1
- 22 -

Redefining Educational Leadership for the 21st Century

Ray Williams, Ed.D.

Assistant Professor

Education Department

St. Thomas University

Ken Brien, Ed.D.

Associate Professor

Faculty of Education

University of New Brunswick

The dawning of the 21st century forced us to focus on the changing economic and social patterns that we were experiencing as global citizens. The industrial society was rapidly being replaced with a knowledge society and advances in technology made the world a smaller place. Dramatic shifts in the job market due to the expansion of multinational corporations and the outsourcing of jobs placed new demands on schools to prepare graduates for a future that could no longer be predicted with any certainty. Traditional patterns of schooling that had sufficed for an industrial society were no longer adequate. As change became the only constant, success both personally and organizationally became dependent on every individual’s capacity to adapt and learn. As innovation and creativity became the driving forces for successful organizations the hierarchical patterns of leadership became flatter. Survival in the global marketplace required companies to become learning organizations that could respond quickly and creatively. 

As a result, leadership was redefined from being a characteristic exhibited by relatively few individuals at the top into a capacity for improvement that permeated every level of the organization. As in the past, schools are modeling their reforms on those that have succeeded in business. The challenge for educational leaders today is to adapt the corporate model of learning organizations to make schools places where continuous learning by teachers supports the improved learning of students. On its face this seems a relatively easy task but it is a challenge that should not be taken lightly. To understand this challenge we must examine the ingrained leadership traditions and beliefs that schools have already adopted from the corporate world. We will then describe the changing models of leadership for school reform and their connection to educational purposes of the 21st century. Finally, we will describe leadership and research for school reform in New Brunswick to illustrate the redefinition of educational leadership for the future.

Leadership as a Field of Study
While research into the leadership of educational organizations is far more limited than that in the corporate sphere, the studies that have been done point out some interesting patterns. Successful schools require strong leaders (Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, Edmonds, & Ratner, 1974) and the principal is a key person in effecting school reform (Fullan, 1991; Hallinger, 1992). Proponents of educational change have therefore focused significant energy in determining why certain principals prove to be more effective leaders than others. Given the paucity of research on leadership within education, they looked to the corporate literature where the link between effective leadership and successful organizations has been a continuous topic of study (Argyris, 1961; Barnard, 1938; Bass, 1990; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Pearce, 2004). Prominent in the corporate and education leadership literature has been the evolution from emphasis on trait and situational considerations towards transactional and transformational theories of leadership.

Trait and Situational Theories of Leadership
The model of public education and the leadership patterns being used in schools today trace their origins to the early 1900s. The prevailing belief in the industrial society that characterized the period from the 1920s to the 1940s was that leadership was dependent on a combination of personal traits that a leader possessed. The best way to provide strong leadership was to study successful leaders and identify the traits that made them successful. The theory associated with this belief became known as the “great man theory.” Bass (1990) points out that, despite the examples of Joan of Arc, Elizabeth I, and Catherine the Great, most “great women” were ignored. It is important to realize that this theory resonated with societal beliefs. The mobilization of the military for two world wars and the achievements of the Canadian Pacific Railway proved that success could be attained if a few strong leaders were given authority over a workforce that would follow their direction. The organizational metaphor for the industrial society was the machine; workers were perceived as cogs in the machine while its leaders were its designers and operators. As organizations got larger the metaphor morphed from the machine to the factory, which was basically several machines located within a confined space and maintained by a larger labour force working under a hierarchy of leaders. The great man theory was the subject of studies for several years and it continues to impact the selection of principals even today. The research on leadership traits, reviewed by Smith and Kruger (1933) and Jenkins (1947), provided a rich picture of strong leadership but it was unable to identify a consistent list of traits that characterized effective leadership. The mental model that developed was that leaders were born not made. More importantly this meant that leadership could be emulated but it lacked a curriculum that could be taught. 

During the postwar period leadership experienced the impact of behavioural sciences as researchers (Argyris, 1961; Blake & Mouton, 1964) shifted their focus from personal traits to leadership behaviours and leadership styles. Halpin and Winer (1957) found that 83 percent of the differences between leaders’ behaviour could be accounted for by two factors – consideration for employees and the initiation of structures to achieve a task. This finding provided an empirical basis for the development of a leadership curriculum (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Reddin, 1970; Zaleznick, 1970). In 1967, Fiedler proposed an alternate theory of leadership. From his studies he determined that a man could be great in one situation but was not necessarily great in another. He saw leadership as a match between the leader’s personal traits and the demands of the job. The situational leadership theory explained why a single list of leadership traits was so difficult to find. The metaphor for situational leadership remained the same but as society became more egalitarian the theory supported the belief that leadership was more broadly spread across society. The belief in situational leadership also persists today and is often used to explain why hiring committees look for different leadership styles when selecting principals for a city rather than a rural location, or an elementary rather than a high school position.   

During this same period, the postwar baby boom forced school districts to build and staff countless new schools. These new schools were often larger and more complex organizations that required better trained administrators. Principals, who were often removed from the classroom to become middle level managers within larger educational bureaucracies, based their leadership behaviours on successful business practices and educational authorities adopted the administrative curriculum used by business management programs to prepare the new generation of school principals. Since the administrative curriculum adopted from business focused on organizational management, the measurement of successful principal performance centered on an individual’s ability to manage a smoothly operating school. Besides, it was much easier to define and teach managerial skills than it was to teach leadership which still had no defined curriculum. 

Transactional and Transformational Leadership
Unlike their industrial counterparts, principals found that they had little input into employment decisions such as hiring, dismissal or salaries. This limited their ability to ensure that teachers were performing effectively. To successfully manage teacher performance they were forced to adopt a transactional leadership approach. Transactional leadership involves the exchange of resources for the appropriate performance of duties. Principals used a deficit model, clinical supervision, to identify teacher weakness and prescribe expected improvement. Teachers who performed well received evaluations that would enhance career mobility through promotion; those who did not were documented and recommended for dismissal. The transactional leadership approach did provide the ability for principals to control schools, but it created a we/they mentality that boosted the popularity of teacher unions and increased the importance of teachers’ collective agreements.  

For more than three decades (1960s-1980s) the transactional approach was the primary leadership model in schools. Its success was based on the superior managerial capacity of principals and the authority vested in them by the hierarchical system. Toward the end of this period all of this changed. The effective schools movement (Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte & Bancroft, 1985) expanded the role of principals from school managers to instructional leaders. The leadership curriculum that had well prepared principals for their management role proved insufficient and as principals attempted to transact instructional improvement it became clear that it was impossible to force teachers to improve their instructional performance beyond a minimal competence. Once again schools followed the lead from the business world and adopted a new leadership approach. Successful businesses had learned lessons that schools were just beginning to learn, that motivated and passionate employees dramatically outperformed their less motivated counterparts and that transactional management practices were insufficient to motivate employees. Studies on motivation (Herzberg, 1968/2003) showed that the rewards typically used to encourage employees to work hard were ineffectual in encouraging them to excel. After a point, rewards such as increases in salary might even decrease worker productivity. Job satisfaction, employee pride, and empowerment on the other hand, had no such limiting effects. These factors, however, were not subject to employer-employee transactions and called for a style of leadership that inspired better performance. 

