 

individual needs (Morphet, Johns, & Reller, 1959). Bogardus (1934) stated that as a 

social process, leadership is that social interstimulation that causes a number of people to 

set out toward an old goal with new zest, or a new goal with hopefiil courage - with 

different persons keeping different places. 
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Argyris and Bakke (1954) define the organizational leader as the person who 

makes possible the welding of an aggregate group of individuals into an organization by 

initiating and supplying the necessary organizational tasks not included in the formal 

functions ofthe employees. Given only the factors of production, employees cannot be 

expected to become a functioning organization without the activities from the remainder 

ofthe organizational processes such as the establishment of roles, authority, reward and 

penalty. They give the example of a shoe factory. All ofthe factors of production can be 

assembled and the workers trained and assigned the necessary tasks to accomplish the 

goal of producing shoes. Even with all ofthe preparation, training, and investment in 

equipment, without the organizational leader to provide the guidance and continuity of 

effort, it is unlikely that any shoes would be produced. 

Likert and Likert (1976) described human resource management in their work. 

New Ways of Managing Conflict. They portray supervisory leadership as being fiiendly, 

paying attention and listening to the subordinates' problems. Supervisory leaders 

encourage subordinates to work as a team and foster the exchange of ideas and opinions. 

This type of leader focuses on maintaining high standards and encourages the employees' 

best effort by showing ways to do a better job and assisting with organizing and 

scheduling. The positive organizational climate is one that fosters the flow of 

communication. Subordinates know what is going on within tiie organization and are 

involved in setting goals. The leader also expresses interest in tiie welfare ofthe 

individual. Likert and Likert (1976), assert that this type of leadership fosters loyalty to 

the leader. 
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Burrello and Sage (1979) define leadership and administration in these terms: 

"...To lead is to engage in an act which initiates a structure in interaction with others and 

(to administer) is to follow or to engage in an act which maintains a structure initiated by 

another" (p. 17). It is not the purpose of this study to attempt to define leadership. 

However, developing an understanding of leadership is important. It would be accurate 

according to the literature to state that a leader is a person of vision (Bolman & Deal, 

1997), who influences the actions of others with an equal impetus on task 

accomplishment and the welfare of those within the organization (Blake & Mouton, 

1985). 

Pre-Scientific Era 

Prior to the 20**" century, little empirical research was conducted concerning 

management and organizations and the interactions ofthe roles people played in those 

organizations (Bowditch & Buono, 1997). Except for some efforts at organization on the 

part of ancient civilizations, most individuals followed the rules and mores of their 

particular cultures and were subservient to the ruling elite in accordance with traditional 

customs (Bowditch, 1997). The ancient Egyptians were aware ofthe need for planning 

and organizing, witness the colossal imdertaking ofthe building ofthe pyramids and 

other great structures of 4 miUenia past. Even as the social order began to develop dtiring 

the Renaissance and many tools of commerce in use today were formulated, power was 

vested in institutions and those individuals empowered by the institutions. 
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This relationship between leaders and the led has been termed in the literature, 

feudal leadership. In this context, it was accepted that leaders were bom, not made. The 

political and economic arena ofthe great European societies ofthe medieval and on into 

the renaissance period was characterized by a two-class system. A person was simply 

bom in one class or the other and social mobility was unheard of The right to lead in a 

political context or to rise in the ranks ofthe military was based on birthright. 

It was a commonly held notion that members ofthe aristocracy were tmly 

superior to their peasant counterparts. Evidence of this was easily discemable in the 

physical characteristics that defined each group. The upper-class citizens were better 

nourished through their ability to acquire greater quantities of higher quality food. 

Therefore they tended to be healthier, b^ger, and in some cases stronger than lower class 

citizens. Living conditions also proved significant in health concerns. It does not require 

fiirther proof than to simply say that personal hygiene, clean water, and a warm place to 

sleep contribute to the overall well-being of an individual. 

Education was the other great separation between the classes. The children ofthe 

upper class tended to be well educated, attending some the finest schools available, while 

their counterparts were educated in guilds if at all (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). In our own 

covmtry, the founding fathers stated that the strength (existence) of a democracy required 

an educated citizenry. The feudal leaders knew well that the educated would always rule 

the ignorant; their own power and position depending on their presumed superiority. 

This era was characterized by an agrarian economy where the primary locus of 

work was at or near the farm. The work itself was physical in nature and had survival as 
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a primary focus. In work outside the farm, the role of management was simply to control 

employee behavior. As the world economy began to move towards the industrial 

revolution the existing social structure came into question by members of society. The 

legitimacy ofthe power vested in individuals by tradition came under attack, as workers 

demanded a legal basis for this authority. It was no longer sufficient for tradition to be 

the sole basis that people listen to and obey others. The authority to manage had to come 

from a set of mles and accession to the role of management needed to be based on 

agreed-upon rules and policies forming a rational and legal basis for authority (Bowditch, 

1997). It can be summarized that pre-scientific management was based on the 

traditional roles of people in society and it was not until the late 19'*' Century that 

working members of society began to challenge the right of managers to hold authority 

over them. Technology began to develop that fostered economic growth and at the same 

time reduced the need for farm labor. With the changes in factors noted above and a shift 

in leadership ascension practices and the beginning of more and more workers moving 

into the industrial reakn ofthe economy, the stage was set for investigation into 

managerial practices. 

Classical Management Era 

The second ofthe three periods of management research has been termed 

Classical Management. The industrial revolution that swept through the western world 

created an entirely new social and economic infrastinicture that brought about changes not 

only in the work place, but in society as well. Bowditch and Buono (1997) describe the 
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factors that make up an industrial infrastructure. These include: (1) a nationwide system 

of transportation, (2) sources of relatively cheap power, (3) technological innovations, (4) 

improved communication systems, (5) networks of financial institutions, and (6) 

preparation ofthe labor force through education and technical training. This 

infrastmcture provides the basis for the development ofthe world's economy and cannot 

take place without the education ofthe labor force. 

The context of management during the classical management period shifted from 

agrarian to industrial. This movement away from an agrarian society towards an 

economy based on manufacturing brought about many changes in the nature ofthe 

workforce with many people moving for the first time into this sector ofthe economy. 

The rational and legal basis for the authority ofthe managers over the workers became 

more pronounced during this period and the effects of economic research (Adam Smith's 

Division of Labor was a prominent piece of this research) led to the Classical 

Administrative Theory of Management. Research during this period focused on how 

industrial organizations could be structured, how work could be delegated and 

coordinated, and how people within these structures could be motivated. The result of 

this research is best described by two schools of thought: Scientific Management that 

described how work was to be done and Bureaucratic organization that described the 

organizational stmctures that evolved to guide this work. 

Scientific management was originally described by Taylor in 1911. In his book. 

The Principles of Scientific Management, Taylor states that tiie largest waste in industrial 

America was not forest products or waterpower or even coal or iron resources but human 
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effort. The purpose of his research and the purpose in writing the book was to convince 

people that the remedy for this waste lay in systematic management, "rather than in 

searching for some unusual or extraordinary person" (Taylor, 1911, p. 7). "It is only 

through enforced standardizations of methods, enforced adoption ofthe best implements 

and working conditions, and enforced cooperation that this faster (more efficient use of 

human effort) work can be assured" (Taylor, 1911, p. 83). Taylor believed that time-

and-motion studies led to efficient ways of performing tasks, which could replace the 

wasteful approaches that were used imttl then. The responsibility for the enforcement of 

these standards according to Taylor rested solely and completely on those who were in a 

management position. 

The four basic tenets of Scientific Management are: 

1. Develop the one best way to do each job, applying rigid mles for each 
motion of every man and the standardization of all implements and 
working conditions. 

2. Select the best individual for the position. Anyone who refuses or is 
unable to adopt the "best methods" is eliminated. 

3. Ensure that the work be carried out in the prescribed fashion through 
training and by increasing wages for those workers who follow correct 
procedures, work fast and do what they are told. 

4. Divide work efforts among employees so that activities such as planning, 
organizing, and controlling are the prime responsibilities of managers 
rather than individual workers. Management should work almost side by 
side with the men, helping, encour^ing, and smoothing the way for them. 
(Taylor, 1942 c2, pp. 30) 

Taylor introduced the piecework wage system as an incentive to motivate workers 

and increase productivity. His philosophy was well received in the beginning as it 
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brought some semblance of order to an otherwise chaotic business environment (Reiger, 

1995). However, for all the impact on industry management at a time when society was 

evolving quickly, it was soon criticized for its lack of concern for the human dimension. 

In 1924, Western Electric and the National Research Council collaborated on a 

study that was designed to examine the effects ofthe working environment on worker 

efficiency. Originally the hypothesis was based on the assumption that changing the 

lighting conditions at their Hawthome plant in Illinois would improve the worker output. 

The stud>' proceeded for three years experimenting with different lighting configurations 

with results thai appeared to be unrelated to the change in the environment. 

Ma\o look o\er the study in 1927 and, along with an associate, Fritz 

Roethlisberger. began to reinterpret the data and introduced different research methods. 

After another vcar of study, there still was no discemable correlation between the 

producti\ it> of the workers and changes in the working environment. What Mayo 

discovered was to become known as the Hawihome effect. The subjects ofthe study 

found personal rewards as a result of management consideration, group affiliation, and 

special recogrut ion (Mayo, 1933). Evidence from the Hawthome Studies became a 

factor in the increased use of team building, systems thinking, shared decision-making 

and the beginning ofthe philosophy that productivity will increase if employees are 

treated weU, if they have a sense of togethemess, and if they receive special recognition 

for their contributions (Reiger, 1995). 

A practical application of Scientific Management was the development of 

resource management during World War II, and came in the manner that military leaders 
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began using quantitative models to increase the effectiveness of their surveillance efforts. 

By using mathematical models and calculating speed, fuel consumption and other 

battlefield variables, commanders were able to make better, more informed decisions 

concerning the movement and positioning of their forces. The expansion of this scientific 

method carried over into operations management taking into account a systems view of 

the production process. Cost accounting is a management tool derived from the scientific 

method. 

The Bureaucracy form of management evolved during the industrial revolution, 

the period for this nation really beginning around the time ofthe Civil War. In 1904, 

Weber, the prominent German author of The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 

Capitalism, came to the United States, the country he felt was the most capitalistic in the 

world. He named the management style he witnessed during his visit to this country. 

Bureaucratic, which meant management by the office or position rather than by a person 

(Wren, 1994). Weber thought bureaucracies were preferable to other forms of 

organization. It was efficient and ensured that mles would be consistently applied in all 

situations. He stated that the purest type of exercise of legal authority is tiiat which 

employs a bureaucratic administrative staff. 

Only the supreme chief ofthe organization occupies his position of 
authority by virtue of appropriation, of election, or having been designated 
for the succession...This type of organization is in principle applicable 
with equal facility to a wide variety of different fields. It may be applied 
in profit-making business or in charitable organizations, or in any number 
of other types of private enterprises serving ideal or material ends. It is 
equally applicable to political and to religious organizations. (Weber, p. 
17,1963) 
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According to Wren (1994), there were seven essential elements of Weber's 

Bureaucracy: 

1. The division of labor and authority and responsibility were clearly defined 

for each member and wee legitimatised as official duties. 

2. Offices or positions were organized in hierarchy of authority resulting in a 

chain of command or the scalar principle 

3. All organizational members wee selected on the basis of technical 

qualifications through formal examinations or by virtue of training or 

education. 

4. Official were appointed, not elected. 

5. Administrative officials worked for fixed salaries and were career 

officials. 

6. Administrative officials were not owners ofthe units they administered. 

7. Administrative officials were subject to strict rules, discipline, and 

controls regarding the conduct of their official duties. These mles were 

impersonal and uniformly applied in all cases. 

Some ofthe research done during 1930's and 1940's demonstrated a need for 

further study in the area of leadership. In 1946, The Ohio State University undertook a 

ten-year program to study the behavior of persons assumed to be in leadership position in 

business, education and governmental organizations. Shartle (1956), as a result ofthe 

Ohio State Leadership studies, defined leadership as a particular type of performance. He 

noted the difficulty in attempting to describe leadership as a trait such as honesty, or 
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ambition. Instead, leadership is an act which influences the acts of others. These studies 

were among the first to look at situations as determinant factors in decision-making. This 

is a point that is important to this study as the frames of Bolman and Deal are based on 

the leader's ability to discem situational implications. 

The contingency model of leadership first published in 1964 atten^ted to 

integrate the bureaucratic and feudal approaches to leadership. It was the first model to 

take into consideration the situation in a decision-making opportunity (Fiedler & Garcia, 

1987) and exemplifies the change in leadership strategies to the more human resource 

based theory ofthe neoclassical era. The contingency model was so named due to the 

assumption that the effectiveness of a leader of an organization depends or is 

"contingenf' on (1) the leader's leadership style and (2) the degree to which the 

leadership situation provides the leader with influence over the outcome. 

The conventional view of management during the classical period aside from 

being bureaucratic in nature, was that man^ement's task could be described by three 

propositions. In his book. The Human Side of Enterprise, McGregor (1985) discusses the 

advances made in the understanding of human behavior subsequent to the classical period 

but also describes the three propositions ofthe classical period with what he termed 

Theory "X". His Theory X and Theory Y draws a distinction between assumptions 

supporting the classical management era (Theory X) and the neo-classical era (Theory 

Y). 

Theory "X" propositions included: 

1. Management is responsible for organizing the elements of productive 
enterprise-money, material, equipment, people-in the interest of economic 
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ends. 

2. With respect to people, this is a process of directing their efforts, 
motivating them, controlling their actions, modifying their behavior to fit 
the needs ofthe organization. 

3. Without this active intervention by management, people would be passive-
even resistant to organizational needs. They must therefore be persuaded, 
rewarded, ptmished, controlled-their activities must be directed. This is 
management's task-in managing subordinate managers or workers, 
management consists of getting things done through other people. 
(McGregor, 1985) 

Neoclassical Era 

The major impact ofthe trends in society that have led this nation into the 

postindustrial economic era have forced social scientists to move toward more 

complicated models of human nature and the resultant implication of how to manage 

individuals in the work place (Buono & Bowditch, 1997). Six assumptions about people 

have emerged from the literature. 

1. Human needs fall into many categories and vary according to the 
individual's stage of development and total life situation. 

2. Since needs and motives interact to form complex motivation patterns, we 
must realize that for different people the same object or outcome (e.g., 
money) can vary in importance and fulfill quite different needs. 

3. People are capable of learning new motives through organizational 
experiences. 

4. The same individual may display different needs in diBFerent organizations 
or in different groups within the same organization. 

5. Employees can become productively involved with organizations on the 
basis of many different types of motives. 
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Organizational members can respond to different kinds of managerial 
strategies, depending on their own motives and abilities, and the nature of 
the task. (Buono & Bowditch, 1997, p. 6) 

McGregor (1966) stated that profotmd, far-reaching changes in the strategy 

utilized to manage the human resources of an organization. He delineated four trends 

that were in effect during this time that would ultimately force leaders to change their 

way of leading. These were: 

1. The ejqjlosive growth of science (both behavioral and physical) which is 

yielding knowledge relevant to every function of enterprise, 

2. The rapidly increasing complexity of technology in both the office and 

factory and in related aspects of everyday life such as transportation and 

communication, 

3. The growing complexity of industry --society relationships and, 

4. The changing composition ofthe industrial workforce. 

Though the tenets of scientific management were being challenged as early as the 

1920's, McGregor's prognostication of things to come have become evident in 

contemporary literature as well as in the increasing complexity of a nation moving 

towards a postindustrial society. The changes in managerial attitude that he proposed, he 

called Theory "Y". Theory "Y" had six assumptions for the development of managerial 

thought. 
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1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is as natural as play 

and rest. 

2. Man will exercise self-direction and self-control in the service of 

objectives to which he is committed. 

3. Commitment to objectives is a function ofthe rewards associated with 

their achievement. 

4. The average human being learns, under proper conditions, not only to 

accept, but also to seek responsibility. 

