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ABSTRACT

Leadership is a widely discussed, yet seldom taught component in the public
schools of Texas. Students are elected to leadership positions each year, yet little training
accompanies the election process. Specifically, there is extremely limited information in
the area of servant-leadership as it pertains to high school age students.

This dissertation provides the first in-depth analysis of the impact a servant-leader
model can have on high school students. The servant-leader model is consistent with the
symbolic frame of cognition as described by Bolman and Deal (1993) as well as the
symbolic force of Sergiovanni (1984). The servant leader model is consistent with five
characteristics outlined as integrity/trust, love/respect, service, listening, and the higher
calling/values. The review of the literature focuses on the servant-leader model from the
areas of business, educational leadership, and finally from a student servant-leadership
perspective. A pragmatic approach to the literature is also included due to the limited
research literature available on the servant-leader model.

The data was collected and analyzed from a case study approach. The data was
collected from two separate case study locations at different geographic locations within
the state of Texas. Students attended a three-hour workshop on the servant leader model
and the study focused to see whether short-term leadership perceptions held by students
could be altered after exposure to the servant-leader model. Triangulation was achieved
through a mixed methods approach to data collection and analysis. A survey instrument

was utilized to measure perceptional changes from a quantitative approach. The
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qualitative tools of interviews and participant observations were used to discover the
meaning behind the survey results.

This study provided evidence that students’ short-term perceptions about
leadership can be altered through a three-hour workshop on the servant leader model.
Educational leaders should pursue opportunities to both expose and educate their students
on the merits of the servant leader model so that public school systems and the
stakeholders within can maximize their full potential. By doing this, public school
educators have an opportunity to build school communities that are centered on the
development of values and beliefs that take on sacred or cultural characteristics.
Educational leaders should strive for excellent schools that are built on a foundation of
values and beliefs rather than popularity and power. Educational leaders can impact the
student leadership in schools across Texas by allowing these students an opportunity for

exposure to the servant-leader model.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Purpose of the Study

Top down leadership is dead. Today’s workers, employees, and volunteers expect
to be part of the decision-making process in their organizations. Effective leaders
today have closed the distance between leader and follower, coming from closed
mahogany executive suites into the open-office world of the workers. Leadership
accessibility and teamwork are buzzwords of the 1990s and have carried into the

new millennium. (Finzel, 1997, p. 273)

While Finzel (1997) was speaking more specifically of leadership in the business
arena, his words could just as easily have been written with public education in mind.
Our schools have become sites of the more open model of leadership as we have seen
legislative measures supporting local control. This is often referred to as site-based
decision-making and was initiated to allow the members of the campus teams to have
some control over the decision-making process within their schools. This transition to
site-based decision making has its foundation on the premise that decision making needs
to be in the hands of the people who are most familiar with the needs of the school staff,
the people who make decisions each and every day (Texas Education Agency, 1999).
Campuses are required by law to have improvement committees in place with
representation from administration, teachers, the community, and parents (Texas
Education Agency, 1999). Interestingly enough, at present, there are no requirements to
have any student representation on the campus improvement committees. This lack of

representation is an example of missed opportunities by school systems to educate

students in the role of leadership, specifically, servant-leadership. The focus of this study



was to determine if exposure to a three hour servant-leader workshop could alter

students’ perceptions about leadership.

Leadership

The examination of leadership will begin in a broad sense. According to Barna
(1997), Kouzes and Posner (1995), and Cohen (1990), there is no universally accepted
definition of leadership. It appears that leadership, like beauty, lies in the eye of the
beholder (Kouzes & Posner, cited in Rosenbach & Taylor, 1998). This can be attributed
to the belief that leadership is not a science but rather an art (Barna, 1997; Cohen, 1990).
Art, by its definition, defies definition; however, several of the leading authorities on
leadership offer the following definitions:

Bennis and Nanus assert, leadership is more than doing things right. It is doing

the right things. Burns maintains that, leadership is when persons with motives

and purposes mobilize, in competition or conflict with others, institutional,
political, psychological and other resources so as to arouse, engage, and satisfy
the motive of the follower. Packard believes leadership is mastering paradoxes
and what they stand for. Sanders contends, leadership is influence. Wills
promotes the idea that, leadership is mobilizing others toward a goal shared by the

leader and the followers. (Barna, 1997, p. 21)

Leadership contains all the elements cited by authorities in the field, and many
more. While they may differ in the selection of the words to describe leadership, they are
all saying essentially the same things. Leadership requires a level of giving and
responsibility few are willing to aspire.

Dornan and Maxwell (1997) stated that the true measure of leadership is centered

on influence. Whether the desire is to build a business, strengthen children, or teach the

world, one can achieve it by raising the level of influence in the lives of others. Cohen



(1990) stated, “...one must start with some basic capacity for leadership. Yet this
capacity may lie unused and dormant because one does not start life as a general,
company president, or outstanding leader” (p. 11). Maxwell (1993) further suggested
that leadership is not an exclusive club for those who were “born with it.” The traits that
are raw materials of leadership can be acquired. Maxwell (1993) shared this story from
Ravenhill, who explains his philosophy of leadership to a group of tourists who were
visiting a beautiful village. As they walked past an old man sitting beside a fence, one
tourist asked, “Were any great men born here?” The old man replied, “Nope, only
babies” (introduction). And so it is in leadership. Leadership must be developed,; it is not
inherent (Maxwell, 1993).

It is recognized that people tend to lead in a manner unique to that individual.
This uniqueness may be reflected in a manner that is demonstrated by personal strengths,
weaknesses, beliefs, and values. However, just as each person has a unique style of
leading, each leadership style has a specific set of qualities that are likely to be exhibited.

Since Greenleaf (1973) first introduced the term servant-leader, several leading
authorities in the field of leadership have begun to embrace this leadership concept
(Spears, 2000). The list includes such leadership experts as Bennis, Block, Covey,
Depree, Kouzes, Peck, Senge, Vaill, Wheatley, and Zohar. Zohar (1997) went so far as
to state that, “servant-leadership is the essence of quantum thinking and quantum

leadership” (p. 146). Servant-leadership provides a concrete model of what leadership

should be.



The primary focus of this chapter was to examine the concept of servant-
leadership and the five characteristics observed in the servant-leadership model. The five
characteristics to be defined were: integrity/trust, love/respect, service, the willingness to
listen, and a desire to serve a higher calling/values system. However, there are additional

terms that required definitions as well.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions, listed in alphabetical order, will be used in this study:

Affection/Love: Affection/love is defined as a fond or tender feeling toward
another person or idea.

Calling: The calling is defined as a strong inner urge or impulse to encourage and
serve others.

Character: Character is defined as the group of ethical characteristics that mark a
person or organization. It is also defined as moral integrity.

Faith: Faith is defined as belief without evidence. It is also defined as the
confidence in or dependence on a person, statement, or thing as trustworthy.

Integrity: Integrity is defined as the strict adherence to a generally accepted
standard of values or conduct. It is also defined as personal honesty and independence.

Listening: Listening is defined as trying to hear and paying heed.

Respect: Respect is defined as a willingness to feel or show deferential regard. It

is further defined as trying to avoid violation of, or interference with, the beliefs of



others. Finally, it is defined as a willingness to show consideration or esteem to a person
or object.

Servant: Servant is defined as one who serves another person or standard.

Service: Service is defined as works or duties performed for the benefit of others,
rather than oneself. This service traditionally comes in the form of assistance to another
person or entity. It is further defined as the occupation of a servant.

Trust: Trust is defined as a firm reliance in the honesty, dependability, strength,
or character of someone or something. It is also defined as something or someone in

which faith or confidence is placed. It is the reliance on something in the future.

The Servant-Leader

Due to the limited amount of research literature available on the subject of
servant-leadership, a more pragmatic approach was taken to assist in the development of
the understanding of the servant-leader model (Boyer, 1999). Consequently, many of the
descriptors utilized within this study are theoretical, prescriptive, or anecdotal in nature as
opposed to research based (Boyer, 1999).

At first glance, it would appear that the term servant-leadership is an oxymoron
(Hildebrand, 1990). But a closer analysis reveals, “the great leader is seen as servant
first, and that simple fact is the key to his greatness” (Greenleaf, 1977, p.7). This does
not suggest that a servant-leader should be reluctant to lead, nor does it insinuate a
service dependence upon the desires of those being led. Instead, servant-leadership is an

attitude that blends the characteristics of both terms into one (Hildebrand, 1990).



Depree (1989) stated, “The first responsibility of a leader is to define reality. The
last is to say thank you. In between the two, the leader must become a servant” (p.11). It
1s within this context of servant-leadership that leaders from all points of reference must
provide creative ways for improving their respective environments (Amold & Harris,
2000).

As previously stated, the characteristics integrity/trust, love/respect, service,
willingness to listen, and higher calling/values were used as the focal point of this paper
on servant-leadership. A more comprehensive definition of these terms follows in the
next chapter of this research project. The four cognitive frames of Bolman and Deal
(1993) and the cognitive forces of Sergiovanni (1984) were also defined and analyzed in
this section. The works of these scholars have been included specifically because of their
focus on symbolic or higher calling/values system.

Bolman and Deal (1997) suggested that humankind has struggled with the
concept of values and beliefs for years. Because of this lack of understanding in this
area, people have turned to religion as a source of meaning. Braswell (1984) contends
there are hundreds of religions being practiced within the world today. Rather than
pursuing a specific religion, the researcher will broaden the term religion and utilize the

terms spirituality and religion interchangeably.

Integrity/Trust

It is important, whether in the workplace, the church, or the schools, to determine

what characteristics are necessary for a person to have the credibility needed to lead or



influence a group. A 1990 joint study conducted by the University of California Los
Angeles (UCLA) Graduate School of Management and Korn/Ferry International of New
York City questioned 1300 senior executives on the desired characteristics of a leader.
Seventy-one percent of the respondents cited integrity as the quality most needed to
succeed in business (Dornan & Maxwell, 1997). Another study conducted by the Center
for Creative Research discovered that errors and obstacles could be overcome by a person
wanting to rise to the top of an organization if integrity was a strong character trait of the
leader (Doman & Maxwell, 1997). Workers presumed that the mistakes made by the
leaders were made honestly and consequently, there was a willingness to forgive the
errors so long as the integrity of the leader was not tarnished. It is difficult for a person to
be able to move up in the organization if integrity is compromised by betraying a trust

(Dornan & Maxwell, 1997).

Covey spends much of his book, The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People
(1989), discussing integrity.

If I try to use human influence strategies and tactics of how to get other people to
do what I want, to work better, or to be more motivated, to like me and each other
while my character is fundamentally flawed, marked by duplicity, or insincerity--
then, in the long run, I cannot be successful. My duplicity will breed distrust, and
everything I do--even using so-called good human relation techniques--will be
perceived as manipulative. It simply makes no difference how good the rhetoric
is or even how good the intentions are; if there is little or no trust, there is no
foundation for permanent success. Only basic goodness gives life to technique.

(p- 21)

While Covey (1989) did not directly address integrity in this quote, his statement
leaves no question as to the importance of leaders acting with integrity. His statements

regarding insincerity and duplicity acknowledge that these traits are not admirable in



leaders and should be resisted. Permanent success is likely to occur only if the leader is
able to develop trust with the followers.

Maxwell (1993) suggested that integrity is the foundation upon which many
qualities are built, such as respect, dignity, and trust. He states that eighty-nine percent of
what people learn comes from visual stimulation, ten percent through auditory
stimulation, and one percent through other senses. Taking these statistics into
consideration, Maxwell (1993) contended that the more leaders model desired behaviors,
both visually and audibly, the greater their consistency and loyalty. “What they hear,
they understand. What they see, they believe. If my people understand me, I’ll get their
attention. If my people trust me, I’ll get their action” (Maxwell, 1993, p. 39). It appears
that trust is a by-product of integrity.

Schweitzer (cited in Cory, 1977) said, “[leading by] example is not the main thing
in influencing others. It is the only thing” (p. 102). Greenleaf (1977) likewise saw
integrity as a demonstration of behaviors. He argued that the basic qualification for
servant-leadership is that leaders should “be living demonstrations of the reality of all

they teach” (p. 117).

Love/Respect

Love is essential to the servant-leader model (Cedar, 1987; Greenleaf, 1977).
This love may be seen as the desire to please, the affection one has for the work they
perform, or a love for the people that surround them. Kouzes and Posner (1993)

discovered only one leadership characteristic common to all the top CEOs. This



characteristic is affection or, in a broader sense, a relationship characterized by love and
respect. Respect, whether for the person or the work of the person, is essential to the
success of the leader.

In a recent study by the Public Agenda Foundation, Cohen (1990) stated the most
important factor sought by employees is to “work with people who treat me with respect”
(p.140).

Another aspect of love can be the displaying of compassion towards people or
objects (Lepani, 1999). Love can be created through compassion and community.
Lepani (1999) stated:

Compassion is limitless power of human love to transform suffering and create

well being in ourselves and others. Compassion enables us to transcend self-

protection to embrace our connection to others, to live from the space of respect,
equality and a kind heart, to transform fear, frustration and anger. Community is
communion, the commitment to sharing, fellowship and participation, the deep
recognition that social connectivity, relationship and support is essential to human
well being, that other’s happiness is our happiness, that other’s suffering is our

suffering, that independence and personal freedom rest on respect for the needs of
others. (p. 6)

Service

Servant-leaders are mandated to serve their people (Blackaby & Blackaby, 2001).
When leaders are driven to actively participate in service towards people, they develop a
unity that enables the organizational culture to achieve far more than if individuals work
on their own (Blackaby & Blackaby, 2001; Greenleaf, 1977; Cedar, 1987).

Leadership is a moral enterprise, with the challenge being to better the lives of the

people within the community (Burns, 1978; Foster, 1989; Greenleaf, 1977). Burns



(1978) saw servant-leadership as more than pre-aching and the insistence on social
conformity and asserts that it “emerges from and always returns to the fundamental wants
and needs, aspirations, and values of the followers” (p. 4). Burns (1978) and Foster
(1989) contended that leaders contribute to a better community when they work together,
with their followers, to improve the community and everyone within it.

Foster (1989) suggested leadership must be committed to social change and
development rather than control and production. Leadership is the achievement and
refinement of human community through “the ability of humans to relate deeply to each
other in the search for a more perfect union” (Foster, 1989, p. 61).

Greenleaf’s (1977) test for service combines Burn’s (1978) higher values,
purpose, or forms of self-fulfillment with Foster’s (1989) concern for human freedom.
Greenleaf (1973, 1977) has provided the benchmark for identifying service in the
following questions: Did the follower grow as a person? Did they become healthier,
wiser, freer, and more autonomous? Finally, are they more likely to become servants

themselves?

Willingness to Listen

The servant-leader model is regarded as a high level of leadership because the
leader is more focused on the needs of others and, consequently, must be more aware of
the surroundings (Cedar, 1987; Greenleaf, 1977). The servant-leader is able to see, hear,
and, consequently, know things because of a willingness to be aware of the needs of

others. For a leader to be able to address the needs of his/her constituents, it is imperative

10



for the leader to know those being led. The only way a leader can come to know another
person is through listening. By listening to the needs of the followers, leaders are
sending a message to their followers that they are valued members of an organization
(Kouzes & Posner, 1993; Rosenbach & Taylor, 1998).

Spears (1995) suggested that leaders need to be more receptive to the followers
and what they have to say. The belief is that leaders will learn more about the needs and
desires of the followers. With this additional information, leaders will be better equipped
to serve the needs of those being led.

Too often leaders become focused on their personal needs and are unwilling to
reach out to those around them. Hildebrand (1990) recounted the story of 28-years-old
Kitty Genovese in 1964. A man carrying a knife in a wealthy Queens neighborhood
attacked her. She struggled with her assailant for over 35 minutes. During this time she
pleaded for help, even calling one passerby by name. Thirty-eight people admitted to
seeing her struggle, as well as to hearing her pleas for help. The only rationale given by
those that witnessed the young lady’s murder was that they did not want to get involved.
Finally, one person phoned the police of the incident, but only after Kitty had been
murdered. The unwillingness of people, specifically leaders, to listen to the needs of
those around them creates an unhealthy environment Followers must feel their needs are
being heard in order to be validated.

A servant-leader will hear the voice of the follower and respond accordingly

(Greenleaf, 1977). The goal of the servant-leader is to hear the voice of those in need,
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regardless of the nature of the need. Unfortunately, in the case of Kitty Genovese, the
immediate need was life threatening.

Wheatley (2001) suggested that listening is a simple act. Listening requires only
that the listener be present. This means to be attentive and focused on the listener. It
does not require a leader to offer advice, coach, or sound as if they possess all the
answers. Therefore, by simply listening to others, a leader can attend to the ideas and/or
concerns, and begin a process that promotes and addresses remediation that benefits the
group. Wheatley (2001) and Drakeford (1982) continued to suggest that in the final

analysis, listening is therapeutic and holds the potential for healing.

Higher Calling/Value System

At the focal point of servant-leadership is a system of values. The servant-leader
model suggests that it is impossible to lead others to a higher calling without first
elevating oneself (Cohen, 1990). Once a leader is comfortable with the set of values that
will govern his/her life, a renewed purpose is given to every decision that is made
(Cohen, 1990).

Greenleaf (1977) and Sergiovanni (1984, 1992, 2001) referred to the higher
calling of leadership. Greenleaf (1977) suggested that the work exists for the person as
much as the person exists for the work. This requires awareness on the part of the leaders
to stay open and attentive to the needs of those around him. Leaders must perpetuate and
continue to articulate the larger vision while constantly being aware of the smaller

elements and how these elements relate to the whole.
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People with servant’s hearts have certain characteristics and values in common as
they make leadership decisions (Blanchard, Hodges, & Hybels, 1999). The value system
of these people is centered on the best interest of those they lead. Servant-leaders are
leaders who are willing to share power. Servant-leadership in essence holds that if two
people share certain values, the bond between them will be stronger and more effective
than if they simply follow the same directives (Huey & Sookdeo, 1994b). The purpose is
to equip other people to become freer, more autonomous, more capable, and, therefore,
more effective (Blanchard et al., 1999). The servant-leader freely shares the kudos that
are integral in a successful organization by being confident in himself/herself. Servant-
leaders believe strongly in the saying, “anything can be accomplished if it doesn’t matter
who gets the credit,” because this statement suggests the only way to truly lead people is
to empower them.

Leaders with a desire to serve the higher calling demonstrate a true caring for all
in the organization, so their approach to problem solving is a positive approach, not
adversarial (Covey, 1998). There must be a desire to be motivated by a set of deep
personal values, beliefs, or the answering to a higher calling or religion if the leaders of
the future desire to impact the lives of students and society (Senge, 1990). The
foundation for spiritual references comes from Bolman and Deal (1995, 1997) and
Fowler and Keen (1978). These scholars argue that for humans to interpret the basic
issues of life, they have turned to religion for an explanation.

Ultimately, people follow people who believe in something and have the ability to

achieve results in the service of those beliefs (Senge, 1990).
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Student Servant-Ieadership

The purpose of any program implementation should be built on a core of common
beliefs and expectations (Belenardo, 2001). In large part these beliefs are used to develop
the sense of community within any organization. Belenardo (2001) described community
as the presence of beliefs, feelings, and relationships that connect members of a school
community to one another. A sense of community provides a feeling of belonging to
something that transcends the situational relationships in an organization (Goodlad, 1981;
Haberman, 1992; Sergiovanni, 1994).

Sociological theorists Dewey (1916), Durkheim (1947), Etzioni (1993), and
Tonnies (1957) have identified characteristics that lead to a sense of community. While
not identified verbatim, these characteristics are consistent with the five characteristics
identified in this study. The importance of a sense of community has also been identified
as an important concept of school success by researchers such as Bolman and Deal (1993,
1997), Bryk and Driscoll (1988), Royal and Rossi (1996), and Sergiovanni (1994).

