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il
Abstract
Michael E. Nichols. ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP IN THREE SMALL,
PRIVATE TENNESSEE COLLEGES: WORKING GROUPS, REAL TEAMS, OR
BOTH? (Under the direction of Dr. Barbara Boothe) Liberty University, Sabiool
Education, June, 2010.

Diversity of knowledge and multiple perspectives are charactesidtiantages of
group leadership as compared to transactional or bureaucratic forms oshgad&/hen
groups are engaged in administrative functions, they are more likelgliwera higher
level of performance and more relevant and innovative solutions than may be échieve
by a single administrator. Existing research on administratougpgrprimarily assessed
decision-making and functional performance from an either/or perspeaivaoth
simple and complex thinking and functioning have been found to exist concurrently
within organizations and groups. This study examined administrative grad@rship in
three small, private colleges in the state of Tennessee to determmaditinistrative
officers functioned as a working group, a real team, or a combination of bolizingta
multiple-site qualitative case study, 22 administrators at three ir@tsuvere
interviewed and observed in an administrative group meeting. When compared to three
models of group complexity (thinking roles, frames of reference, and functionalrk)m
the interview responses of two of the administrative groups indicateddnalcéind
cognitive complexity. However, the observations of the group meetings demeshstrat
characteristics representative of working groups. Consequently, thereempiuehe
strong evidence that the administrative groups of these two institutions combupésl s

elements of working groups with complex interactions characteristi@abfe@mns. In



contrast, the group observation and interview responses of the administrative tieam a

third institution confirmed the existence of a real team.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Background of the Study

The concept of group leadership in higher education has existed for centuries in
the form of non-hierarchical communities of scholars actively particgpatipost-
secondary institutional governance (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Hollingsworth, Brewer, &
Petty, 2002). Standard components of group leadership include “consensus, shared
power, common commitments and aspirations, and leadership that emphasizes
consultation and collective responsibilities” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 86).

While sufficient evidence regarding the benefit of group leadership esoste
have observed that a true collegial institution is uncommon in today’s.woritany
organizations, hierarchical structure often gets in the way of collegialagement, and
improvement and communication flows only downward, inhibiting opportunities for
collaborative dialogue. Trubowitz (2005) observed that administrators “live in a
environment filled with demands for immediate solutions to complex problems” (p. 175).
Thus, educational executives often act on issues without sufficient input and planning.

Administrators today are faced with managing complicated economic,
demographic, and technological changes. The convolution of these issuesy pgsiesl|
an insurmountable obstruction to the knowledge, professional training, and individual
capacity of a leader (Dean, 2008). Though the path to the presidency often winds
through the academic affairs office, few presidents possess prior ercevel
experience in finance, development, or student affairs (King, 2007). This reafity ma

indicate that many presidents are ill-prepared for complex issues taeingnstitutions.



Consequently, Kouzes and Posner (2002) found that rather than trust the skill ofya solita
administrator, organizations and constituents long for the collective symatgy t
teamwork provides.

Consequently, in a headlong quest for team development, institutions often form
groups without providing sufficient training and support, without modifying the
institutional structure, and without establishing an effective communicatiangament
(Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Hollingsworth, