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le understand to be the organization of their

experience, they buttress, and perforce, self-fulfillingly. They

develop a
cxperiments
confirm a fr

corpus of cautionary tales, games, riddles,
newsy stories, - nd other scenarios which clcgant!y
me relevant view of the workings of the world...

countless ways and unceasingly social life takes up and freezes
itself into the understandings we have of it." (Goffman, p. 563)

|
b
lc!m s and flters. They o
o‘ ight work-better. Whe
c$n understand and shipe
a‘d totted picture that

b ingt circumstances rat
1?\ nd.

Over the years, sch

Like everyone else, leaders view their experience through a set of preconditioned

n resist questioning their view of how an organization works --
n their frame of reference fits the circumstances they face, they
human experience. When it does not, their frames freeze into
They explain failure by

er than their own inability to read and respond to the situation

ps leaders in their misconceptions.

dlars have spent considerable time and energy trying to identify

1
L]
Lhamctensucs or trajts of effectivc leaders. Policy-makers and others have spent even

‘t ptoduced disappointi
#ave given too linlc at

e N— T

on programs desxgnejd

to improve lcadcrsmp skills, Yet research and training have
ng results. Perhaps we have been looking in the wrong place, and
ention to hOw lcadcrs pcrceivc and dct‘ ine situations. A faulty
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a lcadcr of exceptional stature
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{4 rarcly leads toeffect®® action, and misre; .ag the situation can undermine even

d skill. In this ps' r, we report an effort to identify how

lcadcrs ee their worlds, Are tlwerc common pattersi. in the images or lenses they employ?

Do 1c+d rs adjust their lemcs
'thexr ﬂrc crred conccpuon? Ar

[ T

fit the circumstances or do they shape the situation to fit
leaders with multiple frames more effective than those with

a sing}xl r focus? Under what conditions can leaders learn to be more flexible in defining

simanp accurately?

|
Leade“élp Images br Frames

,.M

¢ concept of frames

\as many synonyms in the social science literature — maps,

xmagcr chemata, frames of reference, perspectives, oricntations, lenses and mindscapes.

becauss |they are embedded
expcl:{: e is ambxguous, fran

d‘ﬁ' rent labels share an

dete i c what actions are tak

sumption that individuals sae the world in different ways
n different world views, Because the world of human
pes of reference shape how situations are defined and

c world views of leaders are formed through their heritage, early experiences,

forma ) training, and experience
10 persoh and sector to sector,
role t a formal education,

learnifg came from their admi

a teaghqr. Finishing a distant third was their formal training in administration (Deal, ;

Dombugch and Crawford, 197
i l

IJ\ our work with e:tpvmJ

many: cx mples of Goffman’s su

dcvclop accounts, explanations

pcrspcc{we {s not working. Du

on the job. The mix of these influences varies from person
but learning from experience often plays a more powerful

chool principals, for example, report their most helpful
istrative experience. Next most helpful was their training as

P

enced leaders in both education and other sectors, we sce
ggestion that frames of reference are self-fulfilling. Leaders
and fictions to justify their point of view -- even when their
ring the 1980s, Roger Smith, the chief executive of General
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N#otors presided overa

dismal decade in GM's history, yet had great difficulty shifting his

aﬂproach to thé company's problems (Bolmean and Deal, 1991), The same is true of many

'school leaders --

they continue to employ their existing frameworks, even when there was

i
‘abundant evidence that spmething new was needed. When they use the wrong lens, leaders

ot figure out "whatls really going on", and it is very hard to lead well when vou

!m#sundcrstand who and
lcontro! But the same m
,rbL:ognmon of the error.

gs aren’t working, leaders cxpcricncc confusion,

hat you are trying to lead. When they do not understand why
They fee!l off balance and out of
indset that caused them to misread the situation also prevents a

LFc#ur Perspectives on Orgapization and Leadership

Severa) years ago,

cled frameas (Bolman

O

eryday {ssués and pro

!

The first of those

|
|
ders vaiue analysis a
ople accountable for

ox‘ganizational behavior
~organizations that meet

from the discipline of so¢
-affective organizations ¢
rdinate diverse activities t

we distilled theories of organizations into four traditions, which we
and Deal, 1984). We belicved that these four distinct images

isted not only in tex1b00ks but in the ways that leaders think and act in response to

ob

Jems.

-
perspectives, the structwal frame, derives its outlook particularly
iology. The frame emphasizes goals and efficiency. It posits that
lefine clear goals, differentiate people into specific roles, and
Structural

hrough policies, rules, and chain of command.

nd data, keep their eye on the bottom line, set clear directions, hold

!

"

The human resoun

sults, and try to solve organizational problems with new policies
tructuring.

re frame, borrows its assumptions from the fields of psychology and
It focuses attention on human needs and assumes that

basic needs will work better than those that do not. Human

rdsource leaders value relationships and feelings, and seek to lead through facilitation and

B)
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for wa?: to adjust the orga jzation to fit people — or to adjust the people to fit the
or’ganiz:a on (for example, through training and workshops).

cmpowprﬁngpt. They tend to dctfne problems in individual ot interpersonal terms and look

ch polirical frame cmph izes the individual and group interests that often displace
orgarﬁz:.a’ onal goals. Bonowing ideas frotn political science, the frame assumes a continuing
competit jsn among different interests for scarce resources. Conflict is seen as a normal by-
produc?_ﬂ f collective action.  Political leaders are advocates and ncgmiaton who value

realism and pragmatism. They $pend much of thelr time networking, creating coalitions,
buﬁ’diné a power baseé, and negoliating compromises.

L: symbolic frame synithesizes concepts and hnagery from a number of disciplines
— most notably the fleld of amr‘ropoxogy It sces @ chaotic world In which meaning and
predictabllity are social creations, and, facb are mtcrpretative rathcr than objectivc

Organi qzonts develop symbols dnd culwrc that shapc ‘human behavior \.mobtmsmg;y and”

an org%nq:amn s histoty, existing cultural patterns, or its visions of the future.

r experience has con;jnced us that the frames form the foundations for human
though ahd action in both schogls and other organizations. They are visible in leadership
behavior, suggesting that leaders|use the four lenses to interpret what's going on, 0 decide
what 1o do and to interpret the results of their action. To provide empirical data to suppornt

those suppositions, we have beguin a research program to investigate the role that frames
play in the thinking and action ¢f leaders and administrators.
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£ dehig Leaders’ Framet

, We have begun a spries of empirical investigations into how leaders use frames: how
mtly they use, and which ones. Our methods include a combination of qualitative and
quantitative methods, becguse each has diffcrcm advantages in studying leaders’ world views.
buLahtatwc methods are particularly effective in getting at the subtleties of how leaders think
Qnd how they frame their experience. Quantitative methods are particularly useful in
éxa{miMng the rclationship between the frames of leaders and their constituents.

éuLllui’tive Investigations'
Our qualitative wark focuses on the frames embedded in narratives that leaders
jﬁc about their experience. We have used those narratives to answer two questions: (a)

"
7

v many frames do leaders use? (b) which frames do they use?

1

: . Table 1 shows data from thres different samples of educational administrators in
t j:s of the number of frames that they use. The first is a sample of 32 college presidents
t[ rted by Bensimon (19 9). Bensimon interviewed each president intensively, and coded
t e!mtbmew tramcﬁpd for the use of cach of Bolman and Deal’s four frames. The seccmd
1? A samiple of 75 senior‘a ministrators in higher education who participated in the Institute
for Educational Management. Members of that group were highly diverse with respect to
Qgraphy and institutiongl type. Most held positions at the level of Dean, Vice President,

r President. The third is|a sample of 15 central office administrators from school districts

midwestern state,

The results in &ll three samples show that leaders rarely use more than two frames,

RS

n almost no one uses four frames: in every sample the percentage of leaders who used
mprc than two frames waj less than 25%, and the number who uscd four frames was 1%

e N

or less. \

e
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th‘cth}iames do Leaders Use?

fT“ibles 2 reports which frames were employed by the leaders in the same three
sampl?s.! The results suggest that the sample of presidents was different from the other two
zamplé:.} The presidents most

likely ?q use the structural frj

equently used the human resource frame, and were least

¢. They were also much more likely to use the symbolic
frame i« jalmost half of the presidents, compared to 11% of the other sample of higher
educat‘i0+ administrators, and ohly 5% of the school administrators.

Quantit‘ﬂhlvd Investigations
~a !

i i

fO r quantitative investigations employ a survey instrument, "Leadership Orientations,"
derived fom the four organization frames. It contains 32 {tems with five point response
scales.’ The fnstrument is designed to measute eight scparate dimensions of leadership, two
for ea%h ame. We list the eight dimensions below:

|

|

!

LiHum:m Resource Dimensions

a. Supporrive i concerned about the feelings of others; supportive and

| | responsive
: l b. Participative - fosters participation and involvement; listens and is
i open to new ideas
jz Strucrural Dimensions

| a. Analytic — thinks clearly and logically; approaches problems with facts
) and attends to detail
- b. Organized - develops clear goals and policies; hold people accountable

for results
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3, Pollrical Dimensjons

a. Powdrfid - persussive, high level of ability to mobilize people and
resources; effective at building allfances and support

b. Adrolt ~ political sensitive and skdliful; a skillful negotiator in face of

4, Symbolic Dimensions
a. In$pitational — inspires others 1o loyalty and enthusiasm; communicates
a strong sense of vision
b. Charismatic - iniaginative. emphasizes culture and values; is highly
charismatic

The instrument hap two paralldl forms: one for individuals to rate themselves, and
s:im%ther in which thelr ¢o cagues (superiors, peers, subordinates, ctc.) can rate them.
| | We have collected data from respondents in schools, higher educatjon, government.
én the private sector. ‘We have used {he data to address a number of significant questions
# yout leadership, and in this paper, we present evidence on three of those questions:
L
| (1) How well do the frames capture administrators’ thinking?
(2) How well do the frames predict administrators’ effectiveness?

| (3) How does gender relate to leadership orientations?

)
|
[

(
?oi the Frames Capture How Administators Think?

We have conductdd a number of factor analyses of responses to our leadership
struments, in'cluding analyses of both administrators’ self-ratings, and of ratings by others.
attors associated with the four frames consistently emerge from the data. The factor
ctures are somewhat different for self and colleague-ratings, but in both cases all four
frabcs emerge clearly. Table 3 shows an example of an analysis using data from about 680
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scmor X trators in highe education. Using a conventional procedure (principal

compdn nts analysis, followed by varimax rotadon of all factors with an cigenvalue > 1), the
analys roduced four factors, dach of which represents one of the frames. We have found
mmlat results in other populations. The factors are usually very clean. When items do
bleed h oss frames, it arises from overlap of the symbolic frame with the human resource

or po d | frames. However, t political and human resource frames show little overlaps
with epc other, and none of the frames ovcrlaps with the structural frame.

Do m) ﬁmma Predict Effective

a preliminary step in exploring the link between the frames and effectiveness, we
did twlo parate regression anglyses. We collected colleagues’ ratings of effectiveness as
angger and a leader. We did not define the meaning of the two terms, because we

o learn about the implicit meanings that administrators give to the two concepts.

e D

cnvencss as a leadcr.

"""\&\
- two of the three samples, the. structural frame is the best
tb of ‘managerial fial etfectiveness, but for all three it is the worst _predictor of

P T T e S ———

effectjvaness as a leader (non-pignificant for two, a significant negative prcdnctor “for the
y -For the symbolic framc. the pattern {s reversed: it is consistently the. worst prcdxctor
wcncss u a manager, ut is the dest predictor of effectiveness as a leader I two

of thc il?ree samples, and secofd best in the third,

'XLhcsc analyses also show that the human resource and the polmcal framcs are
positwely related to effectivendss as both managcx‘ and leader in every samplc ‘What is

more stunmng is that, across sectors, thc pohncal frame is usually a better predlctor ot‘ both
e T T e T m——

10
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e e o s e

Ii}" Md=3Pf°8d fccling that pohtics in organizauom is’ ah‘a“npleasam, if unavoidable evil,

cs is cmbodicd in one widely-used management-style instrument
cffective proﬁlc includes a low score on politics. Our data show

¢ ppposite — that people who are more adept in understanding and using the political

r colleagues, superiors and subordinates as better managers and
pl corporate sample (Table 6) suggest that this is true across

still too few women in administrative roles, only one of our

ples — the higher education administrators - contains enough women to analyze gender
variable. About 40% of this sampic of about 190 senior and mid-level administrators
female; they came from public and private colleges and universities all over the United
5. In this sample, gerjder shows remarkably little relationship to any of the variables
Table 7). Stereotypically, we might expect that women would rate themselves higher

me (warm, supportive, participative) and lower on the politicai

e (powerful, shrewd, aggressive). But the data give those stereotypes no support.

VYé en do not consistently rate themselves highir or lower on the any of the frames. In this
sém le, there is a slight tehdency for colleagues to rate men slightly lower on every frame

Pt structure, but the cprrelations ste very small. Moreover, there were essentially no

d|ffrences between men apd women in how they were rated by colleagues on effectiveness

a rth manager and le

effebtiveness measures, bu

This was a sample
dephrtment chair to colleg
a legs selective population,

der. (If anytfiing, men were rated slightly lower on both

t none of the relationships is statistically significant.)

of successful men and women, who held positions ranging from
e president, We do not know if the results would generalize to
but they certainly raise questions about many conventional views

11

cffccu‘vcncss than the human resource frame. This runs counter
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of dift'qr‘el‘nces between men éﬁ"ﬁomcn as administrators.

Wherowl,e Are: A Summary

Wc have shown that the frames c'an be measured using both qualitative and
quann;a ve methods. The quali tive work suuem that most administrators in both schools
and h} er education use only one or two of the frames. Except for presidents,
adrm’nt tors use the symbolic frame much len than the other three. Both the qualitative

and q titative results suggest that the abllity o use multiple frames is impomm 10
eﬁecuve css scmor admmutlativc positions. o

:F| ctor analysis of our sprvey instrux‘gcm shows that responses cluster around ovur
conceptal ¢ategories as anticigbted. Results from three different populations show that,
implic zl Mx;\é;x;g“ér';dxstlngmsh between good managers and good leaders. The frame
instrutnent i3 able to predict effectiveness as both manager and leader, but the pattern is
dlﬁfcrém for the two variables. Lcadcrshlp éffcctivencss is particularly associated with high
scores ‘Ei‘ the symbohc dxmcns ons, but is largely “unrelated to tﬁ;‘;tmctural frame. For
managédrial ¢ffccnveness th¢ results are almost reversed: the symbolic frame is never a
significant predictor, but the structural frame always is. The other two frames - human
rcsou{:o and polmcal are both significant positive predictors of success as both leader and
mana‘c but the political frame is consistently the more powerful of the two. Across
sectors, professional programs for admmlstratom rarely give much attention to symbolic and

/~politi a‘)]s}c{la, yet our results show they are crucial components for effective leadership.
{ '

i :| N . e
L)

p oot

12
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Taﬁle 1:

How Mapy Frames do Leaders Use?

Colle;e Presidents

16:88

)

Higher Education School

(Bensimon, 1989) ‘| Adminlstrators Administrutors
(N=32) || (N=75) (N=15)

1% i 33% 40%

34% 55% 55%

22% 11% 5%

1% 1% -
‘4—7 |
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Table 2:

Whlcli Fm_mu do Leaders Use?

16:88

15

'; ASE % i —p "> - TR
;wich Frames? College Preside‘pts Higher Education School
Bensimon, 1989) | Administrators Administrators
b N=32) (Nm75) (N=15)
Sttuctural ] 28% 53% 50%
H[g'lmqh Resoyreoe 63% $5% 40%
Pdlitical 47% 59% 70%
Kytobolic 50% 11% 5%
-i;-J : _-‘--—------u- ‘---—---m
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Table 3:
Leadership Orientdtions Factor Apalyses

(Princ p*l cpmponents analysis, with Vanmtx rotation of all factors with eigenvalue > 1.0.
1 higher education ratets.)

Factojﬁ Hyman rejource

(Percq t of ‘'vaniance explained = 21%)
Showx high sensitivity and condern for others’ needs 85
Shows high support and congern for others .84

stently helpful and resppnsive to others 83

Buil t through open, colldborative relationships i
Léstens Well and is unusually receptive to others’ input b
Gives {[f4rsonal re Jmtion for work well done 64
Genefatgs loyalty enthusiagm 63

Factot B Sfructural
t of variance cxplamgd = 17%)

Stron l' cnishmzcs carefulf nning and cicar timelines 79

Has ¢ inary atténtion to {detail ' I8
Develpph and implements cleat, logical policies 75
Apprgadhes prablems with facts and logic Ik
cal ‘analysis and carefyl thinking t0 solve problems .72
Sets shpkifié, measurable goals|and holds pEople accountable .69
Strongly|believes in clear structure and & chain of command .67
Think cry clearly and logically 65
Facto f Polisical
(Perc { of variancs expla(ned = 17%)
Is poljti¢ally very sensitive and [skillful 78
Gets $ypport from people wﬁth influence ahd power 73
Is a vefy idlitul and shrewd ndgotiator 74
Is unysially lpersuagive and influential 68
Succepds in the face of conflict and opposition 63

Antic{pates and deals adroitly with organizational conflict 1Y

16
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ed = 13%)

Is to shape valueg, build morale

beyond current rea alti¢s 10 create hew opportunities
Uhicates strong and rhallenging $ense of mission
ghly imaginhtive anj cteative

ir best

17

16: B89

63
.63
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Table 4;

16:99

Regressipn Analyses: School Administrators

Dcmecéu variable: Effecrivenesy as a Manager

R-;qu;“é = 66

I

rators (supérimcndcnu and other central office) by 147

Fn:t ¢ Pammitﬁr for Hy Probability
g * estimate | . .anmeur = 0
Strutural 30 1.411 001
Hurdd# resource | .29 3.208 .01
| Polifieds 21 2,366 05
i ).185 NS.
Depenlf{g‘ t variable: Effectiveness as a Leader
R-squ‘&af& w75
!
n L
Framk Parameter I for H; Probability
| estimate arameter = 0
Strurtyrel 10 1.452 N.S.
Hurhah résource | .17 2197 05
Polifighl | .36 3,591 001
|_Symbiiic 28 2.670 01
. stsrer————

1g
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| . Table 5:

Regrehslbn Analyses, Higher Education Administrators

(R$M3s of 187 higher i-.ducation admfnistrators by 1342 colleagues)
| 1 o

bcﬁendem variable: Effecfiveness as a Manager

R“iquarc « 67

. .
|
e

Frame | #ar] meter T for Hy Probability
| estimate . | Parameter = 0

Bhructural 45 | 892 001

Hurdan resource | .20 | 334 001
clitical 38 4.94 01 I
wae | Bymbolic -01 © .02 ‘Ns. |
_Eiepdler JIE K Ns. |

?}lvendem variable: Effecveness as a Leader

Ridquere = .7¢

1
‘ '

T for By Probability
{ B $tly .| Parameter = 0
ruéturel 14 |2 05
Hurdan Resource | (14 C ] 268 .01 -
Political 38 | s 001
Bymbolic 41 | 564 001 1
_ﬁcndcr ;OJ , 0.71 , N.S. ﬂ

19
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Regression
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Table 6:

Dcpendm: variable: Effecrivenest as a Manager

R-squqrdsi - .77

¥ S —

alyses: Cofporlte Middle Managers

__-q_-“—n-qm

Frame | Paraméter T for Hy: Probability
}_' P estimate Plnrameur = 0
Structytal 17 1,61 N.S.
Hum;' resource | .30 1,78 .01
Politic. 40 3,84 01
Symboic a2 0.69 N.S.
o
Dcpem}‘e‘){t varable: Effectiveness as a Léader
o
R-squa&é‘- .87
Frame Parameter T for Hy, Probability
o estimate Parameter = 0
Struchital .28 -2.31 .05
Humbdiresource | .31 263 01
Politib4! 36 2.38 05
“ symbﬁozfc 73 5.17 001
. . amane

20
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| | | *
b Table 7:

Correlation of Gender With Frames and Effectiveness
| | For Self a;nd Colleague Ratings
(@é:‘xdcn 0 = Female; 1 = Male) | |

N w 187 (76 female, 111 male)
- |

j me Selt-Ra{lngs Ratings by Colleagues
Btuctural 02 .03
l-'t man Resource | 03 ~12
Political 00 .13
Bjtnbolic | 04 -.15
Mhagcn‘ql Effectivendss (not asked) -07
il &}: bhdership Effectiveness| | (not afked) .10
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