5. The capacity to exercise a relatively high degree of imagination, ingenuity, 

and creativity in the solution of organizational problems is widely, not 

narrowly distributed in the population. 

6. Under the conditions of modem industrial life, the intellectual 

potentialities ofthe average human being are only partially utilized. 

Theory X places exclusive reliance upon external control of human 
behavior, whereas Theory Y rehes heavily on self-control and self-
direction. It is worth noting that this difference is the difference between 
treating people as children and treating them as mature adults. After 
generations of the former, we cannot expect to shift to the latter over 
night. (McGregor, 1966, p. 17) 

Motivation Theory 

Though not explicitly stated, McGregor was establishing a basis for reflective 

managerial practices. Where there had been a propensity for task accomplishment 

mentality, McGregor was giving managers a different perspective on the human 
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resources they managed. Cognitive attention to the postulates of Theory Y should inform 

a different approach to management strategies. An ability to view situations from 

different perspectives is central to this study. The literature on leadership refers to the 

contemporary school of thought as the neoclassical era. 

At about the same time that McGregor was redefining the managerial role, 

Herzberg (1982) was conducting complementary research on the nature of man and work. 

Through the course of his study, he developed what has come to be called the 

Motivation-H\giene Theory. The initial thought that went into the establishment of this 

theory was thai options made available to managers were either positive or negative 

KITA (kick in the ass) (Herzberg, 1982, p. 53). Negative physical or psychological 

KITA ma> accompUsh the objective but at the expense of interpersonal relationships. 

Positive KITA. w hilc viewed as being preferable, had mixed effects. It was the mixed 

effects in w hich Herzberg was interested. Some ofthe positive KITA worked and some 

didn't. His theon. attempts to define which ofthe positive KITA stimulates improved 

efficiency and output and which ones fail to accomplish the desired effects. The effective 

and less-effecti\e were divided into two categories. Motivators and Hygienes (Herzberg, 

1982, p. 59) 

Simpl> stated, hygiene factors are those that involve environmental aspects ofthe 

job situation. These would include company policies and adminisfration, supervision, 

working conditions, interpersonal relations, money, status and security. These are not an 

intrinsic part ofthe job but form the conditions imder which the person works (Hersey & 
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Blanchard, 1993). According to the theory, these aspects do not play a role in improving 

worker performance. 

Motivators involve feelings of achievement, professional growth, and recognition 

that one can experience in a job that offers challenge and scope (Herzberg, 1982, p. 71). 

These aspects of one's working life seem to have an effect on self-esteem and self-

actualization. Providing a sense of development and personal growth seems to stimulate 

positive advancement in one's job satisfaction and subsequently in the efficiency and 

effort of job performance. 

Maslow's Hierarchy. 

Maslow (1970) discussed how humans move to higher need levels subsequent to 

the satisfaction of lesser needs. Maslow claimed that upward mobility in the hierarchy of 

needs was a natural movement that people took for granted, even expected. This 

explanation of human psychology was used as the foimdation for some ofthe work in 

neoclassical leadership theory as it seems to explain what propels workers to higher 

levels of performance and efficiency. Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs is imbedded in 

Figure 2.4 along with Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. It seems a natural 

conclusion that there is a comparison to be made between Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs 

(Maslow, 1970) and Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory. Hersey and Blanchard 

(1993) draw such a conclusion and it is helpful to the understanding ofthe two theories if 

not somewhat inaccurate or imprecise to make the connection (Herzberg, 1982, p. 293). 

The following chart (Figure 2.4) graphically depicts the interaction ofthe two theories. 
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Figure 2.4 Relationship between Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory and Maslow's 
Hierarchy of Needs. Source: Hersey, P. & Blanchard, K. (1993). Management of 
organizational behavior: Utilizing human resources (6* ed., p. 36). 

When asked about the relationship between the two theories, Herzberg denies any 

connection with Maslow and calls any attempt to combine the two theories as an 

"exercise in the creativity of textbook and review writers" (Herzberg, 1982, p. 356). He 

goes on to say that Maslow's work has become an excuse for non-self-actualization. 

"Since the lower-order needs are never satisfied (the need to be replenished), the results 

of his efforts were a most "scientific" and "humanistic" theory that became, in reality, an 

excuse for the failure of humanism in man" (Herzberg, 1982, p. 294). 

Having been involved with contingency theory and the movement towards a more 

reflective model, Fiedler and Garcia (1987) stated that the contingency model is 

incomplete without taking into consideration the cognitive resources ofthe leader. The 

restilting cognitive resource model incorporates the basic ideas ofthe contingency model, 

but adds personal resources ofthe leader. These resources include the "leader's 
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intelligence, technical competence, and experience" (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987, p. 6). Two 

assumptions underlie the cognitive resource model: 

1. Intelligent and competent leaders make more effective plans, decisions, 
and action strategies than do leaders with less intelligence or competence. 

2. Leaders communicate their plans, decisions, and action sfrategies in the 
form of directive behavior. (Fielder & Garcia, 1987, p. 106) 

Managerial Grid 

Blake and Mouton (1985) have authored the Managerial Grid as their attempt to 

describe what leadership is (Figure 2.5). They begin by stating that there six elements 

vital to the leadership process. These are initiative, inquiry, advocacy, conflict 

resolution, decision-making, and critique. Within the context ofthe instrument they use 

to determine one's place on the Grid, is a 6-point scale, six statements for a person to 

answer about themselves describing leadership as a process. Assumptions form the basis 

for organized behavior (Blake & Mouton, 1985). Assumptions are seldom verbalized, 

yet they guide behavior and shape decisions. Blake and Mouton say that the Grid is 

useful for helping leaders identify the assumptions they make as the work to get results 

with and through others. Using theories to identify their assumptions special education 

administrators can become better decision-makers by being able to see themselves and 

others more objectively. 
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1,9 
Country Club Management 
Thoughtfiil attention to needs of 
committed people for satisfying 
relationships, leads to comfortable 
fiiendly organization 
atmosphere and work tempo I 

9,9 
Team Management 
Work accon^Ushment is 
"a common stake" in organ
ization purpose which leads 
relationships of trust and 
respect 

5,5 
Organization Man Management _ 
Adequate organization performance is 
possible through balancing the 
necessity to get out work with 
maintaining morale of people 
at a satisfactory level i 

1,1 
Impoverished Management ' 
Exertion of minimum effort to 
get required work done is 
appropriate to sustain 
organization membership 

9,1 ' I 
Authority-Obedience 
Efficiency in operations 
results from arranging 
conditions of work in 
such a way that human 
elements interfere minimally 

Concern for Production 

Figure 2.5. The Managerial Grid 
Source: The Managerial Grid III, Robert Blake & Jane Mouton, 1985, p. 63. 

Decision-Making and Schema Theory 

Leadership theory stipulates that quality decision-making depends on more than 

one factor. Rather, many factors are involved in a person's ability to make sound 

judgments such as maturity, experiences, intellectual abilities, and genetic makeup. The 
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crux ofthe decision-making process may very well be the selection ofthe particular 

alternative which offers the most promise when all possible consequences are considered. 

This having been said it should be noted that the role special education administrators 

play can be described as the management ofthe processes through which appropriate 

human and material resources are made available and made effective for accomplishing 

the goals and objectives ofthe school district (Joseph, 1975). The administrator is 

primarily concemed with the means to an end. The activities specific to the 

administrative process include organization, direction, coordination, stimulating, 

controlling, and planning. This is not an exhaustive list and not all activities are engaged 

in by all administrators. According to Joseph (1975), it is more significant to consider 

higher principles and first causes of all things rather than to merely go about the 

activities. He suggests that choosing the right means is not so much a calculated 

endeavor but a choice that is co-natured with the administrator. That is, the habit of 

choosing the right means is a part ofthe administrator's cognitive composition. 

The cognitive composition can be described by many theories of psychology and 

biological science. Piaget (1975) combined psychology and biology together into a 

single source for describing cognitive composition. According to Piaget (1975), the 

process of assimilation is the garnering of implications from the totality of our 

experiences. A simplified view of assimilation is the expectation of similar e^qjeriences 

evoking similar consequences. The ejq)eriences we have and the assimilation thereof 

makes for the construction of schemata. 
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Schemas are considered to be cognitive organizations that include memories, 

affects, perceptions, factual knowledge, cognitive style and other elements. Unitary 

schemas are based on past experiences but are modified by new ejqjeriences and form the 

basis for adaptive behavior (Slap, 1991). These schema and their interaction both 

consciously and subconsciously, form the basis for one's capacity for reflective thought. 

Piaget (Cited in: Gmber & Voneche, 1977) described his conception ofthe mental 

apparatus as consisting of increasingly integrated and differentiated schemas that fimction 

flexibly in unison to determine the organization of new behaviors. In some of his later 

work, Piaget stated that reflection is the act by which we unify our various tendencies and 

beliefs in the same way as conversation and social intercourse unify the opinions of 

individuals, namely, by giving due weight to each, and extracting an average opinion 

from the lot. 

Reflective practice can be viewed as a decision-making tool. It relies on the 

individual's schema; decisions rendered through this process are a result ofthe unique set 

of schema. As discussed previously, experience is the key component for the 

development of schemata. To interact well with others, whether in casual encounters or 

complex social affairs, one must use the astuteness one has gained from experience to 

imderstand, anticipate, and respond appropriately to the feelings and actions of others. 

Clear, careful thinking begins with the ability to evaluate experience, to make 

distinctions, identify causes, and watch for patterns and trends (Reed, 1996). The 

argument can be made tiien that the individual's set of schemata, being altered by daily 
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experiences, continually developing and expanding, equates to a person's perspective. 

Bolman and Deal (1991, p. 19) call this perspective the individual's frame. 

Boknan and Deal (1997) base their theories of organizational decision making on 

the premise that there are different realities associated with the same situation as viewed 

from the perspectives ofthe persons involved. Bennis (1966) says that the method of 

science can and should be a viable model for other institutions not solely concemed with 

developing knowledge. His view of science is as a discipline devoted to developing new 

knowledge through research, fact and logic. He goes on to say that there is a confluence 

of research into organizational behavior and mental health; both the norms of science and 

the methodologN of psychotherapeutic work have the same goal and methodology: to 

perceive realin. both internal and external and to examine unflinchingly the positions of 

these realities in order to act intelligently. The four frames (Bolman & Deal, 1997) 

require the lastmciional leader to examine reality, both from his own personal 

perspecti\ e and from that ofthe others involved in the same situation. Further, it is 

important to look at the unique characteristics ofthe situation and determine what frame 

most appropnaiel) defines the reality ofthe situation. 

Organizations and their environments change so rapidly that it is unrealistic to 

show what they are now, because that is not the way they are going to be (Weick, 1979). 

The situations that arise during the normal course of daily organizational work are not the 

case for research. It is the unique problems and conflicts that give rise to the need for 

investigation into change. When individuals and organizations fiilfill their identities, they 
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follow mles or procedures that they see as appropriate to the situation in which they find 

themselves. 

March (1994) goes on to say that rule following is grounded in a logic of 

appropriateness. Decision makers are imagined to ask explicitly or implicitly 3 basic 

questions: 

1. The question of recognition: What kind of situation is this? 

2. The question of identity: what kind of person am I? 

3. The question of rules: What does a person such as I do in a situation such as 

this? 

In asking these questions the leader is reflecting on the situation, his personal 

frame of reference, and the frame of best fit for the situation. This exemplifies the 

decision-making process exhorted by Bolman and Deal (1997) and lays the foundation 

for the research of this study. 

Bolman and Deal combine several theories into an eclectic model for situational 

leadership. These frames include the (I) structural frame, (2) human resource frame, (3) 

political frame, and (4) symbolic frame. Their frames are designed to provide the 

educational leader with a stmcture through which to make better decisions. The next 

section briefly describes the four frames. 

Stmctural Frame 

The leader who prefers the stmctural frame tries to design and implement a 

process or stmcture appropriate to the problem and the circumstances. This includes (1) 
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clarifying organizational goals, (2) managing the external environment and, 

(3) developing a clear stmcture appropriate to the task with clear lines of authority. The 

focus is on task, facts, and logic not on the individual's personality and emotions. 

Human Resource Frame 

The leader who prefers the human resource frame views people as the heart of any 

organization and attempts to be responsive to the needs and goals ofthe members ofthe 

organization to gain commitment and loyalty. The emphasis is on support and 

empowerment of these same individuals, with the intent to maximize the human resource 

element within the organization. 

Political Frame 

The political frame is most preferred by individuals who understand the political 

reality of organizations and are comfortable in this arena. An imderstanding of 

organizational conflict and limited resources and the ability to man^^e power bases are 

attributes that are commonly associated with political leaders. The instmctional leader 

using this frame creates an arena for negotiating differences and coming up with 

reasonable compromises. This leader is also competent in articulating what different 

groups have in common and helps to identify external common "enemies." 
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Symbolic Frame 

The instructional leader who uses the symbolic frame views vision and inspiration 

as critical; people need something to believe in. They believe people wiU give loyalty to 

an organization that has a unique identity and makes them feel that what they do is 

important. Symbolism is important as is ceremony and ritual to communicate a sense of 

organizational mission. These leaders tend to be very visible and energetic and manage 

by being available. Often these leaders rely heavily on organizational traditions and 

values as a base for building a common vision and culture that provides cohesiveness and 

meaning. 

The four cognitive frames apply equally to an individual and to situations. As 

each person has a preferred frame, each situation has characteristics that can best be 

described or reconciled in regards to one ofthe frames. The ability of a special education 

administrator to recognize a situation as implying a particular frame and then seeking to 

reconcile the leadership situation by "reframing" from his/her own preferred frame to that 

ofthe situation, is important when faced with required change. The changes required by 

the reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) pose many 

different situations that possess characteristics that imply different approaches to 

implementation. 

Reauthorization of IDEA 

Schools are required through P.L.OlOl-476, IDEA to provide placements for 

students with disabilities first and foremost in the general education classroom where 
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children without disabilities are educated. The law further states that this is to be the first 

placement considered and only when services cannot be provided in this setting that 

would enable the student to receive a free and appropriate education are other alternatives 

considered. This is one ofthe points at which the decision-making discretion of special 

education administrators meets at a cross-roads (CEC, 1996). Education in alternative 

settings is very expensive. Typical residential treatment centers (RTC's) range in price 

from $200-900 per day. A ten-month placement can easily cost a district in excess of 

$25,000. The cost of placing a student in an RTC versus educating a child in the home 

school district comes into account when the allocation of monetary resources is an issue. 

Depending on the wealth ofthe school district, and the willingness ofthe district 

administration to expend funds in this manner, the question ofthe appropriateness ofthe 

placement may never materialize. Here, the special education administrator must make a 

decision weighing various factors. These factors include political pressures from the 

school board, financial pressures from the community, appropriateness ofthe placement 

for the student, the threat of litigation from parents not satisfied with the placement, and 

even personal repercussions from those who wiU disagree with the decision. 

The changes brought about by the reauthorization of IDEA of 1997, form the 

basis for this study. It has been clearly noted that the changes are by nature, required. 

There is no option for the special education administrator to pick and choose which 

mandates oflaw pertain to him/her. They all do. The question then is not whether they 

are going to implement the changes, but how the implementation is going to be 

accomplished. In the face of required change, when there is no altemative but to accept 
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the changes as mandated, there may be an inclination on the part ofthe special education 

administrator to force the changes upon the local education agency. 

Additionally, the required changes may be needed prior to the availability of mles 

and regulations to help guide the special education administrator. The purpose of this 

study is to determine, "when faced with a condition of change required by the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L.101-476), do special education 

administrators utilize their preferred frame as identified by the Leadership Orientations 

Scale (LOS), or do they access different frames implied by the required change (IDEA). 

The author has identified fourteen major changes that will affect the way that schools 

operate their special education programs. 

1) Providing education benefit for suspended or expelled students. 
This is a change from the original law, which did not require the 
education of students who had been expelled from school. Where 
there was an educational requirement, the mandate was not for 
educational benefit but to prevent regression. (34CFR 
§300.522(b)) 

2) Developing a behavior intervention plan (BIP) when behavior 
impeded student's learning or that of others. A BIP is now 
mandated for every student whose behavior interferes with 
learning in the classroom. Not onfy does the BIP include 
sanctions, but it must also contain positive measures designed to 
improve the negative behavior. (34CFR §300.520) 

3) Obtaining consent for re-evaluation as well as initial evaluation It 
has always been a requirement that the local education agency 
have permission from the parent or legal guardian before 
administering an individual intelligence test. Prior to tiie 
enactment of IDEA once permission had been given for the initial 
testing, subsequent testing was done at the diagnostician's 
discretion. However, now each re-evaluation requires new 
consent. The impact of this component is dramatic in its power to 
dismpt mandated timelines. (34CFR §300.505(a)(l)(i)) 
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4) Emphasizing students' participation and progress in the general 
education curriculum. In the past, it has been the practice of many 
special educators to tailor make the curriculum for individual 
students without regard for the general curriculum. This is a 
significant departure from the traditional self-contained special 
education classroom. (34 CFR §300.532(b)) 

5) Conducting a pre-assessment Admission, Review and Dismissal 
committee meeting (ARD) to determine the scope of a re-
evaluation In the past, schools were required to do a full battery 
of tests (intelligence and achievement) at every re-evaluation 
regardless of the child's handicapping condition. Now an 
additional meeting must be held to consider what tests, if any, are 
needed and the scope they are to encompass. This change was 
intended to cut down on the amount of work for the education staff 
and on the amount of testing that a child has to endure. In actual 
practice it seems that it is rare that this meeting results in less 
evaluative work while at the same time increases the number of 
ARD's the school is required to conduct. (34CFR §300.533) 

6) Conducting assessment prior to changing a student's eligibility 
status. Before a child can be dismissed from special education, 
assessment must conducted to determine whether or not the child 
continues to be a child with a disability. Though the definition of a 
handicap infers that it is life-long in nature, there is the occasion 
when there is no longer an educational need for the provision of 
services. (34CFR §300.534(c)(l)) 

7) Requirement that the Individual Education Plan (lEP) reflects input 
from general education teachers. The law now states that if the 
child is receiving or it is anticipated that the child may receive any 
part of his/her education from a general education classroom, then 
a general education teacher must be present at the ARD and 
participate in the development of the lEP. (34CFR 
§300.344(a)(2)) 

8) Insuring that annual goals and short-term objectives (benchmarks) 
are written in behavioral, measurable terms. The language in the 
lEP must now reflect not only what the ARD committee wants the 
child to learn, but also how they are going to be presented the 
material and how the progress is to be meastired. (34CFR 
§300.347(a)(2)) 
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9) Including transition service needs on the lEP for students at age 14. 
This component lowers the age requirement for transition services 
form 16 to 14. The effect of this change is to require an additional 
meeting for the ARD committee and the student to consider the 
needs and how the child is to make the transition from school to 
life after school. (34CFR §300.347(b)(l)) 

10) The local education agency (LEA) must inform students prior to 
their 17'*' birthday ofthe transfer of rights upon reaching the age of 
majority. At least one full year prior to turning 18, the school must 
inform the parents and the child that when the child reaches the age 
of 18. all of the rights previously afforded to parents transfers to 
the child. This has the effect of adding additional paperwork and 
the need to track the age of every student in the special education 
program. (34CFR §300.517) 

] 1) De\ eloping lEP progress reports to be distributed on the same 
schedule as general education progress reports. This is an 
additional requirement ofthe special education staff. In addition to 
reporting grades, they must provide a description of the progress 
on the individual items contained in the lEP. (34CFR 

300.347(a)(5)(ii)) 

121 I>etermining appropriate altemative assessments for students who 
cannot participate in state / district assessment programs. In the 
state if Texas the TAAS test is the primary means of evaluating a 
school's effectiveness. In many instances, students with cognitive 
disabilities, are exempted from taking this test and consequently, 
do not enter into the equation ofthe school's overall performance. 
This component requires schools to provide altemative assessment 
that can be used to measure the progress of special education 
students as weU. (34CFR §300.347(a)(5)(ii)) 

13) Modifying policy to address the identification, location, and 
e\'aluation of students with disabilities attending private schools. 
Until the enactment of IDEA students in private schools were not 
considered for inclusion in the public school processes. Public 
schools receive no fiinding for students in private schools and 
subsequently are reluctant to send expensive service providers into 
these schools. (34CFR §300.451(a)) 

14) Including parents to a greater extent in the evaluation process. 
Schools now have to document parental involvement in the 
evaluation of special needs students. (34CFR §300.501 (c)(3)) 
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There are many consequences for ignoring required change imposed by IDEA, 

most of them being punitive in some way. In the 1950's and 60's prior to the federal 

government fimding for the requirements established for the education of children with 

handicaps, there was little incentive aside from a moral or ethical responsibility for states 

and local school districts to comply with the mandates. It was not until the enactment of 

P.L. 94-142 that funding was made a part ofthe equation. This Act forced states that 

accepted federal money to comply with the rules. The fimding was not sufficient for tiie 

fun implementation ofthe requirements but was significant enough that rejection was not 

an option. The threat ofthe funds (all federal funds) being withheld for failure to comply 

with the required changes was sufficient to force compliance. In this way the federal 

government exercised its power to influence fundamental required change. These 

changes had the result of producing systemic change in the educational process for every 

school district in the United States. 

This far-reaching effect is the scope of required change. Any school district that 

has been embroiled in a due process hearing regarding the education of a student with 

disabilities knows the power of this judicial process. However, it is rare that the scope of 

the results of this hearing go beyond the confines ofthe district that was responsible for 

the education ofthe individual student. Only in those cases where a fundamental or 

procedural issue is raised does the impact reach beyond the individual subject district. As 

one can see, there is a decided difference between the scope of influence of a due process 

hearing, and the decisions of a federal appeals court. 
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These issues are critical to this study, for change that happens as the result of legal 

requirements are often met with resistance by those who perceive the required change as 

unnecessary or intmsive on the status quo. In the occasion of most ofthe changes 

identified in this section, education personnel other than the special education 

administrator will most likely be the final stop in the actiial implementation ofthe new 

rules. Not every one ofthe delineated changes will be readily accepted by school 

personnel and organizational conflict is likely to occur if the situations are not handled 

carefully. The ability ofthe special education administrator to access a frame implied by 

the situation is important if the transition from the old requirements to the new 

requirements are to go as smoothly. 

Summary 

Parallels between schools and other organizations have been delineated to 

demonstrate that schools and school systems share common characteristics with business 

type organizations. It appears that the bureaucratic organizational stmcture is 

commonplace as a model of school organization in spite of efforts at local autonomy and 

the disaggregation of decision-making authority. Organizational theory provides the 

framework for describing the interrelationships and behavior ofthe members ofthe 

organization. The decision-making behavior of leaders in schools is explained several 

different ways from as many different perspectives and organizational theory provides a 

contextual model for the purpose of studying issues specific to special education 
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administi-ators and the decision-making process regarding the implementation of required 

change within a bureaucratic organization. 

Those in a leadership position, whether in the business sector or in education 

share similar challenges in regards to personnel, allocation of scarce resources, and the 

quality ofthe output from their particular orgamzation. The review of leadership theory 

has established several points important to this study. First, leadership is not a 

personality trait, but more a learned ability. Secondly, intellect, experience, and technical 

competence play a role in the success of a leader (Fiedler & Garcia, 1987). Thirdly, the 

ability to view a situation from different frames (perspectives) provides a higher degree 

of probability that a decision will result in successful reconciliation (Bolman & Deal, 

1997). 

Special education administrators have the same requirements for certification as 

other mid-management administrators such as vice-principals, principals, and 

supervisors. Beyond this, special education administrators have an additional 

responsibility of being well versed in the rules and regulations for the provision of 

services to students with disabilities. By aspiring to the three points of leadership 

outlined above, it could be expected that special education administrators should be able 

to make decisions more closely aligned with the needs of students given the context in 

which they work. 

The constant required change imposed on special education administrators by 

sotirces outside their realm of control necessitates the need for altemative perspectives 

when dealing with the implementation of these changes. A significant source of change 
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appears to come from outside the organization. Change that originates from the general 

social climate, actions ofthe court system, and specific legislation form the context of 

change over which the leader can exercise control only in the manner in which s/he 

attempts to address it. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act is an example of 

the continuing process of change that is exerted on schools from a source that is 

effectively beyond the control of school leaders. This required change comes as a 

challenge to aU school administrators, but particularly to directors of special education. It 

seems unlikefy that any one particular perspective is going to suffice in all decision

making situations. 

The assimilation of experience forms the basis for the constmction of schemata, 

the biological organization of cognition, perceptions, factual knowledge and memory. 

Schema and the interaction of a person's conscious and subconscious psyche, form the 

basis for reflective thought. This reflective thought is essential to the ability of a leader to 

"reframe" on the basis of a given situation. 

It is the objective of this study to determine through empirical research if when 

faced with a condition of change required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476), special education administrators utilize their preferred frame 

as identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) or if they access different 

frames implied by the required change (IDEA). Additionally, it is important to discover 

whether any significant differences exist between the responses ofthe participants in 

regards to the size or location of their distiict, or the gender ofthe special education 
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administrator. These statements form the foundation of this study and the basis for the 

hypotheses that will inform the research question. 

The four hypotheses concerning the cognitive frames are: Hor. the proportion of 

those directors identified as preferring the stmctural frame on the Leadership Orientations 

Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 

14 individual leadership situations. H02: the proportion of those directors identified as 

preferring the Political frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across 

the four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations. H03: the proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Human 

resource frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

H04: the proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Symbolic frame on the 

Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames as assessed by the 

Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

Ho5 states that there are no differences between the mean scores for any ofthe 

cognitive frames that can be differentiated on the basis of gender, size, or location ofthe 

district. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The experimental approach employed in this study is outlined in this chapter. The 

specific sections include: (1) Restatement ofthe Problem, (2) Confidentiality of 

Participants, (3) Description ofthe Participants, (4) Method of Data Collection, (5) Pilot 

Study, (6) Description ofthe Instruments, (7) Statement ofthe Hypotheses, (8) Research 

Design, (9) Analysis ofthe Data, and, (10) Summary ofthe Chapter. 

Restatement ofthe Problem 

Special education administtators are faced with fest-paced systemic change as the 

result of litigation and legislative action. The changes required by P.L.101-476 (IDEA), 

pose a wide array of issues that require different strategies for successful implementation. 

This study is designed to examine if, when faced with a condition of change required by 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA or P.L.101-476), special education 

administrators access their preferred cognitive frame as identified by the Leadership 

Orientations Scale (Bolman & Deal, 1993), or if they access different cognitive frames 

implied by the required change (IDEA). 
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Participants 

Confidentiality ofthe Participants 

Permission to conduct this study was obtained from the Texas Tech University 

Office of Research Services. It was assigned project number 99021 and is entitled "A 

Comparison of Preferred Cognitive Frames and Frames Accessed Under Conditions of 

Required Change." The approval for this study is effective from October 22, 1998 

through September 30. 1999. It is s^ned by Dr. Phillip Marshall, Chair, Human Subjects 

Use Committee (see Appendix A). Participation by subjects was completely voluntary 

and is based on the mles and procedures ofthe Texas Tech University Institutioiml 

Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects. As data were collected, each set 

of instruments were logged in and assigned an ID number. There is no significance 

attached to the ID number except for the purposes of stmcturing the data. Neither names 

ofthe indi\idual participants or any information that would identify a school district were 

collected. .\ns potential identifying information of subjects was removed prior to being 

assigned an 1 D number. The safeguards thus taken assure the confidentiality of all 

participants. The instruments. Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) and the Approaches 

Test (AT) were mailed to subjects chosen with the use of a random number table. 

Description ofthe Participants 

The population selected for the study was a group of special education 

administrators selected at random from those belonging to the Texas Coimcil of 
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Administrators of Special Education (TCASE). This was a group based on the 

availability of a large proportion and cross section of administrators from across the state 

of Texas. At the time of this study there were 632 special education administrators in the 

state of Texas. Of this number, 470 or 74% of the total were members of TCASE. AU20 

education service center regions were represented in the study. Permission to use this 

population was obtained from the board of directors and executive director of TCASE. 

Method of Data Collection 

The researcher worked with the executive director and board of directors of 

TCASE to obtain permission to survey the membership ofthe organization. Once 

permission was obtained, TCASE provided mailing labels for the entire membership. 

Each ofthe labels were numbered 1-467, representing the total number in the sample. A 

random number chart was used to select which special education administrators were to 

be mailed the surveys. 

A total of 200 surveys were mailed, 130 were returned. Ofthe 130 returned, one 

was unusable and therefore discarded. One hundred twenty-nine surveys representing 

slightly more than a 64% retum rate were used for this study. Due to the confidentiality 

issues ofthe study, no follow-up information is available for non-respondents. No 

implications or assumptions are made in regards to these potential participants. 
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Pilot Study 

Bolman and Deal (1996) (see Appendix A) previously established reliability for 

the Leadership Orientations Scale in different studies. Using split-half correlations and 

Spearman-Brown coefficients, their analysis demonstrates an internal reliability of .95. 

Being that the instrument has never been used on a population of special education 

administrators, a pilot study was conducted to determine its appropriateness. 

One hundred seventy surveys were mailed out to the randomly selected members 

of TCASE with ninety-two being returned representing a retum rate of 54%. The 

rehabihty test was accomplished through statistical analysis to determine if the 

instrument demonstrated intemal reliability sufficient to use the instrument for this 

research. Demographic information was gathered along with the survey including (1) 

size ofthe directorship in terms of student population, (2) gender ofthe administrator and 

(3) location, defined as being either urban or rural. Size was determined by the 

approximate number of special education students under the authority ofthe individual 

administrator as of December 1,1998. This category was divided into seven subgroups. 

Subgroup " 1 " had a population of between 1 and 200 students. Seven ofthe 

respondents fell into this subgroup representing 7.7% ofthe sample. Subgroup "2" had a 

population of between 201 and 400 students. Eleven ofthe respondents fell in this 

subgroup and 12.1% ofthe sample. Subgroup "3" had a population of between 401 and 

600 students. Twenty-one ofthe respondents fell in the subgroup representing 23.1% of 

the sample. Subgroup "4" had a population of between 601 and 800 students. Seventeen 

ofthe respondents fell in this subgroup, representing 18.7% ofthe sample. Subgroup "5" 
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had a population of between 801 and 1000 students. Fifteen ofthe respondents fell in 

this subgroup representing 16.5% ofthe sample. Subgroup "6" had a population of 

between 1001 and 1200. Nine ofthe respondents fell in this subgroup representing 9.9% 

ofthe sample. Group "7" encompassed all remaining districts that had a population 

greater than 1,200. All of these directorships were in areas considered urban. Eleven of 

the respondents fell in this subgroup representing 12.1% ofthe sample. 

Thirty-six (39.1%) administrators described their location as urban, while fifty-six 

(60.9%) described theirs as rural. Ofthe respondents to this pilot study 62 (67.4%) were 

female, and 30 (32.6%) were male. 

Using Cronbach's alpha (Cronbach, 1951), through the computer package SAS, it 

was determined that the total survey had an intemal consistency of .94, Table 3.1 

demonstrates an exploratory factor analysis using a principal factors method and promax 

rotation. A promax rotation in the SAS program is synonymous with oblique rotation 

calculations that refer to the manipulation ofthe factor loadings. Without the restriction 

of requiring the axes to remain perpendicular, all ofthe clusters can fall within the same 

graph. Using this method, the ftictor pattern matrix demonstrates that each fector had at 

least 4 items that seemed to share similar constructs. The fact that the Stmctural and 

Human Resource items lined up separately indicates that the instrument is actually 

looking at least 3 principal factors. This rotated factor partem matrix also demonsfrates 

to some degree the characteristics of simple structure. That is, most ofthe variables have 

relatively high factor loadings on only one fector and most factors have relatively high 

factor loadings for some variables and near-zero loadings for the remaining variables. 
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Table 3.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Leadership Orientation Scale, n = 4, 
Promax Rotation. 
Item 
123 
119 
124 
18 
116 
17 
111 
13 
115 
120 
112 
131 
127 
132 
110 
12 
122 
118 
114 
16 
128 
14 
130 
125 
121 
15 
129 
113 
126 
19 
117 
11 

Frame 
Political 
Political 
Symbolic 
Symbolic 
Symbolic 
Political 
Political 
Political 
Political 
Symbolic 
Symbohc 
Political 
Political 
Symbolic 
Human Resource 
Human Resource 
Human Resource 
Human Resource 
Human Resource 
Human Resource 
Symbolic 
Symbohc. 
Human Resource 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 
Human Resource 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 
Stmctural 

Factor 1 
.78 
.77 
.73 
.68 
.64 
.64 
.62 
.57 
.51 
.51 
.45 
.45 
.43 
.37 

-.20 
.01 
.07 
.03 
.08 
.13 
.34 
.15 
.24 
-.18 
.17 
.05 
-.21 
.06 

-.03 
.02 

-.12 
.08 

Factor 2 
-.12 

.01 
-.01 
.03 

-.10 
.07 
.14 

-.04 
.11 
.01 
.24 
.26 
.19 
.19 
.87 
.77 
.62 
.61 
.58 
.52 
.49 
.44 
.30 

-.15 
-.05 
-.19 
.23 

-.02 
.41 
.02 
.00 
.07 

Factor 3 
-.12 
-.14 
-.07 
-.08 
.07 

-.15 
-.11 
.12 
.10 
.30 
.10 
.04 
.32 
.33 

-.02 
-.09 
-.20 
-.12 
.07 

-.09 
.14 
.30 
.23 
.78 
.69 
.60 
.48 
.48 
.46 
.19 
.41 
.05 

Factor 4 
.09 
.04 

-.00 
-.18 
.06 
.20 
.10 

-.06 
.14 
.17 

-.04 
.09 
.22 
.00 

-.01 
.03 
.13 
.19 

-.08 
-.04 
-.11 
.02 

-.05 
.04 
.06 
.13 
.13 
.39 

-.05 
.64 
.56 
.53 
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The Stmctural items and Human Resource items seem to cling together somewhat 

homogeneously, while Political and Symbolic items tend to mesh. Though not described 

in the tables accompanying this paper, a three-fector analysis was also utilized to examine 

whether there were perhaps only three actual fectors that were the source of variance. 

Limiting the factor analysis to three factors resulted in an undesirable manipulation ofthe 

items. While Stmctural items and Human Resource items continued to cluster. Political 

and Symbolic items tended to mingle across all factors without any delineation. 

Therefore the use ofthe 4-factor analysis provides the most useable information. The 

items with factor loadings that were significant at the .29 level or higher in more than 1 

factor column are primarily symbolic items. The analysis of this survey indicates a good 

intemal reliability and wiU be useful in the planned research. 

The factor analysis ofthe principle study demonstrated a stmcture very similar to 

the analysis for the pilot study. The politicaL human resource and stmcture frames 

tended to indicate a certain homogeneity, while the Symbolic frame clustered primarily 

with the Political frame. At least empirically, it appears from tiiis analysis that there 

seems to be so common factors at work with the political and symbolic frames. This data 

is contained in Table 3.1. 

Description of Instruments 

Leadership Orientation Scales 

Permission was sought and obtained from the authors to use the instrument 

"Leadership Orientations" for this study. This instrument is a 32-item self-report survey 
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in which each participant ranks the items on a 5-point Likert-type scale, based on how 

accurately the individual statements describes the participant. Each ofthe four frames is 

represented by eight statements. These statements purport to describe characteristics 

unique to that particular frame. The intemal validity of an instrument such as this is 

critical if the results are to be meaningful. 

When making the determination of a single preferred frame, occasionally it was 

necessary to choose between two frames that the participant weighed equally. In this 

case it was decided that both equally described the participant, so choosing one over the 

other did not have an adverse affect on the outcome ofthe study. 

Approaches Test 

The Approaches Test was constmcted by a team of special education 

administrators and scholars in the field of educational leadership based on the changes 

required by the reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities Act, (IDEA) (P.L.101-

476). The fourteen changes listed in Chapter II were selected for study as they represent 

the changes determined by specialists in special education administration to be inclusive 

ofthe systemic changes likely to pose leadership and/or implementation issues. Other 

changes required by P.L. 101-476 were significant, but either pertained to the relationship 

between the federal and state governments or represented changes in fiduciary matters 

that did not lend themselves to the study of leadership. 

The Approaches Test was designed as an instrument to describe how the 

participants responded to certain situations when faced with required change. There were 

no contrived instmctions or prior training that would have influenced the choices that 
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they made. The object was to have them respond with the approach that they actually 

used in the implementation ofthe particular change. 

The participants were given a choice among four approaches, and asked to 

identify which ofthe four most closely aligned with the actual implementation strategy 

they employed. The team of experts researched the most typical methods of 

implementing these changes and wrote the approaches representing each ofthe four 

frames. The stmctural frame was represented by the approach, "I attended training, wrote 

a policy statement and informed all staff members that it was effective immediately." 

The human resource frame was represented by the approach, " Staff members 

participated with me in legal training and together we developed a plan for 

implementation."" The political frame was represented by the approach, "After attending 

training I contacted m>' superintendent and other stakeholders to begin negotiating the 

implementation of these charges." The symbolic frame was represented by the approach; 

"We will gradual!) make the required changes to accommodate these new laws once we 

can interpret these so that they align with our program philosophy." 

A team of experts in special education administration identified at least one 

approach thai best fit the particular required change. A key was developed and wrong 

and right answ ers were assigned. This was done in order to provide a basis for 

determining the correctness ofthe reframing if in fact reframing occurred. Table 3.2 

shows the results of this analysis. 

The Approaches Test was subjected to the Cronbach's alpha test of reliability. 

The intemal rehability of this instrument was determined to be .87. 
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Statement ofthe Hypotheses 

The hypothesis ofthe study is when faced with a condition of required change; 

special education administrators access their preferred frame. 

Hoi: The proportion of those directors identified, as preferring the stmctural cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

Ho2.' The proportion of those directors identified, as preferring the political cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

H03: The proportion of those directors identified, as preferring the human resource 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations. 

H04: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the symbolic cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

Other issues to be examined include the question of whether or not there are any 

significant mean differences in the data attributable to differences based on the gender of 

the special education administrators responding to the survey, location ofthe district 

whether urban or rural, or size ofthe district based on the special education student 

population numbers. 
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Research Design. 

This experimental study used the chi-square test of independence for multiple 

categories in order to assess the empirical relationship between the Leadership 

Orientations Scale and the Approaches Test. The pilot study conducted for this study, 

testing the appropriateness and reliability ofthe Leadership Orientations Scales for use 

with the target population, demonstrated an intemal reliability of .94 for the pilot study 

and .95 for the principle study. There are several assumptions, delineated by Hatcher 

and Stepanski (1994) associated with the use of chi-square and each of these were met in 

this study. First, all variables used should be assessed on a nominal scale. The categories 

represented by the four frames are nominal scales. Secondly, subjects contributing data 

should represent a random sample drawn from the population of interest. In the 

description ofthe participants the researcher detailed how a random number chart was 

used in selecting the participants from the population of 467 special education 

administrators. Next, each subject should appear in only one cell. The fact that a given 

subject appears in one cell should not affect the probability of another subject appearing 

in any other cell. This was accomplished by the nature of the study. The decision of one 

participant to select a particular approach or preferred frame was not dependent on any 

other factor. Further, there was no manipulation ofthe data that would have limited the 

number of participants selecting any one particular approach or frame. Lastly, no more 

than 20%) ofthe cells in the 4 X 4 classification tables should have expected frequencies 

less than five. With respect to the symbolic and political frames, there were occasionally 
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cells that contained values less than five. These are noted and assumptions concerning 

this data is limited. 

Evidence of reliability for the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) was 

established for the principle study in the same manner as the pilot study. Cronbach's 

alpha calculations revealed that the total survey for this study had an intemal validity of 

.95. In addition to the test of reliability, an exploratory factor analysis ofthe LOS was 

conducted. Table 3.2 displays the stmcture ofthe results from this analysis. The 

conclusion can be drawm from these calculations that the LOS demonstrates that the use 

ofthe instrument for this study is appropriate. 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to determine whether or not 

statistically significant mean differences existed on the basis ofthe demographic data. 

This was necessary for the study to identify differences that may have been the result of 

gender, the size ofthe district, or the location ofthe district, whether urban or rural. 

Analysis ofthe Data 

The question that guides this research is: "When faced with a condition of change 

required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476), do 

special education administrators utilize their preferred frame as identified by the 

Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do they access different frames implied by the 

required change (IDEA)? In order to address this question in its entirety, it is necessary 

to break it down into some of its component parts. 

89 



Each ofthe four cognitive frames described the LOS lends itself to partitioning for study. 

Thus, this research question becomes four distinct hypotheses. 

AU ofthe participants were asked to respond to the items on the Leadership 

Orientations Scale (LOS) as to the degree that they felt each statement described them 

Each participant was then asked to indicate the manner in which they went about the 

actual implementation ofthe required changes dictated by the reauthorization ofthe 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) as stated on the Approaches Test. 

In order to compare the two instruments the chi-square test of independence for 

multiple categories was used. The two instruments are theoretically related in that each 

is based on the four cognitive frames. Where the LOS was written to ascertain the 

preferred frame by Bolman and Deal (1991), the Approaches Test was written by the 

researcher for the participant to describe the cognitive frame actually accessed. The four 

approaches on the Approaches Test instrument were written using the four cognitive 

frames as a guide. A panel of experts reviewed the approaches for clarity and accuracy. 

It was determined that each ofthe four approaches accurately portrayed a particular 

frame and that each was an appropriate method of implementation. 

The hypotheses developed for this study are as follows: 

Hoi: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the stmctural cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

H02: The proportion of tiiose directors identified as preferring tiie human resource 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

90 



four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations 

H03: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the poUtical cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by tiie Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations 

H04: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the symbolic cognitive 

frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four frames 

as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership sitiiations 

The hypotheses were tested using the chi-square test of Independence for multiple 

categories. 

The supplemental questions raised by this study have to do with the implications 

for differences based demographic variables. This question asked, "Are there any 

statistically significant mean differences based on gender, size, location, or a combination 

of these variables? To address this question, a completely randomized multivariate 

analysis of variance was used. The three-way analysis of variance took into 

consideration the following variables: gender, location, gender-location, size, size-

gender, size-location, gender-location-size. Hotelling's T^ was used to determine 

significance. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the methodological blueprint employed to collect the 

research data. The pilot study and subsequent work demonstrated the validity ofthe 
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Leadership Orientations Scale and provides the means by which to assess the hypotheses. 

The instruments used in the study were outlined. The Approaches Test, written 

by the author and a panel of experts, provides the vehicle for exploration into the frames 

that special education administrators utilized in the implementations ofthe changes 

required by the reauthorization ofthe Individuals with Disabilities Act. Chapter IV 

outlines the findings of this study. Conclusions and implications for further research are 

outlined in Chapter V 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The results ofthe statistical analysis ofthe data gathered for this research are 

presented in this chapter. The specific sections include: (1) Restatement ofthe Problem, 

(2) Presentation and Discussion ofthe Descriptive Statistics for the Study, (3) Discussion 

ofthe Hypotheses, (4) Discussion ofthe Multivariate Analysis of Variance for the 

Demographic Variables, (5) Summary ofthe Chapter. 

Restatement ofthe Problem 

This research project was guided by two questions: (1) When faced with a 

condition of change required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

(P.L.101-476), do special education administrators utilize their preferred frame as 

identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do they access different frames 

implied by the required change (IDEA)? (2) Are there any significant mean differences 

attributable to differences in gender among the special education administrators who 

participated in the study, or, the location ofthe directorship whether it is rural or urban, 

or size based on the number of special education students served by the school? These 

questions were generated by the desire to know how school administrators, particularly 

special education administrators, make decisions concerning the implementation of 

changes required by law. Single-minded or narrowly focused decisions may be flawed 
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(Bohnan & Deal, 1987), while decisions made from different cognitive perspectives 

inferred by the nature ofthe required change have a greater chance of successfiil 

assimilation into the organization ofthe school. 

Presentation and Discussion ofthe Descriptive Statistics for the Study 

Preferred Frames 

The participants in this study as described in Chapter III are all special education 

administrators in the state of Texas. Each was given the surveys. Leadership Orientation 

Scales (LOS) and the Approaches Test. As indicated previously the LOS was used to 

allow the participants to describe their preferred frame. Totals were calculated for the 

four cognitive frames. Out ofthe 129 participants, 41 (32%) indicated a preference for 

the Stmctural frame. Sixty-nine (53%) indicated a preference for the Human Resource 

frame. Ten (8%) indicated a preference for the Political frame, while 9 (7%) preferred 

the Symbolic frame. The order of preference indicated by these descriptive statistics with 

the Human Resource frame being the most commonly preferred, followed by the 

Stmctural, Political and Symbolic is congment with the findings of Bohnan and Deal 

(1991) in studies they conducted using this same survey. 

Table 4.1. Number 
Frame 
Stmcture 
Political 
Human Resource 
Symbolic 

of Participants According 
Number 

41 
10 
69 

9 

to the Frame of Preference. 
Percent (%) 

32 
8 

53 
7 
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Frequency of Demographic Variables 

Three demographic variables were selected for study in this research They are 

identified as location (urban or rural), size (large or small), and gender ofthe participant. 

Table 4.2 displays the frequency ofthe occurrence of each of these variables. In the 

actual population the percentage of female versus male special education administrators 

is thought to be considerably higher than the 57% indicated for females and 43% for 

males. In order to have sufficient numbers of males in the survey, it was necessary to 

send surveys to every male member in the population. Though not representative ofthe 

actual percentages within population, the addition ofthe male participants was necessary 

in order to provide a significant number for comparison. This additional inclusion of 

male participants is not thought to be detrimental to the results. These additional subjects 

provide more statistical validity to the rejection or failure to reject the hypothesis that 

there is no statistical difference between the frames preferred based on the gender ofthe 

participant. 

Table 4.2. Frequency 
Variable 
Location 

Urban 
Rural 

Size 
Small 
Large 

Gender 
Female 
Male 

of Data based 
Frequency 

49 
80 

52 
77 

74 
55 

on Demographics 
Percent 

37.98 
62.02 

40.31 
59.69 

57.36 
42.64 
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Table 4.2 is a frequency table that displays the preferred frame according to the 

three demographic variables. For example, there were 41 participants that preferred the 

Stmctural frame. Eighteen (43.9%) of these were from urban areas and 23 (56.1%) were 

from rural areas. The table displays all three demographic variables in a similar manner. 

Table 4.3 shows the frequency of preferred frames when delineated by the demographic 

variables. The first column under "Urban" shows how many ofthe 49 participants who 

reported beii^ from urban areas chose a particular frame. Likewise, under the "Female" 

column, 27 ofthe 74 female participants chose the Stmctural frame. Table 4.4 takes the 

six independent variables by frame and provides the data regarding the number of 

participants, the statistical mean score from the Leadership Orientations Scale and the 

standard deviation for eeich calculation. Visual inspection ofthe statistical mean scores 

for each ofthe four frames does not reveal any significant differences within the 

individual frames based on the independent variables as reported by the participants. 
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Discussion ofthe Hypotheses 

The original research question came about as a result ofthe desire to know 

whether or not special education administrators implemented required changes based on a 

single perspective. There is a clear trend in the literature for administrators of all types to 

develop an abihty for situational analysis and the implication is the need to "reframe" 

according to the unique characteristics of each situation. The hypotheses then set up for 

this study, asked if those special education administrators who preferred a particular 

frame used that frame consistently across all fourteen approaches. The hypotheses are 

based on each ofthe four cognitive frames and the chi-square statistics were used to 

examine this question. 

Hoi: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Stmctural 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

The Chi Square test of independence for multiple categories was used to test for the 

correlation between the preferred frame and the accessed frame. Also this test provided 

information regarding the frame accessed under the condition of required change. The 

following table summarizes the findings. 
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Required 
Change 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Stmctural 
n 

7 
5 

21 
7 
6 

14 
10 
7 

10 
12 
9 
7 

10 
6 

% 
(17.1%) 
(12.2%) 
(51.2%) 
(17.1%)) 
(14.6%) 
(34.2%) 
(24.4%) 
(17.1%) 
(24.4%) 
(29.3%) 
(22.0%) 
(17.1%) 
(24.4%) 
ri4.6%) 
(22.9%) 

Political 
n 
16 
9 
3 
8 
4 
3 

10 
4 
5 
4 
7 
6 
6 
6 

% 
(39.0%) 
(22.0%) 
(7.3%) 
(19.5%) 
(9.8%) 
(7.3%) 
(24.4%) 
(9.8%) 
(12.2%) 
(9.8%) 
(17.1%) 
(14.6%) 
(14.6%) 
ri4.6%) 
(15.9%) 

Human 
Resource 
n 
16 
26 
17 
18 
25 
22 
19 
25 
23 
20 
22 
27 
16 
27 

% 
(39.0%) 
(63.4%) 
(41.5%) 
(43.9%) 
(61.0%) 
(53.7%) 
(46.3%) 
(61.0%) 
(56.1%) 
(48.8%) 
(53.7%) 
(65.9%) 
(39.0%) 
(65.9%) 
(52.8%) 

Symbolic 
n 
2 
1 
0 
8 
6 
2 
2 
5 
3 
5 
3 
1 
9 
2 

% 
(4.9%) 
(0.8%) 
(0.0%) 
(19.5%) 
(14.6&) 
(4.9%) 
(4.9%) 
(12.2%) 
(7.3%) 
(12.2%) 
(7.3%) 
(0.8%) 
(22.0%) 
(4.9%) 
(8.4%) 

ŷ  
13.17 
31.15 
30.27 

6.15 
24.62 
23.90 
12.22 
24.82 
20.49 
13.81 
16.90 
33.87 

3.97 
32.87 

Note: n = actual number of participants who selected the specific approach. N = 41. 
% = percentage of participants when compared to the total n for the sample. 

The row s m Table 4.5 reflect the actual cognitive frame that the participant 

report edh used in the implementation ofthe changes required by the reauthorization of 

the Individuals w ith Disabilities Education Act as identified from the Approaches Test. 

The required change column identifies each ofthe 14 required changes/situations as 

defined on the .-Xpproaches Test. Each participant represented in this table was identified 

as preferring the Stmctural cognitive frame. Referring back to the descriptive statistics, 

32%) ofthe participants reported to prefer the Stmctural frame. Fifty-three percent 

preferred the Human Resource frame, 8% preferred the Political frame and 7% preferred 

the Symbolic frame. 

The chi-square test of independence did not provide evidence for tiie rejection of 

the hypothesis. However, this is based on tiie entire group of participants who reported 
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preferring the Stmctural frame and all ofthe situations combined. It does not take into 

consideration each situation individually. The group of experts in special education 

selected the Stmctural frame as the most appropriate frame of implementation for items 

AlO and Al 1. Examination of Table 4.5 indicates that those who preferred the Stmctural 

frame, reframed from their preferred frame, but over one half of those selected the 

Human Resource frame, a frame not implied by the required change. Though not 

statistically significant, it is important to this study to recognize that special education 

administrators are engaging in reframing. 

H02: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Political 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

The rows in table 4.6 reflect the actual cognitive firame that the participant 

reportedly used in the implementation ofthe changes required by the reauthorization of 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act as identified from the Approaches Test. 

The required change column identifies each ofthe 14 required changes/situations as 

defined on the Approaches Test. Each participant represented in this table was identified 

as preferring the Political cognitive frame. Those participants who reported to prefer the 

Political frame, accessed the Human Resource frame at the same level of frequency as 

those who reported to prefer the Stmctural frame. The frequency of selection based on 

the approaches test is not significantly different from those reporting to prefer the 

Structural frame. 
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Table 4.6 Participantj 

Required 
Change 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

5 Preferring the Political Frame (Hn?). 

Stmctural 
n % 
1 (10.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
3 (30.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
4 (40.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 

(13.6%) 

Political 
n % 
5 (50.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
3 (30.0%) 
3 (30.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 

(17.9%) 

Human 
Resource 
n % 
4 (40.0%) 
8 (80.0%) 
5 (50.0%) 
5 (50.0%) 
4 (40.0%) 
7 (70.0%) 
7 (70.0%) 
7 (70.0%) 
6 (60.0%) 
6 (60.0%) 
6 (60.0%) 
8 (80.0%) 
3 (30.0%) 
6 (60.0%) 

(58.5%) 

Symbolic 
n % 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
2 (20.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 
1 (10.0%) 

(10.0%) 

-? 
4.16 

12.16 
4.16 
3.33 

.83 
8.66 
7.66 
7.66 
4.83 
4.83 
4.33 

12.16 
2.83 

. 4.83 

Note: n = actual number of participants who selected the specific approach N = 10 
% = percentage of participants when compared to the total n for the sample. 

Based on the statistical analysis of this group, the researcher does not have 

evidence to support a conclusion that those who prefer the Political frame are selecting 

other frames based on a given situation. This is due in part to the small number of 

participants who reported preferruig the Political frame. However, in reviewing the data 

in Table 4.6, only in 17.9% ofthe situations, did this group choose their preferred frame. 

This appears to indicate a propensity on the part of this group to choose a frame different 

from the Political frame. The group of experts in special education determined that the 

Political frame was an appropriate frame of implementation for situations A7, A13 and 

A14. This group rejected the Political frame in favor ofthe Human Resource frame by a 

margin in excess of 60% for situations A7 and A13. The frames selected for A13 were 

almost evenly distributed across all four ofthe cognitive frames. 
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Hos: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Human 

Resource cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations. 

Table 4.7 Participants Preferring the Human Resource Fram^nFTnA. 
Human 

Required Stmctural Political Resource Symbolic 
Change n % n % n % n % ^ 
Al 10 (14.5%) 17 (24.6%) 38 (55.1%) 4 (5.8%) 35.04 
A2 10 (14.5%) 12 (17.4%) 43 (62.3%) 4 (5.8%) 49.18 
A3 26 (37.7%) 8 (11.6%) 32 (46.4%) 3 (4.4%) 33.55 
A4 4 (5.8%) 13 (18.8%) 38 (55.1%) 14 (20.3%) 16.97 
A5 11 (15.9%) 4 (5.8%) 39 (56.5%) 15 (21.7%) 19.02 
A6 22 (31.9%) 6 (8.7%) 37 (53.6%) 4 (5.8%) 23.03 
A7 18 (26.1%) 9 (13.1%) 35 (50.7%) 7 (10.1%) 25.76 
A8 9 (13.1%) 9 (13.1%) 41 (59.4%) 10 (14.5%) 39.79 
A9 22 (31.9%) 3 (4.4%) 39 (56.5%) 5 (7.3%) 45.97 
AlO 20 (29.0%) 7 (10.1%) 35 (50.7%) 7 (10.1%) 13.23 
Al l 15 (21.7%) 5 (7.3%) 42 (60.9%) 7 (10.1%) 46.59 
A12 13 (18.8%) 8 (11.6%) 40 (58.0%) 8 (11.6%) 37.35 
A13 17 (24.6%) 13 (18.8%) 25 (36.2%) 14 (20.3%)) 4.19 
A14 8 (11.6%) 8 (11.6%) 45 (65.2%) 8 (11.6%) 57.88 

L (21.2%) (12.6%) (54.8%) (11.4%1 

Note: n = actual number of participants who selected the specific approach 
% = percentage of participants when compared to the total n for the sample. 
N = 69. 

The rows in Table 4.7 reflect the actual cognitive frame that the participant reportedly 

used in the implementation ofthe changes required by the reauthorization ofthe 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act as identified from the Approaches Test. The 

required change column identifies each ofthe 14 required changes/situations as defined 

on the Approaches Test. Each participant represented in this table was identified as 

preferring the Human Resource cognitive frame. The percentage of participants who 
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reported to prefer the Human Resource frame did not differ significantly from those who 

reported to prefer the Stmctural or Political frame. Referring to the descriptive statistics, 

53%) ofthe participants preferred the Human Resource frame. 

There is no evidence for the rejection of H03. In fact, there is less evidence of 

reframing within the group who reports to prefer the Human Resource frame than in any 

ofthe other groups. The selection of frames within this group very closely mirrored the 

statistics for the entire population. There appears to be a tendency within this group that 

would indicate a consistency of choice for a single frame. As evidence of this tendency, 

it was determined by the group of experts in special education that items A2 and A9 were 

most appropriately addressed using the Human Resource approach. The data for this 

group indicates no difference in the rate of selection ofthe Human Resource frame for 

these items as opposed to any ofthe other items. 

Further evidence ofthe lack of reframing on the part ofthe group that reported to 

prefer the Human Resource frame is demonstrated by items A12 and A13. The group of 

experts in special education determined that the Stmctural frame was the most 

appropriate frame of implementation for these two situations. However, the percentage 

ofthe members of this group that selected the Stmctural frame was not different from any 

ofthe other groups preferring the different frames. This group selected the Human 

Resource frame at the same rate for item Al2 as the other groups. In examining the data 

for item A13, the choice of frames was almost equally distributed across all four ofthe 

cognitive frames. 
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Ho4: The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Symbohc 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations. 

Table 4.8 Participants Preferring the Symbolic Frame (K^A) 

Required 
Change 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Stmctural 
n % 
2 (22.2%) 
3 (33.3%) 
4 (44.4%) 
0 (0.00%) 
2 (22.2%) 
3 (33.3%) 
2 (22.2%) 
0 (0.0%) 
4 (44.4%) 
2 (22.2%) 
3 (33.3%) 
0 (0.0%) 
2 (22.2%) 
0 (0.0%) 

(21.4%) 

Political 
n % 
5 (55.6%) 
1 (11.1%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (11.1%) 
1 (11.1%) 
2 (22.2%) 
2 (22.2%) 
2 (22.2%) 
1 (11.1%) 
2 (22.2%) 
I (11.1%) 
2 (22.2%) 
2 (22.2%) 
3 (33.3%) 

(18.2%) 

Human 
Resource 
n % 
2 (22.2%) 
5 (55.6%) 
5 (55.6%) 
6 (66.7%) 
6 (66.7%) 
3 (33.3%) 
5 (55.6%) 
6 (66.7%) 
4 (44.4%) 
5 (55.6%) 
4 (44.4%) 
6 (66.7%) 
3 (33.3%) 
4 (44.4%) 

(52.5%) 

Symbolic 
n % 
0 (0.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
2 (22.2%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (11.1%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (11.1%) 
0 (0.0%) 
0 (0.0%) 
1 (11.1%) 
1 (11.1%) 
2 (22.2%) 
2 (22.2%) 

(7.9%) 

Y" 

6.83 
4.33 
7.33 
5.50 
5.50 
1.00 
3.33 
5.50 
4.83 
3.33 
1.83 
5.50 
0.00 
2.83 

Note: n = actual number of participants who selected the specific approach 
% = percentage of participants when compared to the total n for the sample. 
N - 9 

The rows in Table 4.8 reflect the actual cognitive frame that the participant 

reportedly used in the implementation ofthe changes required by the reauthorization of 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act as identified from the Approaches Test. 

The required change column identifies each ofthe 14 required changes/situations as 

defined on the Approaches Test. Each participant represented in this table was identified 

as preferring the Symbolic cognitive frame. 
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The number of participants who reported preferring the Symbolic frame was 

small (n = 9) and therefore the results ofthe chi-square analysis may not be valid. The 

data is useful regardless ofthe possible lack of validity as Table 4.8 gives some evidence 

ofthe reframing that is apparently taking place within this group. The selection ofthe 

frames for the given situations closely match the statistics for the entire population Even 

though the participants in this group identified themselves as preferring the Symbolic 

frame, it was this frame that they selected for implementation least often. The Symbolic 

frame was chosen as an appropriate frame of implementation for items A3, A12, A13, 

and A14. There is no evidence that this group recognized that these situations could be 

addressed with the frame that they prefer. 

The chi-square test of independence is used to compare variables when all 

variables are on a nominal level. The variables used in this study are classification 

variables and in the case of this analysis, the researcher used a 4 X 4 matrix with the 

frame preferred by the participants constituting the Y axis and the frame reported as 

actually utilized in the implementation ofthe required changes represented on the X axis. 

Degrees of freedom was established (r - l)(c - 1) = 9. The critical value of x ,̂ df = 9, at 

the .05 level of significance for a two-tailed test, the critical values would be 2.7 and 

19.20. Table 4.9 displays the result of this analysis. It should be noted that this chi-

square test of independence is based on the preferred frames as opposed to the frames 

selected as implementation strategies for the changes required by IDEA. The chi-square 

values on the subsequent tables are the results of calculations based on a 1 X 4 matrix 

using the individual situations as the primary subject. 
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Table 4.9. 
Categories 
Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Chi-Square Test of Independence for Multiple 

Chi-Square Value 
8.5955 
8.1866 
6.8557 
7.6967 
9.2638 
4.6496 
5.9582 
3.1690 
7.6904 
4.5564 
4.7658 
7.3568 
2.7080 
7.7816 

Probability 
.4784 
.5155 
.6521 
.5650 
.4133 
.8637 
.7441 
.9572 
.5656 
.8711 
.8542 
.6000 
.9896 
.5565 

The chi-square values for each ofthe tests fell within the established ranges. 

Therefore, ii LS appropriate to accept the hypotheses. Based on the data and the analysis 

ofthe data, the conclusion appears to be that regardless ofthe preferred frame, the 

participants accessed a specific frame consistently throughout the approaches test. There 

was httie variance from the population statistics regardless ofthe preferred frame. The 

percentages of participants' preferred frames were closely related to the percentages of 

the frames accessed as indicated by the group statistics. As related in the discussion of 

each ofthe four h>potheses, there is more information available about the choices the 

participants made than the analysis provides. 
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Discussion ofthe Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
for the Demographic Variables 

This research study took into consideration the variables described on ps^es 79-

80 of Chapter III to determine the potential for differences among special education 

administrators. If differences existed, additional study would be indicated as to the cause 

ofthe differences. The following table (Table 4.10) describes the frequency with which 

each ofthe three demographic variables occurred within the population The F value, 

which is the indicator of statistical significance indicates that for the three variables, 

gender, location and size, there are no significant differences. The only difference 

demonstrated in the MANOVA tests is the combination that includes gender and 

location. In the data set there occurred an instance where two participants described their 

gender as male, the location as urban and the size as small. These two data sets are most 

likely flawed and should have been reported as either small rural or large urban. 

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, there is no statistical difference in the way the 

participants responded to the surveys that could be attributed to the demographic 

variables. 

Table 4.10. MANOVA Table: 
Source 
Gender 
Location 
Gender / Location 
Size 
Gender / Size 
Size / Location 
Gender / Location / Size 

Hotelling-Lawlev Trace 
Value" 
.0512 
.0553 
.1066 
.0435 
.0303 
.0221 
.1245 

F Value" 
1.26 
1.29 
2.49* 
1.02 
0.71 
0.52 
2.91* 

Note: df numerator = 5, df denominator =117 
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Table 4.11 summarizes the descriptive data for the entire population based on the 

total resuhs from the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS). In responding to the 32 items 

on the LOS, all ofthe participants answered all ofthe questions. The mean scores and 

other data are the results of these responses. 

When analyzed according to location, directors of special education preferred the 

Structural frame at the same level of frequency whether they were from a rural area or an 

urban area. As seen in Tables 4.12 and 4.13, 80 (62%) ofthe participants described the 

location of their district as being rural, whereas 49 or (38%) described their location as 

being urban. Mean scores for this section refer to the average raw score for the group. 

That is, when ranking the frames one-five according to preference, the total for all 32 

items would have a score between eight and 40. The mean scores represent the average 

across the group. The mean scores were 31.4 and 31.9, respectively. Additionally, the 

mean scores for those special education administrators who preferred the Human 

Resource frame, had scores of 33.18 and 33.48. These scores do not appear to be 

significantly different. Table 4.10 shows the results ofthe multivariate analysis of 

variance for the mean differences that occur according to the demographic variables. The 

results of these calculations demonstrate that there does not appear to be any significance 

in the differences ofthe values as reported. 

The two values that appear to be significant are the result of two participants who 

reported their location as urban and the size as small This may be misleading in the 

reporting, or may accurately reflect the demographics of these two participants. 

Regardless, the size ofthe sample is too small to be valid in this type of analysis. 
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Table 4.11 
Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Political 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

N 
129 
129 
129 
129 
129 

Mean 
31.72 
33.64 
29.67 
29.55 
55.54 

Std Dev 
3.81 
3.77 
4.73 
4.72 
12.44 

Minimum 
23 
18 
12 
9 

21 

Maximum 
39 
40 
38 
38 
79 

Table 4.12. Descript 
Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

ive Statistics 
N 
49 
49 
49 
49 
49 

on Scales: 
Mean 
31.39 
33.18 
29.67 
29.49 
56.27 

Location described as Urban 
Std Dev 

4.18 
3.47 
4.63 
4361 
11.16 

Minimum 
23 
24 
18 
17 
29 

Maximum 
39 
39 
37 
37 
78 

Table 4.13. Descriptive Statistics 
Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

N 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 

on Scales: 
Mean 
31.93 
33.48 
29.68 
29.59 
55.10 

Location described as Rural 
Std Dev 

3.58 
3.96 
4.82 
4.80 
13.21 

Minimum 
23 
18 
12 
9 

21 

Maximum 
39 
40 
38 
38 
78 
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When analyzed according to gender, no significant difference appeared across any 

ofthe four cognitive frames. As seen in Table 4.14 and 4.15, 74 (57%) ofthe 

participants were female, while 55 (43%) were male. When comparing the frames 

preferred as identified by the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), there is no significant 

difference in the frame selected based on gender. The mean scores for the Stmctural 

frame were 31.82 for females and 31.58 for males. The mean scores for the Pohtical 

frame were 28.99 for females and 30.6 for males. The Human Resource frame, the most 

often reported frame of preference, demonstiated similar results with mean scores of 

33.14 for females and 33.67 for males. Again, there appears to be no significant 

differences in regards to gender. 

Size, as described by the participants, is based on number of students who receive 

special education services as reported on the 1998 count used for federal funding, also 

know as the December 1 count. When analyzed according to the size ofthe district, 52 

(39.4%) described their district as large; 77 (60%) described theirs as small. The mean 

scores of those participants who described their districts as smaU and preferred the 

Stmctural frame was 31.87, while their counterparts in large districts demonstrated a 

mean score of 31.5. For those in smaU districts who preferred the Human Resource 

frame, their mean score was 33.83 while those in large districts had a mean score of 

32.37. Tables 4.16 and 4.17 summarize these findings. 

Analysis was conducted involving the population as a whole and the participants 

based on the three demographic variables. Table 4.11 as described previously, shows the 

mean scores for aU ofthe participants across the four cognitive frames. Tables 4.12-4.17 
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Table 4.14. Descrint 
Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

ive Statistics 
N 
74 
74 
74 
74 
74 

on Scales: 
Mean 
31.82 
33.14 
28.99 
29.15 
55.80 

Gender Reported as Female. 
Std Dev Minimum 

3.71 23 
4.01 18 
4.76 12 
4.95 9 
12.88 29 

Maximum 
38 
40 
37 
38 
79 

Table 4.15. Descript 
Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

ive Statistics 
N 
55 
55 
55 
55 
55 

on Scales: 
Mean 
31.58 
33.67 
30.6 
30.09 
55.19 

Gender Reported as Male. 
Std Dev Minimum 

3.98 23 
3.44 27 
4.56 17 
4.36 18 
11.94 21 

Maximum 
39 
40 
38 
38 
79 
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Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

N 
52 
52 
52 
52 
52 

Mean 
31.5 
32.37 
29.19 
29.15 
54.95 

Std Dev 
4.09 
4.61 
5.22 
5.36 
13.75 

Minimum 
23 
18 
12 
9 

21 

Maximum 
39 
40 
38 
38 
78 

Variable 
Stmcture 
Human Resource 
Pohtical 
Symbohc 
Approaches 

N 
77 
77 
77 
77 
77 

Mean 
31.87 
33.83 
30.00 
29.82 
55.94 

Std Dev 
3.63 
3.02 
437 
4,23 
11.55 

Minimum 
24 
26 
17 
18 
21 

Maximum 
39 
39 
38 
38 
79 
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break the population down into groups based on their reported size, location and gender. 

The mean scores on each ofthe tables representing the demographic variables are not 

significantly different from the mean score for the population. This would indicate no 

difference in responses based on location. 

Further analysis was done using the demographic variables and the approaches 

that the individual special education administrators reported using. Table 4.18 examines 

which frame w as reportedly accessed by the participants who described their location as 

urban. Items 4. 5. and 13 demonstrated higher scores in the Symbohc frame column than 

any ofthe other items. Though not rising to a level of significance or approaching the 

levels ofthe other frames in terms of high selectivity, these items were selected by the 

team of specialists as having the Symbohc frame as an appropriate frame of 

implemeniaiion. This gives minimal evidence that some ofthe participants are selecting 

frames of implementation outside their preferred cognitive frame. 

Table 4.1 ^ takes into consideration the same variables as Table 4.18 in the 

previous paragraph. The difference in this case is the use ofthe participants who 

described their location as rural. There were 80 participants represented in this part ofthe 

study. The overall percentages for this Table are consistent with the percentages of frame 

selection for the population as seen in Table 4.11. In the population, 53% ofthe 

participants reported preferring the Human Resource frame. This is approximately the 

same number as seen in this group. Again, items 4, 5 and 13 demonstrated higher levels 

of selection in the Symbohc frame column than for any ofthe other items. The 
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Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Averages: 

Stmctural 
7 (14%) 
9 (18%) 

19 (39%) 
5 (10%) 
7 (14%) 

14 (29%) 
11(23%) 
5 (10%) 

15 (31%) 
9(18%) 

11 (23%) 
9(18%) 

11(23%) 
8 (17%) 

10 (20%) 

Political 
12 (25%) 
6 (12%) 
4 (8%)) 
6 (12%) 
3 (6%) 
2 (4%) 
8 (16%) 
5 (10%) 
3 (6%) 
3 (6%) 
5 (10%) 
2 (4%) 
4 (8%) 
5 (10%) 
5 (10%) 

Human 
Resource 
29 (59%) 
33 (68%) 
26 (53%) 
25 (51%) 
27 (55%) 
30 (61%) 
25 (51%) 
30 (61%) 
27 (55%) 
29 (59%) 
29 (59%) 
34 (70%) 
21 (43%) 
29 (59%) 
28 (58%) 

Symbohc 
1 (2%) 
1 (2%) 
0 (0%) 

13 (27%) 
12 (25%) 
3 (6%) 
5(10%) 
9(18%) 
4 (8%) 
8 (16%) 
4 (8%) 
4 (8%) 

13 (26%) 
7 (14%) 
6 (12%) 

Note: In the population there were 49 participants reporting an urban location 

Table 4.19. Frames Selected by Participants Described by Location (Rural) 

Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Averages: 

Stmctural 
13 (16%) 
9(11%) 

35 (44%) 
6 (8%) 

13 (16%) 
27 (34%) 
20 (25%) 
12 (15% 
22 (27%) 
26 (32%) 
17 (21%) 
12 (15%) 
22 (28%) 

8 (10%) 
17 (21%) 

Pohtical 
31 (39%) 
17 (21%) 
9(11%) 

19 (24%) 
9(11%) 

10 (12%) 
14(18%) 
11(14%) 
7 (9%) 

11 (14%) 
10 (12%) 
15 (18%) 
19 (24%) 
13 (16%) 
14(18%) 

Human 
Resource 
31 (39%) 
49(61%) 
33 (41%) 
42 (53%) 
47 (59%) 
39 (49%) 
41 (51%) 
49 (61%) 
45 (56%) 
37 (46%) 
45 (56%) 
47 (59%)) 
26 (32%) 
53 (66%) 
42 (53%) 

Symbohc 
5 (6%) 
5 (6%) 
3 (4%) 

13 (16%) 
11(14%) 
4 (5%) 
5 (6%) 
8 (10%) 
6 (8%) 
6 (8%) 
8 (10% 
6 (8%) 

13 (16%) 
6 (46%) 
7 (8%) 

Note: There were 80 participants reporting a rural location. 

114 



consistency between the data in Tables 4.18 and 4.19 appears to give evidence that there 

is no significant differences based on the location ofthe special education administrator. 

Tables 4.20 and 4.21 show the population grouped according to gender. There 

were 74 participants who reported to be female, while 55 were male. The overall 

percentages of frames claimed to be used as the frame of implementation was not 

significantly different from the population, nor does there appear to be any significant 

difference between the two groups. 

Table 4.20 iUustrates the scores ofthe gender class, female. As stated above, this 

group is representative ofthe entire population in terms of frames preferred and frames 

selected. It is important to note that the percentage ofthe preferred frame and the frame 

reported as the frame of implementation is consistent throughout the study. In this group, 

items 4, 5 and 13 were selected at a higher rate in the Symbohc column than for any of 

the other items. The percentages for these items are higher for the gender class, female, 

than for any ofthe other groups. 

Table 4.21 shows data based on the gender class, male. While aU the other groups 

displayed higher than expected percentages for the three items described previously, the 

gender group, male showed no inclination for a higher level of selectivity on items three 

and thirteen. Item 4 continued to show an elevated level, but not rising to the level of 

significance. 

Tables 4.22 and 4.23 show the population divided according to size. It is not 

unreasonable to expect that there would be differences in the frames selected for the 

implementation of required changes based on the size of tiie district. Large distiicts may 
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Table 4.20. Frames Selected by Participants Described by Gender (Female). 

Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Averages: 

Stmctural 
11 (15%) 
7 (10%) 

30 (41%) 
3 (4%) 

10 (14%) 
23(31%) 
16 (22%) 
10 (14%) 
21 (28%) 
17 (23%) 
12 (16%) 
9 (12%) 

15 (20%) 
5 (7%) 

15 (20%) 

Pohtical 
24 (32%) 
18(24%) 
6 (8%) 

16 (22%) 
6 (8%) 
7 (9%) 

16 (22%) 
11(15%) 
7 (9%) 
8(11%) 

11(15%) 
11(15%) 
15 (20%) 
14 (19%) 
13 (18%) 

Human 
Resource 
35 (47%) 
46 (62%) 
35 (47%) 
39 (53%) 
41 (55%) 
39 (53%) 
36 (48%) 
45 (62%) 
42 (58%) 
41 (55%) 
43 (58%) 
47 (64%) 
26 (35%) 
46 (62%) 
38(51%) 

Symbohc 
4 (5%) 
3 (4%) 
3 (4%) 

16 (22%) 
17 (23%) 
5 (7%) 
6 (8%) 
8(11%) 
4 (5%) 
8(11%) 
8(11%) 
7 (9%) 

18(25%) 
9 (12%) 

8(11%) 

Note: There were 74 participants who reported being female. 

Table 4.21. 

Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Frames Selected by Participants Described by Gender (Male). 

Stmctural 
9 (16%) 

11(20%) 
24 (44%) 

8(15%) 
10 (38%) 
18(33%) 
15 (27%) 
7 (13%) 

16(29%) 
18 (33%) 
16 (29%) 
12 (22%) 
18 (32%) 
11(20%) 

Averages: 14 (25%) 

Pohtical 
19 (35%) 
5 (9%) 
7 (12%) 
9 (16%) 
6(11%) 
5 (9%) 
6(11%) 
5 (9%) 
3 (5%) 
6(11%) 
4 (7%) 
6(11%) 
8 (15%) 
4 (7%) 
7 (13%) 

Human 
Resource 
25 (45%) 
36 (66%) 
24 (44%) 
28 (51%) 
33 (60%) 
30 (55%) 
30 (55%) 
34 (62%) 
30 (55%) 
25 (45%) 
31 (57%) 
34 (62%) 
21 (38%) 
36 (65%) 
30 (55%) 

Symbolic 
2 (4%) 
3 (5%) 
0 (0%) 

10 (38%) 
6(11%) 
2 (4%) 
4 (7%) 
9(16%) 
6(11%) 
6(11%) 
4 (7%) 
3 (5%) 
8(15%) 
4 (7%) 
4 (7%) 

Note: There were 55 participants who reported being male. 
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Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Averages: 

Stmctural 
8 (15%) 
9 (17%) 

24 (46%) 
4 (8%) 
8(15%) 

16(31%) 
9 (17%) 
9(17%) 

15 (29%) 
14 (27%) 
8 (15%) 
7 (13%) 
9(17%) 
8 (16%) 

12 (23%) 

Pohtical 
19(37%) 
11(21%) 
6 (12%) 

11(21%) 
7 (13%) 
8 (15%) 

10(19%) 
6 12%) 
7 (13%) 

10 (19%) 
8 (15%) 

10 (19%) 
15 (29%) 
9(17%) 
8(15%) 

Human 
Resource 
21 (40%) 
28 (54%) 
20 (38%) 
25 (48%) 
27 (53%) 
24 (46%) 
27 (52%) 
32 (62%) 
27 (52%) 
23 (44%) 
29 (57%) 
28 (55%) 
16(31%) 
26 (50%) 
26 (50%) 

Symbolic 
4 (8%) 
4 (8%) 
2 (4%) 

12 (23%) 
10(19%) 
4 (8%) 
6 (12%) 
5 (10%) 
3 (6%) 
5 (10%) 
7 (13%) 
7 (13%) 

12 (23%) 
9(17%) 
6 (12%) 

Note: There were 52 participants who described their district as small. 

Table 4.23. Frames Selected by Participants Described by Size (Large). 

Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Averages: 

Stmctural 
12 (15%) 
9 (12%) 
30 (39%) 

7 (9%) 
12 (16%) 
25 (33%) 
22 (28%) 

8 (10%) 
22 (29%) 
21 (27%) 
20 (26%) 
14(18%) 
24(31%) 
8 (10%) 
17(22%) 

Pohtical 
24 (31%) 
12 (15%) 
7 (9%) 

14(18%) 
5 (6%) 
4 (5%) 

12 (16%) 
10 (13%) 
3 (4%) 
4 (5%) 
7 (9%) 
7 (9%) 
8(11%) 
9 (12%) 
9 (12%) 

Human 
Resource 
39(51%) 
54 (70%) 
39 (51%) 
42 (55%) 
47 (61%) 
45 (58%) 
39(51%) 
47 (61%) 
45 (58%) 
43 (56%) 
45 (59%) 
53 (69%) 
31 (40%) 
56 (73%) 
45 (58%) 

Symbohc 
2(3%) 
2 (3%) 
1 (1%) 

14(18%) 
13 (17%) 
3 (4%) 
4 (5%) 

12 (16%) 
7 (9%) 
9 (12%) 
5 (6%) 
3 (4%) 

14 (18%) 
4 (5%) 
6 (8%) 

Note: There were 77 participants who described their district as large. 
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have a tendency to be somewhat bureaucratic out of necessity due to economies of scale, 

while for smaU districts there may be an inclination towards more of a hands-on approach 

that is possible only with relatively smah numbers of students and facuhy. However, the 

study mdicates that there is no evidence of this being tme. Though not rising to the level 

of significance, the Pohtical frame and the Symbohc frame were selected at a higher level 

of selectivity by the size group, smaU. 

Upon inspecting the scores found in the descriptive statistics, there does not 

appear to be any significant differences based on any ofthe three demographic variables. 

However, fiirther investigation is warranted to verify that this assumption is accurate. In 

a subsequent section of this chapter the resuhs ofthe multivariate analysis of variance 

based on these variables wiU be discussed. 

Table 4.24 details the measures of central tendencies and the variability ofthe 

variables. The mean scores are consistent across aU variables with no statisticaUy 

significant differences within any ofthe frames columns. The multivariate analysis of 

variance provided evidence that any differences that could have been found within the 

study were not attributable to the demographic variables. Further, there were no 

significant differences in the mean scores ofthe study that were attributable to the 

reported preferred frames. 

Additional chi-square analysis was undertaken wherein the demographic variables 

were used in a 2 X 4 matrix opposed to the frame of implementation with each ofthe 14 

required changes being addressed individuaUy. 
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Table 4.24 details the measures of central tendencies and the variabihty ofthe 

variables. The mean scores are consistent across all variables with no statisticaUy 

significant differences within any ofthe frames columns. The multivariate analysis of 

variance provided evidence that any differences that could have been found within the 

study were not attributable to the demographic variables. Further, there were no 

significant differences in the mean scores ofthe study that were attributable to the 

reported preferred frames. 

Additional chi-square analysis was undertaken wherein the demographic variables 

were used in a 2 X 4 matrk opposed to the frame of implementation with each of the 14 

required changes being addressed individuaUy. 

Summary 

This chapter has described the statistical findings ofthe study. In the case of aU 

four cognitive frames, the hypotheses were the same. That is, there is no difference 

between the prctcrred frame and the frame accessed under the conditions of required 

change. The chi-square analysis used to determine whether or not under the conditions of 

required change, special education administrators were utilizing frames other than their 

preferred frame indicated that there was not any significant evidence that would aUow the 

researcher to reject the nuU hypotheses. There was however evidence in the descriptive 

statistics that indicated otherwise. It is this evidence that provides the most powerful 

imphcations for the study. 
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The multivariate analysis of variance for the three demographic variables was 

more absolute in its findings. In aU ofthe instances in which there were significant 

numbers of participants for a vahd calculation, no significant differences were 

discovered. This means that between urban and rural, female and male, large and small, 

and aU ofthe possible combinations ofthe variables, the selections of preferred frames 

and the frames accessed under conditions of required change as indicated by the 

Approaches Test, were consistent. The imphcations for these results wUl be discussed in 

Chapter V. 

121 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FTNDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

This study examined whether or not there were any differences between the 

cognitive frames preferred and the leadership frames accessed under conditions of 

required change. Also, the data were examined to determine if any differences did occur, 

were they a result of certain demographic data The major findings ofthe study are 

outlined in this chapter. This chapter contains the foUowing sections: (I) Summary, (2) 

Statistical Analysis, (3) Imphcations for Further Study, and (4) Conclusions ofthe Study. 

Summary 

This study was conceived in 1997 as the reauthorization ofthe Individuals with 

DisabUities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476) was being debated at the federal level. 

There were many changes being contemplated as school leaders, particularly special 

education administrators watched with anticipation. The changes bemg considered 

would have to be implemented, and as experienced administrators knew, it would Ukely 

be many months or even years before final rules and regulations would be issued. 

Regardless of when these guidelines became avahable, special education administrators 

were responsible for implementing aU ofthe aspects ofthe law immediately upon theh 
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enactment. The changes reqmred by IDEA formed the basis for investigation into which 

cognitive frames are accessed under conditions of requhed change. 

Rationale 

As leadership theory has evolved, the need to be aware ofthe context of different 

situations has become apparent. The review of hterature discussed this evolution 

beginning with feudal leadership and the right of dominion of one person over another, to 

the current theories encompassing the human aspect of resources and the analysis of 

different perspectives. Fiedler & Garcia (1987) rehed heavily on contingency theory 

when developing the Cognitive Resources theory. In his model it was essential that the 

leader, in the case of this study, the special education administrator, used his/her 

cognitive abihties, knowledge, professional competence, and experience to evaluate 

situations caUing for leadership interventions. 

In the same vein, Bolman and Deal (1991) theorized that single-minded 

perceptions of different situations aUowed only random successful implementation of 

leadership decisions, that is, when the single cognitive frame happened to coincide with 

the specifics of a particular situation. Understandmg then, that improving the UkeUhood 

of successful decisions depends on the individual leader's abihty to view different 

situations from different perspectives, h would be unportant to know in the case of 

required change, if special education administrators work from a single perspective. 

Conversely, h would be equaUy important to know that special education administrators 
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worked from multiple perspectives. In the previous sections of this study, Uterature that 

addresses the four frames has been extensively reviewed from an academic point of view. 

This study provided information that there are two distinct orientations in relation 

to the frames. The first orientation is situational. Bolman and Deal (1991) state that aU 

situations have unique characteristics that are best described by one or another ofthe four 

frames. The other orientation is cognitive. The cognitive aspect ofthe frames has to do 

with the preference that a person has when it comes to the individual's view of reahty. 

Bolman and Deal found that individuals usuaUy prefer one frame over the other frames. 

What does it mean to be Stmctural? It means that one is most comfortable in an 

organization that is stmctured with rules and pohcies in place that provide for consistent 

decisions. Also, one beheves that this is the way in which an organization should be run. 

There is a boss and a chain of command. AU of these authorities are charged with 

keeping the organization on track with the accomphshment ofthe goals and objectives of 

the organization as the primary emphasis. The people in this organization are not 

necessarily the most important part ofthe organization, but form the basis for 

accomplishing the goals and objectives. 

To prefer the Human Resource frame means one beheves that the organization 

exists to serve human needs above aU else. Organizations and people require an 

interaction as the goals ofthe organization and the goals ofthe members are inextricably 

intertwined. A good fit between the organization and the individual benefits everyone. 

Individuals find work gratifying whUe providing for their personal needs and the 

organization benefits from members who are interested in the organization's objectives. 

124 



To have the Pohtical frame as one's preferred frame, means that organizations are 

viewed as coahtions of various individuals and interest groups. To accomplish anything 

there have to be negotiations, a give and take, so that a mutuaUy satisfactory aUocation of 

resources is accomplished. The buUding of networks and utilization of power stmctures 

are essential to the daily functioning ofthe organization In the Pohtical frame, no one 

person controls every aspect, as groups with simUar interests, goals and objectives strive 

with one another to accomplish their portion ofthe organization's goals. 

The Symbohc frame provides a different approach for viewing schools as 

organizations. According to the Symbohc frame, the ecology of a school is multifaceted 

and determined by variables both apparent and ambiguous. In the vain attempt to 

describe what makes up the school ecology, one must turn to the Symbohc frame, for 

there are so many human factors at work, intermingled, collateral, that viewing it from a 

cultural perspective that unifies aU of these factors seems to make sense. 

The study was formulated using IDEA as the change engine and Bohnan and 

Deal's cognitive frames as the theoretical framework. With these tools in mind, the 

foUowing research question was designed: "When faced with a condition of change 

requhed by the Individuals with DisabUities Education Act (IDEA) (P.L. 101-476), do 

special education administrators utUize theh preferred frame as identified by the 

Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS), or do they access different frames inqihed by the 

required change (IDEA)?" 

It is unportant to have knowledge of whether or not reframh^ on the part ofthe 

special education admmistrator faced witii required changes coming from the federal 
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government is taking place. For the consideration of fixture imphcations, it is important 

to know if there is reason to expect that different degrees of reframing were the result of 

certain demographic variables. Therefore, in addition to being designed to determine 

whether or not special education administrators in general were exercising reframing, this 

study was undertaken to identify if there were differences attributable to gender, rural or 

urban location ofthe district, or district size. 

Statistical Analysis 

Methodology 

The chi-square analysis was calculated using a 4 X 4 matrix. The four cognitive 

frames were used on one axis, and the four individual leadership frames were used on the 

other. This calculation was done for each ofthe 14 individual leadership situations as 

outlined in the Approaches Test. These calculations indicated that there were no 

significant differences across the individual situations. 

A multivariate analysis of variance was used to determine if there were any 

significant mean differences based on the three demographic variables; gender ofthe 

participant, size, or location ofthe district. This analysis revealed that regardless of these 

variables, the frames preferred and the frames accessed under conditions of reqiured 

change were homogenous. 
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Results 

The chi-square analysis ofthe data revealed that there are no significant 

differences in the frames preferred by the participants based on gender, size ofthe 

district, or location. In addition, the chi-square analysis ofthe data did not reveal any 

significant differences in the frames selected as an implementation strategy when feced 

with a situation of required change. The chi-square analysis verifies this premise. 

Hoi states, "The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the 

Stmctural cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations." The .Approaches Test was used to give the participants the opportunity to 

describe the manner of implementation they used when putting into practice the elements 

of IDEA, .'̂ nalvsis was done on this information using the preferred frame as the 

identifier. 

Of the 41 participants who reported a preference for the Stmctural frame, they 

reported using it in only 22.9% ofthe individual situations on the Approaches Test. 

Those who said thev preferred the Pohtical frame reported using the Stmctural frame in 

13.6% ofthe individual situations; those who preferred the Human Resource frame used 

the Stmctural frame in 21.2% ofthe individual situations; and those whose preferred the 

Symbohc frame reported using the Stmctural frame in 21.4% ofthe individual situations. 

These differences in utilization ofthe Stmctural frame were not statisticaUy significant. 

Therefore, there was not sufficient evident to reject Hoi. 
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Ho2 states, "The proportion of those dhectors identified as preferring the Political 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership sitiiations". 

Ofthe ten participants who reported a preference for the PoUtical frame, they 

reported using it in the 14 items on the approaches Test only 17.9% ofthe time. Those 

who preferred the Stmctural frame chose to use the Pohtical frame in 15.9% (Table 4.5) 

ofthe individual situations. Those who preferred the Human Resources frame accessed 

the Pohtical frame in 12.6% (Table 4.7) ofthe individual situations and those preferring 

the Symbohc frame accessed the Pohtical frame inl8.2%) (Table 4.8) ofthe individual 

situations. These differences were not found to be statisticaUy significant. Therefore 

there is no evidence that would lead to the rejection of Ho2-

Ho3 states, "The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Human 

Resource cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the 

four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership 

situations". Ofthe 69 participants who reported preferring the Human Resource frame, 

they reported using it in 54.8% ofthe mdividual situations (Table 4.7). Those who 

preferred the Stmctural frame chose to use the Human Resource frame in 52.8% 

(Table 4.5) ofthe individual situations. Those who preferred the Pohtical frame chose 

the Human Resource frame in 58.5% (Table 4,6) ofthe individual situations, while those 

who preferred the Symbohc frame chose to use the Human Resource fi-ame in 52.5% 

(Table 4.8) ofthe mdividual situations. These percentages are not statisticaUy different. 

Therefore, there is not sufficient evidence to reject Hos. 
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Ho4 states, "The proportion of those directors identified as preferring the Symbohc 

cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is equal across the four 

frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual leadership situations". 

Ofthe nine participants who reported preferring the SymboUc frame, they reported using 

the Symbohc frame in 7.9% (Table 4.8) ofthe individual situations. Those who preferred 

the Stmctural frame reported accessing the Symbohc frame in 8.4% Table 4.5) ofthe 

individual situations. Those who preferred the Human Resource frame reported 

accessing the Symbohc frame in 11.4% (Table 4.7) ofthe individual situations, whUe 

those who preferred the Pohtical frame accessed the Symbohc frame 10% (Table 4.6) of 

the time. These percentages are not significantly different. Therefore there is not 

sufficient evidence to reject H04. 

The statistical results notwithstanding, examination ofthe data on an hem-by-item 

basis, provided indications that under conditions of requhed change, reframing is 

occurring in a large number of instances contrary to findings of Bohnan and Deal which 

report that individuals tend to stay with their preferred frame. 

As aU ofthe four hypotheses were accepted, this study adds a significant factor to 

the findings of Bolman and Deal. Bolman and Deal reported that in problem solving, 

school leaders tended to analyze from one frame and then implement based on that one 

frame. This study focused on a specific population - special education administrators -

and only in a specific condition of decision-making - that of high stakes required change. 

The required change may be considered high stakes as there is the potential for 

substantial legal and fiscal penalties for faUure to make appropriate implementation 
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decisions. For this population and under these conditions there were no significant 

differences in the frames accessed regardless ofthe frame preference. Thus, in the 

condition of high stakes reqiured change, a picture emerges of special education 

admmistrators realizing that theh preferred frame may not serve them weU and accessmg 

altemative frames. 

Discussion 

Contrary to Bolman and Deal's suggestion that utUization of altemative frames 

can lead to improved analysis and decision-making, the stress that may be assumed to 

accompany high stakes reqiured change appears to cause special education admmistrators 

to randomly select altemative frames. The data indicate this may be the case, as no frame 

emerged as a statisticaUy preferred frame for the implementation ofthe 14 items of 

change reqiured by IDEA based on the preferred frame as reported on the LOS. 

Further evidence for this interpretation rests with the finding that only 55% ofthe 

special education administrators selected the frame impUed by the change as identified by 

the expert panel that participated in this study. Thus for example, in Table 3.2, item A2 

was identified by the expert panel as an item best viewed through the Human Resource 

frame. From this, one would expect that the participants who said they preferred the 

Human Resource frame would be the group reporting the highest percentage of utilization 

of that frame. Instead, both those who reported they preferred the Stmctural and Pohtical 

frames reported a higher utilization of that frame whereas the group that preferred the 

Symbohc frame was only shghtly behind. For hem A3, a Stmctural frame item, the 
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results were somewhat as expected with 51% of those who reported preferring the 

Stmctural approach, using the Stmctural approach compared with only 30%) for those 

who preferred the Pohtical approach, 37% for those who preferred the Human Resource 

approach and 44% who preferred the Symbohc approach. However, even though more 

of those who preferred the Stmctural frame reported using the Stmctural approach than 

those preferring the other frames, h should be noted that 49% of those who preferred the 

Stmctural frame did not report using the Stmctural frame, thus, incorrectly selecting 

other, less effective approaches (as judged by the expert panel). 

AdditionaUy, item A9 was identified by the expert panel as an item also best 

viewed through the Human Resource frame. Again, one would ejqiect that the 

participants who said they preferred the Human Resource frame would be the group 

reporting the highest percentage of utilization of that frame. Fifty-six percent of this 

group selected the Human Resource frame for item A9. In this particular instance, both 

the participants who reported to prefer the Stmctural frame and the Pohtical frame were 

almost equal in theh selection ofthe Human Resource approach to those who reported to 

prefer the Human Resource frame. For hem A9, 56% of those who preferred the 

Stmctural frame chose the Human Resource frame, compared to 60% of those who 

preferred the Pohtical frame. Of those participants who reported to prefer the Symbohc 

frame, 44% chose the Human Resource frame. As seen in this and the previous example, 

approximately 45% of aU the participants selected a less effective approach. 

Item AlO was selected as a Stmctural item by the panel of experts. This item was 

simple, non-negotiable, and did not lend hself particularly weU to collaborative 
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discussion. It would be assumed that a high percentage of this group would select the 

Stmctural approach for this hem, however, of those who reported preferring the 

Stmctural frame, only 29% selected the Stmctural approach. The reason for this anomaly 

is not clear, especiaUy in hght ofthe fact that of those who reported to prefer the Pohtical 

frame, only 10% selected the Stmctural approach and only 29% of those reporting to 

prefer the Human Resource frame selected the Stmctural approach Only two ofthe 

eleven (22%) participants who preferred the SymboUc frame selected the Stmctural 

approach for item AlO. 

Item Al 1 was also deemed by the panel of experts to be a situation most 

appropriately viewed through the Stmctural frame. Being that this individual shuation is 

a stmctural item, it would foUow that those who preferred the Stmctural frame would 

endorse the Stmctural approach by a large margin. This however, was not the case. Only 

22% ofthe participants who reported to prefer the Stmctural frame, selected the 

Structural approach for this item, AdditionaUy, only 10% of those who reported to prefer 

the Pohtical frame, chose the Stmctural approach. Only 22% of those who reported to 

prefer to the Human Resource frame selected the Stmctural approach and 33% of those 

who reported to prefer the Symbohc frame chose the Stmctural approach. The other side 

of this evidence is the fact that fuUy 78% ofthe participants in this study incorrectly 

selected other, less effective approaches (as judged by the panel of experts) for this hem 

Items A2, A3. A9, Al 0, and Al 1 were selected for this discussion because they were the 

items identified by the expert panel as being clearly one fi-ame. 
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Table 5,1. 
Approach 

Approach 
Al 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 
A7 
A8 
A9 
AlO 
Al l 
A12 
A13 
A14 

Number of Right and Wrong 
for the Enthe Population, 

Number 
Wrong 

49 
47 
75 
36 
35 
19 
41 
33 
57 
94 

101 
38 
80 
98 

% 
38 
36 
58 
28 
27 
15 
32 
26 
44 
73 
78 
29 
62 
76 

Answers by 

Number 
Right 

80 
82 
54 
93 
94 

110 
88 
96 
72 
35 
28 
91 
49 
31 

% 
62 
64 
42 
72 
73 
85 
68 
74 
56 
27 
22 
71 
38 
24 

Note: N = 129, There were 1,003 (56%) correct answers and 803 (44%) incorrect 
answers. 

In reviewing the raw data, fixUy one-half of the participants selected only one 

frame for implementing the fourteen requhed changes. This accounts in part for the 

nearly even distribution of right and wrong answers on the Approaches Test, There is a 

total of 1,806 possible answers (14 x 129), Of these, 803 (44,5%) were contrary to the 

answers submitted by the expert panel; 1,003 (55.5%) are reported to be correct. There is 

not any apparent connection between the frame preferred and the frame accessed which 

provides further evidence that refranung is occurring on a basis other than analysis ofthe 

situation. 

In summary, then, statistical analysis did not provide a basis for rejecting Hoi, 

Ho2, Ho3, or Ho4. From this h can be concluded that irrespective of theh reported frame, 

m condhions of high stakes requhed change, special education administtators access a 
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In summary, then, statistical analysis did not provide a basis for rejecting Hoi, 

Ho2, Ho3, or Ho4, From this it can be concluded that irrespective of theh reported frame, 

in conditions of high stakes requhed change, special education administrators access a 

variety of frames. However, contrary to the findings of Bohnan and Deaf accessing 

different frames did not lead them to the frames identified as appropriate by an expert 

panel. As reported above, in most instances, the selection of an altemative frame 

appeared random, with for example, no advantage to the group that preferred the 

appropriate frame. They were as likely as any other group to report choosing an 

inappropriate frame by which to implement the change. 

Limitations 

The original research question asked if the proportion of those dhectors identified 

as preferring a specific cognitive frame on the Leadership Orientations Scale (LOS) is 

equal across the four frames as assessed by the Approaches Test using the 14 individual 

leadership situations. This 4 X 4 chi-square analysis did not take into consideration a 

simpler question which would be, are there any differences based on the 14 individual 

approaches across the four cognitive leadership frames which would requhe a 1 X 4 

analysis. This analysis was calculated for the study, as a response to emerging evidence 

that surfaced in the descriptive statistics. 
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Imphcations 

Table 3.1 iUustrates the percentage of passing or missing individual items about 

14 specific situations across the four identified leadership frames. When the participants 

selected a frame for implementation contrary to that selected by the panel of experts, for 

the sake ofthe study, it was determined to be in error. It is not reframing necessarily to 

change decision-makmg, but reframmg response to the people who are affected by the 

decision. Why is there so much ertor? The researcher would suggest that the knowledge 

of leadership skills on the part of special education administrators, principals, and 

superintendents has transcended the bureaucratic styles ofthe classical period of 

leadership. Even people with a lack of sophisticated understanding of leadership styles, 

recognize that times, people and organizations have changed. Yet, knowing that these 

situations and people have changed is different from the meta-knowledge of 

understanding the imphcations and being able to integrate the theory into practice. 

There appears to be a void in the training of special education administrators. 

That void could be defined as decision-making training. Whatever the thle, training 

should be offered that improves the abUity to reframe to one that accurately reflects the 

unique characteristics ofthe situation. This could lead to better implementation of high 

stakes reqiured change, which, in turn, should lead to improved instmctional 

opportunities for chUdren with disabUities. 

AddhionaUy, the context of decision-making for special education admmisttators 

quite often mvolves people outside education who are affected by theh decisions. These 

people mclude among others, students, parents, advocates, and legal representatives. 
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The high stakes associated with the changes requhed by IDEA are often the monetary 

penalties in defending against due process hearings for faUure to implement one or more 

ofthe requhements. Even when h is found that the special education dhector and the 

school district did act appropriately, the expense is very much the same. The researcher 

beheves, based on the evidence presented in this study, that reframing his/her response, 

taking into account the people affected by theh decisions concomitant with the situations 

involving requhed change, wUl provide a basis for understanding that wiU decrease the 

potential for expensive due process hearings. 

It was to this end that this study was undertaken When special education 

administrators have h within theh authority to make decisions that affect a chUd's 

education placement or instruction, they have the authority to make a Ufe altering 

decision. Bolman and Deal (1997) have stated that working from a narrowly focused or 

single perspective is flawed. When using only one frame, or lacking the knowledge of 

altemative frames, it is only through random chance that a decision is appropriate to the 

situation, ChUdren with disabUities deserve better than a random chance at success. 

Teachers come into a school with different experiences, ttaining, values and 

behefe about what the goals ofthe school should be. The students bring an enthely 

different set of variables, Theh experience is Umited, theh expectations varied, and theh 

individual goals quite possibly different from those of theh teachers. There are so many 

variables in fact that any attempt to identify them aU would be futUe, How does one 

reconcUe these differences? Reavis (1991) writes, that "since theh (school 

administrators) enthe background in school administration is m the top-down decision-

136 



making model, many wiU simply be unable to shift to the mandated model (of 

coUaboration) which requhes a total phUosophical reorientation" (p, 6), It is the leader, 

in the case of this study the special education administrator, who must make this 

"philosophical reorientation" when attempting to implement requhed changes, Reavis 

(1991) states that mandated school reform has not worked. Yet, schools continue to 

receive requhed changes from htigation and legislative changes. 

Understanding the culture ofthe school, and making the requhed changes an 

mtegral part ofthe culture by incorporatmg them under the overriding value statement of 

the school seems to provide a better chance of success in aU decision-making situations. 

How does one accomplish this? The researcher concludes from the study that by 

recognizing the frame of a particular situation and altering one's preferred frame to that 

ofthe situation at hand and then using this knowledge to influence the actions of others 

for the improvement ofthe school environment, more effective implementation of 

requhed high stakes change is possible. 

Staff development is a key to the implementation of better decision-making. This 

study provides an indication that such staff development is needed. Table 3.1 reveals that 

large percentages ofthe participants faUed to implement the frame that was identified as 

being the most appropriate. Staff development that provides definition and practical 

apphcation ofthe four cognitive frames could improve the quahty of decision-making 

and dhectly impact the education of chUdren with disabUities. 
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Dhections for Further Research 

This study raised at least two questions that deserve further research. Fhst, based 

on individual situations, what frame do school administrators select and how does this 

correlate to theh preferred frame? By choosing several scenarios forced upon them, the 

issue of requhed change could be analyzed on an item-by-item basis. 

Secondly, not being limited to special education administrators but conceivably 

encompassing any group of education administrators, the concept of reframing should be 

studied in a pre-test, treatment, post-test study to determine the effectiveness of staff 

development. The results of this type of study would hold the potential for redefining a 

portion of administrator training. 

Conclusions ofthe Study 

As stated, there was no evidence for the rejection of any ofthe hypotheses in this 

study. However, based on the descriptive statistics, and subsequent chi-square analysis 

aside from the hypotheses, h was determined that reframing was occurring in the 

individual situations. The results of this reframing appeared to be random. It is proposed 

by the researcher that special education administtators are aware ofthe need to address 

different situations from different perspectives, but lacking a knowledge ofthe four 

frames appeared to choose alternate frames randomly. 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
Office of Research Services 

203 Holden Hall 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1035 
(806) 742-3884/FAX (806) 742-3892 

October 22, 1998 

Dr. Charles A, Reavis 
Dr, Judith Ponticell 
Dr. Robin H. Lock 
Dr. Arturo Olivarez 
Mr, Steven D, Shipley 

Ed Psychology & Leadership 
MS 1071 

RE: Project 99021 A Comparison of Preferred Cognitive Frames and Cognitive 
Frames Accessed Under Conditions of Required Change 

Dear Dr. Reavis: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved 
your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective from October 1, 1998 through 
September 30, 1999. You will be reminded ofthe pending expiration one month prior to 
September 30, 1999 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Philip Marshall, Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 
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Mcniorandnin 

Septembers, 1996 

To: Potential Users of Leadership Orientations Instmments 

From: Lee Bolman 

Subject: Permissions and Flow to Use 

I. Permission 

On request, we routinely grant permission for non-commercial, research use ofthe 
Bolman and Deal Leadership Orientations Instmments. We do ask that users agree to provide us 
with copies of any research reports that they produce using data from the Instmments, and that 
they submh to us, if we request it, a copy of their data file. 

II. Using the Instruments 

The Leadership Orientations comes in parallel versions: Self (for people to rate 
themselves) and an Others (for ratings from colleagues). Research shows that the validity of self-
ratings of leadership is generally low, so there=s considerable advantage in getting colleague 

ratings. 

Both versions have three sections: 

Section I: 

This section contains rating scales, and the items are in a consistent frame sequence: 
stmctural (items 1,5,9,13,17,21,25,29), human resource (items 2,6, etc.), political (items 3, 7,...), 
symbolic(item5 4, 8...). 

There are also sub-scales within each frame, again in a consistent sequence: analytic 
(items 1, 9, 17, 25), supportive (2, 10, 18, 26), powerftil (items 3,11,19,27), inspirational 
(4,12,20,28), organized (5,13,21,29), participative(6,14,22,30), adroit(7,15,23,31), charismatic 
(8̂ 16̂ 24̂ 32)! In our own research, we have primarily used the S-item frame measures. We-ve 
primarily used the 4-hem sub-scales for management development rather than research 

applications. 
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Section II. 

The second section contains six forced-choice items. The options under each item are 
arranged in the same sequence: stmctural, human resource, political, symbolic. 

Section III 

This section has two one-item measures: effectiveness as a manager, and effectiveness as 
a leader. (Expanding the number of items to measure effectiveness would be a good way to 
strengthen the instrument, and we encourage users to do that.) 

You may also want to look at the following articles, which developed frame measures 
through content-analysis of critical incidents provided by respondents: 

Heimovics, R. D., Herman, R. D., and Jurkiewicz CougWin, C, L. AExecutive Leadership 
and Resource Dependence in Nonprofit Organizations: a Frame Analysis. Public 
Admiihsiration Review, 1993, 53(5), 419-427. 

Heimovics, R. C , Flerman, R. D., and Jurkiewicz, C. L. AThe Political Dimension of 
Effective Nonprofit Executive Leadership. @ Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership, 1995, 5(3), 233-248. 

Bolman and Deal papers that use the Leadership Orientations instmment: 

Bolman, L G. and Deal, T. E. "Leading and Managing: Effects of Context, Culture and 
Gender.' EducaHo.n Administration Quarterly, 1992, 25, 314-329. 

Bolman, L G and Deal, T. E. "Reframing Leadership: the Effects of Leaders' Images of 
Leadership " In Clark, K. E., Clark, M. B, and Campbell, D. (Eds.). Impact of 
Leadersiiip Greensboro, North Carolina: Center for Creative Leadership, 1992. 

Bolman, L G. and Deal, T. E. "Leadership and Management Effectiveness: a MuUi-
Frame, Multi-Sector Analysis." Human Resource Management, 1991,30,509-534. (This 
is actually the most recent paper C the publication date is misleading.) 
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LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS 

This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management style. 

1. Behaviors 

You are asked to indicate how often each ofthe hems below is tme of you. 
Please use the following scale in answering each hem. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Sometimes Occasionally Often Always 

So, you would answer '1' for an hem that is never tme of you, '2' for one that is 
occasionally tme, '3' for one that is sometimes tme of you, and so on. 

Be discriminating! Your results will be more helpful if you think about each hem and 
distinguish the things that you really do all the time fi-om the things that you do seldom or 
never. 

1 . Think very clearly and logically, 

2. Show high levels of support and concern for others. 

3. Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get things done. 

4. Insphe others to do their best. 

5. Sfrongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines. 

6. Build tmst through open and collaborative relationships. 

7. Am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator. 

8 . Am highly charismatic 

9. Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking. 

10. Show high senshivity and concern for others' needs and feelings. 

11. Am unusually persuasive and influential 

12. Am able to be an inspiration to others. 

13. Develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures. 
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14. Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions. 

15. Anticipate and deal adroitly whh organizational conflict 

16. Am highly imaginative and creative. 

17. Approach problems wUh facts and logic, 

18. Am consistently helpful and responsive to others, 

19. Am veiy effective in getting support from people with influence and power, 

20. Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission 

21. Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for resuhs. 

22. Listen well and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and input. 

23. Am poUtically very senshive and skillful. 

24. See beyond current reahties to generate exching new opportunities 

25. Have extraordinary attention to detail. 

26. Give personal recognition for work well done. 

27. Develop alliances to build a strong base of support. 

28. Generate loyalty and enthusiasm. 

29. Strongly believe in clear stmcture and a chain of command 

30. Am a highly participative manager. 

31. Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition. 

32. Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values. 

©1990. Lee G. Bolman andTerence E. Deil .ijl l i^ ls reserved. Used bypermjssion. 
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Directions 
When the new federal regulations regarding the reauthorization of IDEA were released, 
there were components that were to be implemented immediately and those for which 
there was an implementation time line. For each ofthe following changes, identify your 
inUial approach to implementation, using one ofthe four cods in the box. Only one code 
can be used for each statement. 

Approaches 

1 attended training, wrote a policy statement and informed all stafFraembers that it 
was effective immediately. 

2. After attending training I contacted my superintendent and other stakeholders to 
begin negotiating the implementation of these changes. 

Staff members participated with me in legal training and together we developed a 
plan for implementation. 

4. We will gradually make the required changes to accommodate these new laws 
once we can interpret these so that they align with our program philosophy. 

Example: If you felt approach code 1. Described your response to item (a.), then you 
would place a 1 in the blank to the left of item (a.). 

Change procedures to reflect: 

(a.) providing education benefit for suspended or expelled students. 

(b.) developing behavior intervention plan when behavior impedes student's 
learning or that of others. 

(c.) obtaining consent for re-evaluation as well as initial evaluafion. 

(d.) emphasizing students' participation and progress in the general education 
curriculum. 

(e.)conducting a pre-assessment ARD to determine the scope of a re-evaluation. 

(r)conducting assessment prior to changing a student's eligibility status. 

(g.)requlr!ng the lEP reflect input from genera! education teachers 

(h.)insuring annual goals and short-term objectives (benchmarks) are written in 
behavioral, measurable terms. .. 
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., (i.)mc]uding transition service needs on the IBP for students at age 14. 

Q) informing students prior to their 17th birthday ofthe transfer of rights upon 
reaching the age of majority. 

(k.) developing lEP progress reports to be distributed on the same schedule as 
general education progress reports. 

(1.) determining appropriate alternative assessments for students who cannot 
participate in state/district assessment programs. 

(m.) modifying policy to address the identification, location and evaluation of 
students with disabilities attending private schools. 

(n.) including parents to a greater extent in the evaluation process. 

1. My directorship is: 
(circleone) primarily Urban 

primarily mral 

2. My last December 1 count was approximately students. 

3. My gender is: 
(ri.-deonc) male 

female 
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APPENDLX B 

DATA FOR CHAPTER IV 
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