The servant-leader model when implemented at the high school level could
provide a framework to assist in the development of the sense of community. It provides
opportunities for students to be in an environment of cooperation rather than competition.
The servant-leader model creates an environment that is built on relationships and the
development of individuals who care and are cared for in return (Greenleaf, 1977
Noddings, 1995). Within the caring community there is a spirit of giving and service,

where the higher calling is to assure that the needs of individual school members are met

(Noddings, 1995).
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This researcher hypothesized that by building the sense of community within
school, many opportunities for school improvement could be evaluated. The servant-
leader model provides a framework whereby all parties focus attention not on themselves,
but rather on the betterment of the schools, organizations, or parties they represent.
Discipline referrals, attendance, safety, and academic performance are all areas the
development of servant-leadership can assist in improving. Servant-leadership impacts
the very core of the individual and requires him/her to look beyond personal selfishness
and need. The higher calling of individual growth and school improvement takes priority
over all other needs within the organization. By creating an environment of people
willing to give rather than an environment where self-interest is tolerated, if not fostered,
true progress can be made towards dealing with true educational issues as opposed to the
operational trivia that tends to consume much of the learning day. These thoughts are
consistent with the writings of Bolman and Deal (1993, 1997) and Sergiovanni (1984,
1994). These researchers contend that the full potential of organizations can only be
achieved when organizations are operated from the symbolic frame of cognition. This
researcher suggests that greater strides in the learning process can be achieved if the
symbolic frame or the servant-leader model is introduced to the students within the
school.

Traditionally, many decisions within the school business have been made from a
political framework (Bolman & Deal, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1984). The move to the
servant-leader will require a paradigm shift for most school leaders because the servant-

leader model requires the political environment to be reshaped (Baker, 2001). Political
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power is now utilized to protect and build people, rather than to keep them in a state of
dependency.

Practicing servant-leadership within schools or other organizations means creating
an environment that assists people in removing obstacles that block their acquiring
wanted success. This model also assists them in acquiring tools and resources needed to
perform their tasks at a higher level. Servant-leadership means lightening the load of
those around you. It means doing whatever is needed at that specific moment because it
is what is needed. It means listening to those being served to find out what they really
need you to do for them, rather than deciding yourself what is best for them.

Greenleaf (1977) contended that being a leader that serves is not sufficient to
qualify as a servant-leader. A servant-leader is a servant first. While some aspire to be
leaders and then serve in some capacity, a servant-leader gains power by giving power
away (Greenleaf, 1977).

Adopting the servant-leader model may require viewing the world or the school
through a different lens. It may require the leaders to be vulnerable, to listen for
understanding, to respect differences in perspectives, and to receive personal feedback
from others. Only then can valuable information be effectively examined. The servant-
leader model cannot be achieved with a quick fix mentality. It cannot be instilled quickly
within schools or organizations (Baker, 2001; Greenleaf, 1977).

There must, however, be a justification as to why this study involving high school
leaders and the servant-leader model is important. Researchers suggest that what occurs

during the developmental stages of education can have an impact on the leadership that
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will be exhibited in the workplace as an adult (Cambell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick,
1970; Rothstein, Schmidt, Erwin, Owens, & Sparks, 1990). Studying the perceptions and
opinions of leadership held by current high school-aged students should assist researchers
in further understanding the capabilities of adult leaders. This premise is supported by
the Early Identification of Management Potential (EIMP) studies that were conducted in
the 1950s and 1960s. This research reveals that early life experiences can both predict
and shape later leadership effectiveness (Cambell et al., 1970; Rothstein et al., 1990).

Excellent schools are composed of values and beliefs that take on sacred or
cultural characteristics. These values become the core for the unofficial religion on that
campus (Sergiovanni, 1984). By taking the focus off of the needs of the individual and
placing the focus on the needs of the group or on a higher calling, the group as a whole
takes on a servant’s role. This role resembles one of service and servanthood with a
commitment to the needs of others (Maxwell, 1993).