The term transformational leadership was coined to describe this new approach. Transformational leadership taps into the employees’ pride in their work and takes its name from the efforts that leaders exert to transform employees from followers into leaders. This approach to leadership is particularly powerful in education because, as a historically underpaid group of professionals, teachers had always been motivated by the pride they take in the success of their students. It also resonated with the changing societal perception of teachers as professionals. The rapidly expanding knowledge on both teaching and learning in the latter half of the century had led to a more qualified teacher workforce. This fact combined with the failures resulting from the unreasonable expectation that principals become instructional and curricular exemplars set the stage for a new definition of transformational leadership. Rather than describe a process by which principals transformed teachers, transformational leadership became a term to describe how the sharing of leadership between administrators and the teaching staff transformed schools into better learning environments.

The importance of knowing the history of school leadership is that it informs us of our unquestioned beliefs about effective leadership. Knowledge of the evolving nature of leadership provides us with a greater understanding of where the leadership structures that persist in schools came from and why principals behave as they do. It also helps us frame our own beliefs and provides a mirror against which we can reflect the leadership demands of the future. 

Leadership in Education
As outlined above the approach to leadership in education parallels changes in the world beyond the school walls. These changes govern the evolution of leadership in education from three dimensions: organizational models of education schooling, the purpose of educational leadership, and the leadership style that meets the structural and cultural demands of the times (Figure 1).

Figure 1 - Dimensions of Leadership in Education
	Organizational

Model


	Leadership Purpose
	Leadership Style*

	· Machine Bureaucracy


	· Smooth Operation
	· Directive/Behavioral

	· Professional Bureaucracy


	· Closing Performance Gaps
	· Analytical

	· Community
	· Preparation for a Global Marketplace and Knowledge Society
	· Conceptual


* These leadership style categories are explained in detail in Williams (2006).

 Organizational Models of Schooling
The organizational model for schools for much of their existence has been a bureaucratic one. Beairsto (1999) outlines two types of organizational models that co-exist within schools: a machine bureaucracy and a professional bureaucracy. The machine bureaucracy is a remnant of the transformation of society from an autocracy to a democracy. The impersonal nature of the machine bureaucracy, which many people find so offensive today, provided a level playing field for our ancestors. Although as Canadians we pride ourselves as being respectful of the central authority, the model upon which we built our education systems is more similar to the American than it is to the British model. Free public education is a universal right for every child and is perceived as a primary vehicle to strengthen our society. We entrust each province with the legislative control over education but more than once we have toppled these governments when they acted in a manner that displeased the public, and matters dealing with education are commonly associated with that displeasure. 

Schools may also be perceived as professional bureaucracies because both entry into teaching and subsequent promotion within the profession are based on the attainment of professional qualifications. Legislative and contractual language not only outlines what these qualifications are, but the steps to be taken when they are lacking. As with other professions, we rely on formal programs at colleges and universities to maintain the integrity of teaching through their delivery of a curriculum that prepares graduates to enter the workplace. Each province establishes its own professional standards required for teacher certification. This means that there is not only a clearly structured organizational system, but teachers must also meet a high standard of professionalism before they enter that system. The professional bureaucracy in education provides both a sense of security and a high degree of satisfaction with the quality of education provided by our schools. However, this security comes with a price: When the focus of leadership is largely on maintaining the status quo, the organization is at a loss when faced with shifts in paradigms (Cranston, 2003). Bureaucracies are best suited for a stable environment rather than one replete with change. Leadership in the bureaucracy is more akin to management because control and uniformity take precedence over innovation and diversity. Although there are certain bureaucratic aspects of schools that we must retain, we must ask ourselves if we should continue to work from an organizational model and a leadership approach that no longer suit our rapidly changing environment.

Beairsto (1999) proposed a third organizational model for schools that builds upon the professional bureaucracy - the adhocracy. This model has a less rigid leadership approach that provides for shifting of leadership responsibilities according to varying levels of professional expertise. The adhocracy is not an entirely new concept and we are most comfortable with its most common form - the community. The community model recognizes both the commonality and diversity that exist among a group of interdependent individuals. It balances the stability of collectively established norms with the provision of opportunities for change. The move toward the community model for schools is closely aligned with the development of learning organizations in business. In a later section, we will elaborate on this model with reference to the New Brunswick context.

Purpose of Leadership
The purpose of school leadership depends greatly upon the type of organizational model we adopt. The school as a machine bureaucracy required a leader who could guarantee its smooth operation. Indeed, the measure of effective educational leadership prior to the 1980s was whether parents were satisfied with the schools their children attended. Other than the scare precipitated by Russia’s launch of Sputnik, large-scale comparisons between schools were rare and the publication of school results was unheard of in most provinces. School reviews, annual reports, and PISA scores (e.g., Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2007) were not even part of the educational lexicon. 

As noted in the introduction, corporate globalization and the impact of technology dramatically changed the purpose of schools and their leadership. The effective schools research identified the extent to which schools differed from each other. Schools that were deemed effective became the benchmarks for those that were not. The purpose of school leadership shifted from keeping students’ parents satisfied to closing the educational performance gap across each province. Politicians forecasted the dire consequences that underperforming schools would have on the economic stability of our nation. Governments in Ontario, Alberta, and New Brunswick embarked on centralized strategies to make schools the engines for economic success. As a consequence leadership turned its focus to the improvement of school outcomes and the achievement of high standards became the measure of leadership success. The restructuring efforts by government held the potential to raise standards, but politicians who embraced a directive leadership approach seemed to doubt the professionals’ motivation and capacity. At a time when the professional bureaucracy should have been ascendant, the political will in some provinces undermined teachers’ potential to lead. Educational change in these provinces during the 1990s in many ways reflected the antithesis of what research supported as effective practice (Fullan, 1991).

The purpose of school leadership entered a new phase as the 1990s closed. The standards-based approach with its focus on top-down control had failed to produce the expected results and there was a general recognition that educational leadership had to change. This change, while continuing to support improved student achievement, focused on leadership that improved learning rather than teaching. As the leadership approach shifted from telling teachers how to teach to consulting with them about how to improve learning, the role of teachers in sharing leadership grew. At present, the primary purpose of school leadership is to mobilize staffs to work together to create a synergistic culture of co-learning and to build leadership as a school-wide capacity (Sackney & Mitchell, 2005; Sackney & Walker, 2006). Principals are being encouraged to share their leadership roles with teachers and to tap into the professional expertise that had been previously ignored (Anderson, 2002).

Alignment of Leadership Styles with Structures and Culture
The structure and culture of the educational systems in most provinces were significantly impacted by the reduction in the number of school districts and the amalgamation of small schools into larger schools that occurred in the 1960s. Although the entire system became more organizationally complex, the bureaucratic hierarchy remained relatively unchanged at both the school and the district levels. As units were amalgamated the concentration of leadership positions increased somewhat but the linear chain of command survived intact. In most people’s minds the leadership style that best suited the changing situation in schools was a directive one. As staffs expanded and resources poured into the construction of new schools, districts looked for principals who were up to the task of coordinating school dynamics. Hiring committees relied on a combination of the trait and situational theories of leadership when selecting new principals. Principal in-service and university coursework highlighted effective management skills and theory.  

Two decades later, as principals were adopting their new role as instructional leaders, the focus on management training for school leaders gave way to the recognition that principals required a new set of skills. The complexity of the newly articulated responsibilities placed principals in the added role of curriculum coordinator and instructional supervisor within the building. The preference for the directive style for principals that worked so well in the less complex school environment shifted to an analytical leadership style (Williams, 2006). This style persisted until a growing belief surfaced that, contrary to all the efforts by provincial leaders, schools were still not performing effectively. 

The restructuring reform of the 1990s with its emphasis on centralized authority and decentralized responsibility brought back a directive leadership style at the highest provincial levels. Expectations that standards would be achieved by edict and that hierarchical control could produce the professional collaboration necessary for school improvement characterized the leadership mentality. In the provinces that adopted this directive leadership mentality the changes in structure worked counter to the development of an innovative school culture. For nearly a decade, many principals were adrift and more than a few reverted to the comfort of the directively managed school and the protection of their union. Now, after a decade of centralized authority’s failure to achieve significant improvement in student achievement many provinces are embarking on a new leadership approach – the transformational approach that underlies a learning community.

Leadership after 2000 shifted to a transformational approach. Recognition of the complexity of not only the structure of schools but also the professional culture that defined teaching made it clear that, as Wheatley (1997) argued, “you can’t direct people into perfection.” She went on to say that in times of complex change we need self-organizing systems built upon trust rather than control and that leadership must focus on “helping everyone stay clear on what we wanted to accomplish and who we wanted to be.”

 The leadership style most suited for building trust in the transformational model of schools as communities is one that balances both task and people orientation (Reddin, 1970), is capable of motivating teachers to excel (Herzberg, 1968/2003), and promotes meaningful collaboration (Williams, 2006). This is the leadership style that Beairsto (1999) describes as adhocratic, Fullan (1991) calls moral, and Williams (2006) depicts as conceptual.  

The Changing Model of Leadership for School Reform
The quintessential role of leadership is to improve organizational performance. During each phase of its development the educational system has adapted to the changes in society in order to improve schools. To do so, educational leadership has adopted the successful attributes of leadership from business to accommodate the evolving structure and culture of schools. Our aspirations for creating successful schools for the 21st century hinge on our understanding the interplay between the shifting demands on educational leadership and the degree of success we have experienced with school reform.

Demands on Educational Leadership
Any significant attempt at school reform must examine leadership not only at the school but the district and provincial levels as well (Fullan et al., 2001). The varied forces at work at each of these levels drive very different leadership styles. Provincial leadership focuses its energy on defining educational goals and relies extensively on a strategic planning model within a political context. The forces driving leadership decisions are political, financial, and interdepartmentally competitive. The goal of school reform is to produce measurable improvement in student achievement within the term of office of the party in power. Long-term leadership, while important, often gives way to demands for short-term results. In a system as complex as education, this often translates into well intended but poorly executed reform initiatives. School districts inherit provincial goals that may or may not support or reinforce their own leadership goals. District leaders must therefore balance the need to maintain efforts that promise to produce long-term improvement with the need to align their actions with ever changing provincial directives. The forces that drive district-level leadership derive from a more local context of the communities they serve. Districts are also in closer communication with, and are more accountable to, their schools. The political and financial forces of district leadership, while still important, have far less impact at this interface than they do at the provincial or district junction. Forces at the district level centre on satisfying multiple perspectives from the province, community parents, and the professionals in the schools. District leaders are directed by strategic plans from the provincial bureaucracy, guided by publicly elected officials of the community, and confined by budgetary restrictions and collective agreements of various unions. Schools represent a third and also different level of leadership. While they are subject to forces from both the provincial and district levels, principals are faced with a very different leadership dynamic. They perform their leadership roles amid a situation where hundreds of people are playing out the reality of schooling. Like teachers, they are on the “front lines” of the educational system and must survive the vagaries of the continuous cycle of externally imposed change while maintaining an orderly place that is conducive to learning. Twice each year they face hundreds of parents and are held accountable for their actions. The forces upon principals are so numerous and diverse that few districts have been able to even delineate a principal’s job. 

As shown in Figure 2 several factors combined to impact the leadership necessary for successful school reform during the past hundred years. The purpose of schools shifted as economic and social spheres expanded from a local to a global perspective. The source of leadership for educational reform expanded commensurately with this change in perspective. Research in effective leadership had an impact on the approach that leaders employed to achieve reform. Finally, an increasingly qualified teacher workforce raised the expectations on the quality of the leadership being provided.

Figure 2 - Changing Demands on School Leadership

	
	      Pre 60s
	   60s  & 70s
	       80s
	        90s
	Post 2000  

	Reform Initiative
	
	School Construction District Amalgamation 
	Effective Schools
	Restructuring
	Learning Organizations

	Purpose of Schools
	Prepare students for local jobs and college
	Prepare students for post-high school careers
	Maximize the education of allt students
	Prepare students for lifelong learning
	Prepare students for lifelong learning & multiple careers



	Source of Reform Leadership
	Community Boards/

Superintendents/

Principals
	Regional Boards/

Provincial Leadership Associations*
	Provincial Departments/

Provincial Leadership Associations*
	Provincial Departments/

Provincial Leadership Associations*

CMEC **
	Provincial Departments/

Provincial Leadership Associations*

CMEC

	Leadership Approach
	Transactional 
	Transactional 
	Transactional & Transformational 
	Transactional & Transformational
	Transformational & Transactional



	Minimal Teacher Preparation
	One Year of Normal School
	Two Years of Teachers College
	Four Year Education Degree
	Undergraduate degree plus a Two Year Education Degree
	Undergraduate degree plus a Two Year Education Degree


t   Education for all students focused on the inclusion of special needs children as well as multi-cultural   

   populations.
* Provincial leadership associations include teacher associations, as well as professional associations of 
   superintendents and learning specialists/school supervisors.
** Council of Ministers of Education, Canada

Impact of Leadership on School Reform
School reform consists of more than the first-order changes (Fullan, 1991; Uline, 2001) that accompany the adoption of a new curriculum or the redistribution of grades or schools across districts. True reform occurs when the educational system experiences second-order change. Examples of this order can be seen in two large-scale reform initiatives—the effective schools movement of the 1980s and school restructuring movement of 1990s. The true test of leadership effectiveness lies in an analysis of the success of these two reforms. 

The effective schools reform met with some success in elementary schools because its goal for principals was achievable. Elementary principals who had experience as classroom teachers brought to the job a working knowledge of the curriculum across the range of subjects. In this situation, it was far more realistic to expect a principal to be familiar with the curriculum and instructional practices and to be able to provide teachers with instructional leadership. At the next two levels of the system, in junior high/middle schools and high schools, the situation was different. The diversity of subjects taught and the increasingly difficult and broader content combined with the typically larger school size meant that principals had to attain much more curricular expertise and provide instructional leadership to far more teachers. The situational complexity at these two levels was compounded by the very different behavioural challenges associated with older students and reduced involvement of parents. Two other situational concerns also plagued the effective schools research. Much of the research that identified the tenets of effective schools was conducted in elementary school situations and then extrapolated to other situational levels of the system. Furthermore, while the research was successful in identifying what contributed to school effectiveness, it failed to determine how effective situations had been achieved (Purkey & Smith, 1983).

The school restructuring movement of the 1990s was based on the centralization of authority for school change with the decentralization of responsibility for its achievement. It was based on a combination of total quality and site based management principles. The centralized authority component depended greatly on the “great person” theory of leadership because the control of the reform rested in the hands of a few key individuals. The dismal record of restructuring efforts during the 1990s pointed to the fact that there were no great leaders who understood the educational system. Also, many of the failures were a result of attempting to mandate rather than facilitate educational change (Hargreaves, 2003b). Provincial leaders failed to understand that the links between government offices and schools, and between the school office and the classrooms, were tenuous at best (Weick, 1976). The transactional efforts that epitomized the restructuring movement in New Brunswick represented a prime example of its ineffectiveness as a leadership approach. After dissolving school boards and creating a direct chain of command all the way from the school principals’ to the premier’s office, the efforts of Premier Frank McKenna to achieve improvement in student literacy were unproductive (McKenna, 1999).

Many of the ideas and goals that characterized the effective schools and school restructuring movements were very commendable. What we find, however, is that large-scale reform even with the best of intentions is extremely difficult to achieve. We argue that by failing to fully understand education as a complex system, educational leaders not only limited the success of these two reforms, but they also prevented educators from improving Canadian education. A better understanding of organizational models and the limitations of leadership styles might have led to better results. As we enter the new century a third wave of large-scale school reform is emerging, one that will demand far greater changes in the leadership approach that currently exists at each level of the educational system. As we move forward with the development of professional learning communities for our educational model we must use our knowledge of leadership theory and practice and do a better job at redefining educational leadership in Canada.

Educational Purpose of the 21st Century

Why do schools exist? This is a question that haunts our profession but has never been resolved. The philosophical debate surrounds two somewhat conflicting purposes of either perpetuating the past or creating the future. Those who support the former argue that schools exist to ensure the survival of great literature and art, scientific breakthroughs, and the history of mankind’s struggle. A focus on the perpetuation of historic achievements fits well within a model of school as an academy and the bureaucratic values of maintaining all that is best from the past. Individuals who support the latter perspective argue that schools are important vehicles for changing society and should be designed to promote creativity and innovation. A focus on creating the future means constantly questioning well-established values and making way for new practices. For some, it calls into question the need for the very existence of schools in their current form (Abbott & MacTaggart, 2008). 
Pragmatists’ arguments for the purpose of schools see these two philosophical perspectives as complementary. They argue that we cannot ignore the reality of the impact of rapid change on society nor can we diminish the value of learning from all that was best from our past. Nowhere is this argument more important than in the field of leadership. Changing purposes and contexts call for a new organizational paradigm, a redefinition of educational leadership, and a reconsideration of the education of teacher leaders. 
New Organizational Paradigm
Beairsto (1999) captured the paradigm shift in leadership by examining the evolution of schools from “machine” and “professional bureaucracies” to their current manifestation as “organic moral communities.” Although his analysis of the changing demands upon public education argued for a new model for schools, he recognized the value of both forms of bureaucracies and the continued importance of the principal as the school leader. His conception of the principal, however, is very different from the heroic instructional leader espoused by proponents of the effective schools reform (Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, Edmonds, & Ratner, 1974). 

The recognition of schools as organic systems rather than factories is a far more complex shift than most people comprehend. A systems perspective runs counter to the positivistic mentality that has permeated educational organizations in Canada for decades and the community model differs dramatically from the mechanistic factory model upon which many schools currently operate. This means that the organizational and leadership paradigms that define schooling must be substantially redefined.
In 1990 Peter Senge captured the essence of the systems paradigm in his groundbreaking book The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization. His fifth discipline, which repositions organizations as complex systems, is credited with redefining the essence of both private and public organizations. Stated simply, a systems approach posits that organizations must be treated as a whole rather than as a series of individual parts. Together with his first four disciplines—personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, and team learning— Senge redefined educational as well as corporate leadership. In his second book, which focused specifically on schools as learning organizations, Senge et al. (2000) argued that, since knowledge and learning are living systems, teachers’ beliefs and values about the nature of schooling are part of that system. He called for a change in what he termed the “hard-to-see patterns of relationships among people.” Foremost among these relationships are those that exist between school administrators and teachers - whether it is one of principal control over or collaboration with teachers. The changes associated with the adoption of a learning organization, commonly referred to as a professional learning community (Hord, 1997) in education, represents what Fullan (1991) and Uline (2001) termed a second-order change. While first order changes improve the efficiency of current practices, a second order change fundamentally redesigns both the organization’s structure and culture. If schools become professional learning communities, the hierarchical authority based relationship between principals and teachers must be replaced with a collaborative relationship characterized by co-learning interdependence among professionals. For this to be successful, we must revisit our mental model of school leadership because leadership figures as the most significant set of beliefs and values within schools.  

Redefinition of Educational Leadership
Our position has been that leadership behaviours result from the beliefs and assumptions that we rely on even when we are not consciously aware of them. Senge (1990/2007) refers to these deeply ingrained assumptions and generalizations as mental models and he argues that they strongly influence how we perceive reality and play an important role in every decision we make. He cautions that because we are often not conscious of the mental models that guide our actions, it is incumbent on us to consciously examine what we too often take for granted as real or true. This is particularly pertinent when we examine the concept of leadership. Many who write about leadership combine it with management to form the collective term—administration (Beairsto, 1999; Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). This occurs so much so that principals are more commonly referred to as school administrators rather than school leaders. The mental model of school administration over several decades, however, has been more aligned with school management than school leadership. Indeed, Webster’s dictionary clearly defines administration as a management practice, not a leadership one (“New Lexicon Webster’s Encyclopedic Dictionary,” 1988). To administer is to manage or direct, where managing is a process used “to exercise control over” or to “influence someone so that he does as one wishes” (p. 605). This mental model of the principal as an administrator has given rise to a job description that is predominantly one of control over teachers’ actions. 

The term principal derives from the title “principal teacher,” the member of a staff who, as schools became larger and school districts were amalgamated, was charged with completing the paperwork for the school. As expectations on principals grew, their role as principal teachers shifted to that of school administrators and their relationship with teachers took on more of a control rather than a collegial interaction. Principals assumed direction on matters pertaining to structural issues such as teacher assignments, bell schedules, and the oversight of school finances. Pedagogically, principals managed the curriculum being taught, the supervision of teachers’ instructional practices, and even the manner by which student achievement was assessed. Today, in some provinces, principals have been removed from the teacher associations and designated as members of the management team. It is this managerial role within which principals as school administrators operate that reinforces the bureaucratic chain of command and colours the relationship between themselves and teachers. It is this mental model that impacts many decisions that principals make. 

We would argue that the traditional approach used by many school administrators does not constitute leadership. While some authors portray administration as a leadership function they continue to use a management mental model and describe the principal as a transactional leader (Stewart, 2006). We argue that transactional leadership is akin to control-centered management. Transactional principals exert control over teachers by rewarding effective teachers with recommendations for continuing contracts, more abundant resources, and opportunities for promotion. Less effective teachers are subjected to more frequent performance evaluations, documentation, and the threat of dismissal.  

If we return to Webster (“New Lexicon Webster’s Encyclopedic Dictionary,” 1988) to examine how leadership is defined we see a very different picture. A leader is defined as a person who “acts as a guide” or “who leads a group” and to lead is to “show the way to go by accompanying someone” or to “cause or persuade someone to do or believe something, or follow one’s example” (p. 561) This characterization of leadership supports the concept of transformational leadership that we find in the literature (e.g., Leithwood, 2007; Stewart, 2006). Since a transformational principal leads by example rather than control, transformational leadership represents a vastly different mental model for the principalship. Transformational principals assist teachers in assuming leadership roles that enhance their performance as teachers. Foster and St. Hilaire (2003) described this as sharing leadership while Lambert (1998) refers to these behaviours as building leadership capacity within the school staff. Transformational principals become leaders of leaders, who ultimately promote leadership not only among teachers but students, parents and within the greater school community. 

The history of school reform has taught us how important it is to “surface” our mental models of leadership and assess their appropriateness as we move into a third wave of second-order educational change. This is a process that is difficult to perform once we have become encultured within our profession. It would be far wiser to establish the reflective practices needed to examine mental models as part of the programs we use to create teachers’ professional expertise. This means we need to re-examine the way we educate teachers and teacher leaders.

Education of Teacher Leaders

The education of teachers and by extension the preparation of teacher leaders has changed dramatically in the past 50 years. Figure 2 shows that teacher education over that period increased from a single year of teacher training at a normal school (teachers’ college) to six years of university education. A comparable increase in the professional qualifications of principals occurred as well. Principal selection in the 1960s was based predominantly on individual traits rather than professional coursework. With the increasing complexity of 1970s came expectations for principals to have graduate degrees that provided them with the managerial skills required to administer larger schools. The 1980s brought new expectations for principals to be instructional leaders, which were addressed by the introduction of curriculum based programs at the graduate level. While the restructuring movement resulted in few added academic expectations, it did cement the practice of requiring principals to be certified as administrators. This translated into a requirement for coursework in administrative theory, curriculum theory, and supervision of instruction.  

The current movement by schools to become professional learning communities will require even further changes in teacher and teacher leader education programs (Foster & St. Hilaire, 2003). The most significant change in both undergraduate and graduate programs will be a shift from a competitive to a collaborative approach for student work. This shift, which is fundamental in preparing university graduates for the collaborative culture of learning communities, will see student schedules based on a cohort rather than individualistic model. At the undergraduate level, this will be accompanied by an increase in team project work and opportunities for problem based learning. The curriculum for methodology and assessment courses will model team collaboration for lesson planning, formative assessment, and the delivery of learning intervention strategies. The most challenging change will take place during the professional practicum when university-school partnerships provide teacher interns with collaborative opportunities during their initial classroom placements.  

At the graduate level the cultural shift to prepare teachers for their role in professional learning communities will be reflected in an emphasis on action research and assignments that embed academic learning in the ongoing professional development of practicing teachers. Curriculum in programs for principal preparation will balance the emphasis between managerial and leadership theory. The focus will shift from doing things right to doing the right things – the right way. The most challenging change at the graduate level will be the redefinition of educational leadership. According to Cooner and Quinn (2008), the knowledge and skills needed by 21st century principals will be as leaders of curricular change, data-driven decision-making, innovative and diversified instructional strategies, and the use of accountability models for staff and students. The line between programs in educational administration and curriculum and instruction will blur as students in both specialty areas take on the task of building leadership capacity for schools. Given the call for newer forms of leadership in schools, teacher educators have a central role to play in promoting, modeling, and critiquing leadership for change (Castle, 2001).
The most important change in teacher and teacher leader education will occur at the university – school classroom interface. The traditional perception upon which we base the professional bureaucracy is that university programs are discrete educational experiences that occur outside of public education. Even the practicum, which provides teacher interns with the practical experiences of the classroom, is perceived as an antecedent to becoming a professional. These perceptions are relics of the positivistic linear bureaucracy that has defined teacher and teacher leader education for a century (Lemisko, Griffith, & Cutright, 2001). In professional learning communities there is no separation between university preparation for the profession and the improvement of classroom practices in schools (Dibbon, 2006). If we are to realize the potential of reflection on practice and continuous inquiry that separate professional learning communities from educational bureaucracies, there must be a closer relationship between universities and public education and a more effective alignment between what teachers learn and how they teach (Laferrière et al., 2001). The artificial separation between public schools and universities is no less a barrier to improving schools than the structural separations that exist within provincial education systems. 
View from New Brunswick


Leadership reform in education in New Brunswick in recent decades reflects the evolving views of leadership described earlier. As a small province, there has been a tradition of hierarchical and centralized control of the public education system. However, in the past decade, there have been initiatives taken at various levels of the system that reflect a move towards a new organizational and leadership culture. In this section, we will review the sharply contrasting leadership approaches of the 1990s with those of this decade, and describe some ongoing research on educational leadership for reform in New Brunswick.
Leadership in the 1990s
Attempts to restructure education in New Brunswick peaked during the period from 1989 to 1999 during Premier McKenna’s term of office. As a strong proponent of education’s capacity to invigorate and sustain the economic and social future of New Brunswickers, McKenna adopted centrally mandated educational reforms driven by an outcomes-based approach and measured by highly visible, standardized achievement testing. He was able to do this because New Brunswick already had the most centrally controlled provincial system of education in Canada (Bezeau, 2000). Centralization in New Brunswick began in the mid-1960s when the “Equal Opportunity” program of Premier Louis Robichaud emasculated local school boards by transferring all control over financial, transportation, and property matters to the provincial government. Thirty years later, the McKenna government abolished school boards completely, replacing them with elected school and district councils, all of which served primarily in advisory capacities (An Act to Amend the Schools Act, 1996, cited in Bezeau). The day-to-day management of the schools, districts, and provincial department of education was streamlined to the point that all educational administrators were directly responsible to the premier. Professional associations of district supervisors and superintendents were dissolved and principals, who had long ago lost their professional councils, were forced to accept five-year term appointments (New Brunswick Teachers’ Federation, 1997, s. 29.05). During his final years as premier, McKenna had an unprecedented degree of control over the province’s schools and should have been able to achieve his intended reforms. Shortly after leaving power, however, McKenna (1999), while speaking at a national collegium of work and learning, lamented: “The school system in our province and across Canada on this issue [literacy] is little short of a national disgrace.” Why then, did McKenna’s reforms aimed at better preparing students for work in an information society fail? The answer lies in something other than adequate control over the existing educational bureaucracy—it lies in the manner in which the bureaucracy itself operates.

The bureaucratic structures and systems upon which New Brunswick schools operate are based on a technical-rational perspective (Ogawa & Bossert, 2000). From this perspective, the metaphor for schools is the factory, authority is hierarchical, and individuals are both defined and restricted by their roles and relationships in a chain of command (Mintzberg, 1979). According to Sackney and Mitchell (2005), the traditional organization of schools is grounded in a mechanistic and bureaucratic worldview in which clearly defined roles are entrenched: administrators lead, teachers teach, and students learn (p. 276). Senge et al. (2000), examining the persistence of technical-rational traditions in schools, commented that they “were the starkest example in modern society of an entire institution modeled after the assembly line,” governed in an “authoritarian manner,” and oriented to “producing a standardized product.” His further observation is more reflective of the barriers this perspective presents. He noted that when pressured to reform, the “factory” responded the only way it knew how—by doing what it had always done, but harder!

The record of educational change in New Brunswick during the 1990s shows that reform efforts that were primarily top-down were unsuccessful in engaging teacher effort toward excellence (Williams, 2006). Mandate-based reform failed to consider the complexity of schools and the reality of classrooms, a failure that Senge et. al. (2000) argued has prevented school reform for decades. The failure of reform stemmed not from a lack of passion or positive intentions, but from a failure to examine what Senge referred to as our “mental models,” the underlying beliefs that define our culture and colour our perspectives of reality. Political leaders who rely on plans and policies alone to promote educational excellence would do well to heed Wheatley (2005), a seasoned organizational consultant, when she says: “You can’t direct people into excellence, you can only engage them enough so that they want to do excellent work” 

(p. 71).

Current Leadership for School Reform
The government of New Brunswick continues to share McKenna’s belief that schools hold the key to a more prosperous future. The approach being used, however, differs radically from the top-down mandates of the past. In 2002, the New Brunswick Department of Education initiated a process of transforming schools from teaching-focused bureaucracies to learning-focused communities (Williams, 2006). A year later, Hargreaves (2003a) introduced the province’s educational leaders to the concept of the professional learning community. This was followed by a mutually spearheaded effort by school districts and the provincial department to provide senior leadership with an understanding of professional learning communities. During the ensuing five years several hundred educational leaders from schools, district offices, and the provincial department have attended sessions that provided both theoretical background and practical support required to adopt a professional learning community model for schooling. In its continuing effort to promote learning organizations, New Brunswick hosted an educational summit in August 2008 for another thousand educators.

The most recent education plan of the New Brunswick government, entitled “When Kids Come First,” recognizes the importance of collaboration at the school level and encourages the expansion of the professional learning concept throughout the K – 12 system (Province of New Brunswick, 2007b). Current reform in New Brunswick can best be described as a combined top-down, bottom-up effort that merges the effective aspects of each. The progress made during the previous Progressive Conservative government (1999 – 2006) indicated that sustainable reform occurred when top-down leadership and support were combined with bottom-up engagement and accountability (Province of New Brunswick, 2007a). In “When Kids Come First,” the current government indicates that it is striving to maintain a balance between top-down and bottom-up approaches by its focus on teacher innovation and school accountability. As with any government initiative, however, success will depend on how well the provincial policy makers understand the culture of the system they are attempting to change. One of the most important lessons from past educational reforms is that changes in structures and policies alone are insufficient to change the organizational culture of schools (DuFour, 1998; Elmore, 1995; Honig, 2003).

New Brunswick’s new education plan (Province of New Brunswick, 2007b) calls for significant changes in the way schools operate. Teachers and principals who were prepared, hired, and evaluated for their capacity to follow well-defined curricula and who have worked in relative isolation without questioning central authority are being asked to become entrepreneurs of educational excellence. The cultural shift required to accomplish this change is monumental. It is a shift that strips away the security of working independently, following prescribed curriculum, and relying on traditional practices. The intentions articulated in the plan to “create a culture that makes leaders of outstanding teachers and principals” (p. 19) and to support “innovative projects led by teachers and school teams” (p. 19) will demand more than a belief “in our people on the front lines of learning” (p. 19) and more than the “opportunity and resources to share best practices” (p. 19). This vision must be accompanied by a deeper understanding of the cultural constraints of our system that prevent collaboration, innovation, and mutual accountability. While many of these constraints are localized within the school, those that exist at all levels of the system must also be considered. 

Perhaps the greatest challenge that must be addressed is the lack of organizational trust that teachers have in the educational system (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985). The cultural changes proposed in the New Brunswick government’s education plan (Province of New Brunswick, 2007b) must therefore be informed by the literature on organizational trust. Deming (1993, cited by MacNeil, Spuck, & Ceyanes, 1998) wrote: “Trust is mandatory for the optimization of a system. Without trust there cannot be cooperation between people, teams, departments, or divisions” (p. 3). As Fukuyama (1995) noted, “a high trust [organization] can organize its workplace on a more flexible and group oriented basis … low trust [organizations], by contrast, must fence in and isolate their workers with a series of bureaucratic rules” (p. 31). The evidence that schools have been operated as low trust organizations is far more apparent than the converse. It would be wise for the architects of the current plan to reflect on how the traditional school organization has conditioned teachers. 

The broadly embraced standards-based reforms of the 1990s are testimony to the lack of trust government had in teachers (Cohen, 1995). Raising academic standards was a simplistic answer to improving student achievement and, although this solution created as many problems as it solved, assumptions were made that success was achievable if teachers would just take responsibility and work together to raise standards.  It was this form of mandated collaboration that Hargreaves (1991) appropriately coined “contrived collegiality.” In a more recent study connecting teacher collaboration and school improvement, Slater (2004) warned of the consequences of contrived collegiality: “Collaborative activity that was imposed by others often resulted in participants expressing feelings of frustration, betrayal, uselessness, cynicism, disappointment, pain and anger” (p. 5). Slater found, however, that teachers would work together and contribute their time and energy to improve schools if they felt that they were making a difference in the education of children. This is precisely what the current New Brunswick plan intends to accomplish with its vision of teachers working together “to make the sharing of good ideas second nature in our system” (Province of New Brunswick, 2007b, p. 19). Vision-based intentions are a beginning, but cultural change requires action.  Perhaps the most far-reaching action proposed in the plan centers on transforming schools into learning organizations. Honouring its commitment to enhance quality teaching, the plan “ensure[s] the professional learning communities concept is expanded throughout the K-12 system” (p.14). We believe that the collaboration embodied in this approach can become the engine that generates teacher innovation.  

The implementation of the learning community concept is, however, more than a simple strategy to promote quality teaching. It represents an essential understanding that the alignment of intention and reality requires a shift to the professional learning culture and leadership practices in New Brunswick schools. This understanding builds on several years of collaboration among provincial, district, and school leaders to create the level of trust required to transform the systemic culture toward a community model. Since 2003, key provincial leaders have been working to inform, encourage, and support a move toward professional learning communities. Although still at a precarious stage, evolution toward learning communities represents an excellent example of how top-down and bottom-up initiatives can be successfully combined to shift school culture in meaningful ways. It is a process that has eschewed mandated change by relying instead on a trust-based emergent model for achieving common goals.

Researching Leadership in New Brunswick
In spite of encouraging research elsewhere and the provincial government’s espoused support for the adoption of professional learning communities in schools, there were continuing concerns about leadership practices in New Brunswick schools. The genesis of our study occurred when Morehouse and Tranquilla (2005) unveiled the findings of the province’s school review process. Their report showed serious concerns with school leadership and the overall teaching and learning processes in schools, both of which could be improved through greater professional collaboration. This report coupled with a study of principal leadership styles (Williams, 1997) led to an investigation as to why principals who favoured a collaborative leadership style were not fostering collaboration within their schools. This result was due in part to the frustration principals have expressed when, on one hand, they are expected to be collaborative with their staffs while, on the other, they are given little input into directives originating at the district and provincial levels. After three years of effort to transform schools into learning communities the provincial results showed that most schools had changed very little. Principals continued to model their leadership practices on those that persisted at the upper levels of the system because, while goals and expectations for schools have changed, the policies and practices in district offices and in the provincial department of education have remained the same (Williams, 2006).

Subsequent conversations with the assistant deputy minister and other colleagues regarding the impact of educational policies and practices on school reform efforts prompted a system-wide examination of the provincial educational system. Following Fullan’s (2005) call for tri-level educational reform, we argue that the implementation of professional learning communities is being hindered because education reform tends to focus only on the school level. If district and provincial education officials truly wish to transform schools into learning communities, educational reform initiatives and research need to move beyond the school as the primary unit of change (Louis, Toole, & Hargreaves, 1999). The success of the current reform depends upon changing the leadership culture throughout the system (Anderson, 2002). Institutional Barriers to Tri-level Educational Reform, a study begun in 2006 and jointly funded by Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) and the New Brunswick Department of Education, set out to develop instruments that could measure barriers at the school, district, and provincial levels that prevented the implementation of the professional learning communities.
We have reported elsewhere on the creation of assessment instruments for the school level (Williams, Brien, Sprague, & Sullivan, 2008) and the district level (Brien & Williams, 2008) as well as preliminary results from 50 schools that used the school instrument to assess their professional learning community readiness (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). These instruments were designed for use as tools to help the educators at a school or within a district to identify strengths and barriers affecting their readiness to operate as learning communities. Included in our instruments were survey items related specifically to leadership practices at the school and district levels. The range of responses to these items reflects the evolving nature of educational leadership described earlier.

School instrument. Our school-level instrument was developed by working with teams of teachers at four schools in two New Brunswick school districts (Williams et al., 2008). Based upon our review of the literature and our work with the school teams, we proposed four main themes for our school instrument: culture, leadership, teaching, and professional growth and development. Within the leadership section, we chose five key statements about leadership at the school level:
· School leadership in this school is grounded in effective organizational practices.

· Building the leadership capacity among both teachers and support staff reinforces learning for both teachers and students in this school.

· The sharing of leadership strengthens the leadership capacity of this school.
· Decisions in this school are based on careful analysis of school-based data on student performance.
· Decisions regarding resource allocation are made by those most involved in their use.

Each of these statements was measured using three or four specific survey items presented with a five-point Likert scale for responses. Written descriptors were provided for responses 1, 3, and 5 of each item to increase instrument validity. In general, the descriptors for response choice 1 represented traditional bureaucratic leadership styles, while the descriptors for response choice 5 represented the collaborative, shared leadership practices associated with professional learning communities. We will describe the instrument items used for each statement and we will also report on the findings from our initial use of the school instrument with 50 New Brunswick schools (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). 


With respect to effective organizational practices at the school, our research led to three survey items for our instrument. We asked about the extent to which the school had a vision that guided decision-making. The second item measured the degree of coordination between classroom operations and the work of teachers in the school. The third item provided respondents with the opportunity to indicate whether their energy was expended mostly on preserving the status quo, reacting to external pressures, or identifying and pursuing their own goals. In our study of 50 schools responding to these items, the majority of teachers in 46% of the New Brunswick schools indicated their school leadership was grounded in effective organizational practices (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). Many schools reported that they had a vision that directed decision-making. About a third reported that classroom operations and teachers’ work was clearly coordinated and that teacher energy was expended in the proactive pursuit of their own goals. 


The second statement in the leadership section of our school instrument was associated with the building of leadership capacity among school personnel to reinforce learning for teachers and students. As described earlier, the shift from the traditional bureaucratic and transactional leadership styles towards transformational leadership requires the intentional development of leadership capacity among the teachers and support staff in a school rather than the concentration of leadership in the hands of one great leader or a few key people. Our research suggested three appropriate survey items dealing with the extent to which leadership was distributed among staff members, the degree to which teachers possessed expertise in collaborative skills, and the amount of input that school personnel contributed in the selection of a new principal. We found that, in 20% of the schools studied, a majority of teachers reported that efforts to build leadership capacity reinforced learning among teachers and students (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). This was reflected mainly in the degree to which everyone in the school shared leadership responsibility. Leadership capacity was impacted to a lesser degree by level of teacher expertise in collaborative skills and teachers’ ability to impact the selection of a new principal. One clear barrier to the development of leadership capacity as reported by respondents was that, when a new principal is hired, the majority of teachers in 52% of schools indicated little or no input in the decision.


Related to the building of leadership capacity among a school staff is the practice of shared leadership. As noted earlier, the sharing of leadership is a means of strengthening the leadership capacity within a school (e.g., Foster & St. Hilaire, 2003; Lambert, 1998). Our survey items measured the extent to which principals collaborated with teachers on pedagogical and school policy matters, as well as the degree to which teachers choose to participate in decision-making on school-wide issues. In our study, respondents indicated a strong tendency towards shared leadership practices (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). In 64% of the schools, a majority of teachers indicated that principals frequently collaborated with staff on matters pertaining to both pedagogical and policy matters. Teachers in these schools also indicated a consistent choice to participate in shared decision-making. 


The fourth leadership statement dealt with the use of data in decision-making. In the learning community approach to schooling, the purposeful and effective collection, analysis, and use of data is a key component (e.g., DuFour, 2004). While the bureaucratic model of leadership thrived on stability and standardized decision-making practices, the complexity of today’s school environment demands that leaders pay close attention to changing circumstances by collecting and responding to relevant data to inform decision-making. Our survey items on this topic asked about the extent to which school-based and external data were used to inform decision-making and also whether a lack of expertise in data handling was a barrier to data-based decision-making. In 40% of the schools that we studied, the majority of teachers indicated that school decisions were based on careful analysis of student performance data (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). This was reflected by teachers’ capability to gather and analyze data, the frequency with which this occurred, the timely availability of external data, and the level of importance placed on internal data when making instructional decisions.


The final leadership statement referred to the often contentious issue of resource allocation. Consistent with the understandings of shared decision-making described earlier, those most involved in the use of resources need to be involved in these decisions. Of course, as noted earlier, it can be difficult for leaders to relinquish control over resources, especially those operating from a transactional perspective, since the allocation of frequently scarce resources is often the only effective control mechanism available to some principals. This also demands a high level of organizational trust, a quality that takes time and deliberate effort to build in schools. We developed items on this topic related to purchases, the teaching timetable, and the assignment of non-teaching staff. Our results showed some variation in the degree to which resource allocation decisions were shared with school staff (Williams, Brien, & LeBlanc, 2008). While in over 40% of schools the majority of teachers indicated that the purchase of resource materials was a collaborative process, only 30% of the schools had a majority of teachers who were actively encouraged to be part of the teacher timetabling process. This figure dropped to 12% when it came to collaboration on non-teaching staff assignments.


District instruments. In addition to the school-level instrument, we also created two district-level instruments. As noted earlier, in order for sustainable educational change to occur, reform efforts need to extend beyond the school. This would require change in the leadership practised at the district level. As Fullan (2005) has pointed out, it is unreasonable to expect schools to change their leadership culture significantly and to sustain that change within the confines of a larger district system that continues to operate according to the principles of a traditional bureaucracy. Our research has led to the creation of two assessment instruments for use at the district level. The first instrument is called the Internal District Instrument (IDI) and it is focussed on the professional interactions of educators working at the district office and of principals in district schools. The second instrument, called the District Support to Schools Instrument (DSSI), examines the interactions between the district office and the schools. We have designed both instruments to be completed by both district office educators and school principals, whom we termed collectively educational leaders in the district. Both instruments include a section related to leadership.


Similar to the school instrument, the IDI has four sections dealing with the following themes: district culture, district structure and operations, district leadership, and district professional development. On the topic of district leadership, we provided the following descriptive statements:
· The leadership approach in our district fosters empowerment.

· In our district we build leadership capacity among educational leaders.

· In our district we strongly support growth and positive change.

· Our district’s policies and practices promote educational leadership.
· The District Education Council (DEC) sets district goals and trusts district leaders to manage the system.  
Just as the leadership of a principal has a major influence on the development of school-based professional learning communities, it seems likely that the district leadership practices of superintendents and other district level leaders would have an analogous effect at the district level. Following Sackney and Mitchell’s (2005) concept of a community of leaders within schools and Lambert’s (2003) call for enhanced teacher leadership, we posed questions to determine the extent to which district leaders modelled and encouraged shared leadership in their interactions within the district office and with principals. As with the school instrument, each of these statements was measured by three Likert-style survey items. We will describe the instrument items for each statement and show how they reflect the evolution in leadership associated with the concept of professional learning communities.


The first leadership statement on the IDI dealt with empowerment. Three survey items were created to measure district efforts to foster empowerment among district office staff and principals. These items included questions about the degree to which respondents were encouraged to take initiatives and how often they collaborated with other educational leaders in the district and how often they took leadership roles in district-wide initiatives. In posing these questions, we were particularly interested to learn whether principals were treated as leaders at the district level, or whether they were viewed more as school managers under the traditional hierarchical paradigm such that they worked in isolation in their schools and had little opportunity to collaborate and share leadership with district office educators.


The second IDI leadership statement flowed from the first by addressing the building of leadership capacity within the district. Our three instrument items were concerned with the attribution of leadership within district teams and workgroups, district efforts to improve the district’s educational leadership, and expectations of respondents for developing their leadership skills. While the descriptors associated with a more traditional bureaucracy emphasized leadership based on seniority and leadership skills possessed at the time of hiring, those associated with the emerging leadership models focussed on leadership skills distributed among all members of the group and developed through training, mentoring, and collaboration.


The third IDI leadership statement addressed change. Three items measured the extent of district efforts to support growth and positive change. One question asked about the extent to which respondents focussed their efforts on maintaining existing practices or on achieved district-defined learning goals. The second question dealt with the change initiatives originating from the provincial department of education, with the response choices ranging from resistance to these external changes through compliance to actual contribution to these changes. The third question gave respondents the opportunity to indicate how new initiatives affected their assigned responsibilities. In all three questions, we were looking for evidence of purposeful, goal-oriented, and learning-centred actions associated with change. As described earlier in this chapter, dealing with change forces—both internal and external—is a key requirement for 21st century leadership.


The fourth IDI statement was concerned with the promotion of educational leadership. We posed three questions associated with the job description of school principals, the expectation to act as educational leaders in the district, and the provision of training to fulfill a district-wide leadership role. 
These questions provided indications of the extent to which there were clear expectations and support for all district office staff and principals to exercise educational leadership, rather than a concentration of leadership among a select few respondents.


The final statement related to leadership on the IDI referred to the governance model for New Brunswick school districts. Under the New Brunswick Education Act (1997), there is a District Education Council (DEC) whose members are elected by eligible voters residing within each school district (s. 36). The authority and responsibility of DECs are primarily related to the creation of a district education plan and the associated policies required at the district and school levels to implement that plan. Day-to-day delivery of education within the district is the responsibility of the superintendent, who is accountable to the DEC. The three survey items in this section were intended to measure the extent to which DECs entrusted day-to-day administrative, personnel, and pedagogical matters to superintendents and their district educational staff as required by the Education Act. 


The second district instrument, the DSSI, examines the interaction between district offices and their schools. It addresses the following four themes: leadership for school improvement, two-way communication, instructional support for schools, and operational support for schools. For the DSSI, we followed the identical format to the school instrument and the IDI. As with the IDI, the intended respondents were district office educators and principals in the district. For the theme of leadership for school improvement, we provided the following descriptive statements: 

· Educational leaders in this district demonstrate effective leadership for establishing professional learning communities in schools.

· Educational leaders in this district ensure that staffing decisions support professional learning community implementation.

· In this district the development of teacher leadership is encouraged.

· Decisions at the district level reinforce and support school-based professional learning communities.

· This district recognizes the importance of transforming schools into professional learning communities.

For this theme, the instrument items dealt with leadership efforts by district leaders to promote the implementation of learning communities in their schools. As both Morrissey (2000) and Mehan, Datnow, and Hubbard (2003) have pointed out, district support for reform is crucial for its sustainability at the school level. For learning communities to develop and grow in schools, districts must provide clear articulation and direction for the reform initiative, while ensuring that such principles as collaboration and shared leadership are respected in the process. 


The first and second DSSI leadership statement concerned the effectiveness of district efforts to ensure reform implementation. The first statement was measured by three items concerned with the extent to which respondents provided necessary information and direction to schools with respect to reform implementation. Similarly, the second DSSI leadership statement addressed the alignment of staffing decisions with the reform initiative. The three instrument items identified the extent to which responsibility for leading the reform was clearly assigned to a member of the district office staff and also the degree to which similar staffing decisions were supported at the school level. As with any reform effort, it is important for leaders to articulate clearly the purpose and nature of the reform and to provide the necessary staff to ensure effective implementation.


The third statement DSSI statement addressed the development of teacher leadership. As described earlier in the chapter concerning emergent leadership styles, and as addressed on the IDI, we wanted respondents to identify district-level efforts to encourage teacher leadership. Our three instrument items referring to modelling the importance of teacher leadership, assisting schools in building teacher leadership, and including these efforts in the performance assessment of educational leaders in the district. 


The fourth and fifth DSSI statements were both related to district leadership efforts towards the transformation of schools and their leadership culture. The fourth statement was measured by three questions about district decision-making practices and the district plan and the extent to which these support and sustain school-based reform. The fifth statement was measured in a similar way by three questions about district goals, timelines, and resource allocation decisions. All of these items were intended to determine whether leadership decisions made at the district level were encouraging, modelling, and reinforcing the reform expectations for schools. This type of alignment between espoused purpose and corresponding action by educational leaders would represent the type of leadership that Hallinger (2006) described as “inspirational and skillful, moral and practical, process-driven and results-oriented” (p. 2). In the complex and changing educational environment, district-level leadership needs to reflect this type of leadership to sustain reform for improvement.
Conclusion
This chapter provides four common themes that we believe are given little consideration when politicians and bureaucrats attempt to reform education: 

1) Business management principles significantly influence leadership practices in education.

2) It is important to learn why business models must be adapted rather than adopted by educators.

3) Provincial education is a complex system that cannot be reformed using positivistic mental models. 

4) Leadership of complex systems is an interdependent construct resulting from a broad leadership capacity that permeates the system. 

Each of these themes may be recognized in passing through casual comments but they are seldom given the depth of study they deserve. Each of these themes is driven by subconscious beliefs of which most of us are blissfully ignorant. Because of our failure to examine and learn the lessons they contain, we once again face a large scale reform, full of the best intentions but unprepared to provide the leadership to turn our hopes into reality. 

Questions
1. What three important lessons about educational leadership can we learn by studying corporate leadership? 

2. How does leadership in an organic system differ from that in a mechanistic bureaucracy?

3. In what ways have the changes in schools led to demands for new kinds of leadership?

4. Describe the leadership of your school if it were to become a fully functioning professional learning community.

5. Why will schools always need a bureaucratic component to their organizational structure?
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