This researcher agrees with the findings of Gavin and Furman (1989), Granstrom
(1986), and Morris (1992), who state that there is a scarcity of research studies on student
leadership. This lack of knowledge addressing leadership in youth generally, and
servant-leadership specifically, highlights the need for a study involving servant-

leadership in general, and student servant-leadership specifically.

Summary

An overview of the research literature has been presented from the five

characteristics identified by the researcher as components of the servant-leader model.
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These characteristics are integrity/trust, love/respect, service, willingness to listen, and
higher calling/values. The researcher suggests that these characteristics of the servant-
leader model are consistent with the symbolic frame discussed by Bolman and Deal
(1993, 1995, 1997) and the symbolic force as defined by Sergiovanni (1984). The
cognitive frames of Bolman and Deal (1993) and the forces of Sergiovanni (1984, 1992,

2001) will be discussed in the following section of this paper.

The Four Frames/Sergiovanni’s Forces

The researcher suggests that the servant-leader model is consistent with the
descriptions of the symbolic frame and symbolic force as described by Bolman and Deal
(1993, 1995, 1997) and Sergiovanni (1984, 1992, 2001), respectively.

Bolman and Deal (1993) suggested there are four frames by which schools and
other organizations operate. In this paper, the four frames discussed are the structural,
human resource, political, and symbolic.

Sergiovanni (1984) also suggested similar lenses for analysis. He proposed that
there are leadership forces, which he classifies as: technical, human, educational,
symbolic, and cultural. The symbolic and cultural forces provide a sense of purpose,
which is essential to excellence in schools (Sergiovanni, 1984). He suggested that the
ability of a school to move from competence to excellence lies in the leader’s willingness
to move from the technical and human forces into the symbolic and cultural forces.
Sergiovanni’s (1984) studies indicate that the technical and human forces tend to focus

on the management and social resources respectively, while the symbolic and cultural
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forces focus on matters important to the success of the school, as well as the building of a
unique school culture.

The frames of cognition (Bolman & Deal, 1993) and the forces of Sergiovanni
(1984) share many similarities. Table 1 below provides an analysis which allows for

comparison of the frames, forces, as well as similarities to the servant-leader model.

Table 1. Comparison of frames, forces and servant-leadership

Bolman and Deal Sergiovanni
Structural Technical
Productivity Organization
Structure Planning

Goal Oriented

Product driven

Human Resource

Human Focus

Needs of workers
Trusting environment
Concern for others
Organization serves
human needs

Human relations
Interpersonal
competence
Motivation
Culture of support

Political Educational
Bargaining Diagnosis of situation
Compromise Constant evaluation
Persuasion
Symbolic Symbolic/Cultural Servant-Leadership
Understanding Direction Beliefs
Symbols Religion Human conscious
Rituals Meaning Spirituality
Meaning Faith Higher calling
Faith

Bolman and Deal’s structural frame finds its foundation centered on productivity.
The assumptions of the leaders who operate out of the structural frame reflect a belief in

rationality and a belief that the right formal arrangements minimize problems and
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increase quality and performance (Bolman & Deal, 1997). The structural frame focuses
on designing roles that accomplish goals while still allowing for individual differences
(Bolman & Deal, 1997). These researchers believe “organizations work best when goals
and roles are clear, and the efforts of individuals and groups are well coordinated through
both vertical and lateral strategies” (p. 25). For most organizations, productivity must be
a concern. Most organizations have goals, which are analyzed, reviewed, and renewed
on a regular basis.

According to Bolman and Deal (1997), six assumptions support the structural
frame:

Organizations exist to achieve goals and objectives.
. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal preferences
and external pressures.

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 performances gaps arise from structuring deficiencies and can

be remedied through restructuring. (p. 40)

N —

The structural frame provides organizations with a goal-oriented framework. This
is a very popular frame from which leaders operate because the expectations are
constantly being evaluated. The structural frame is consistent with the thoughts of
Sergiovanni (1984) on the technical frame. The technical leader (Sergiovanni, 1984)
focuses the majority of his/her energies on planning, contingency-leadership theory, and
organization. From an educational viewpoint, the by-product of such a leadership style

will be an effectively managed school.
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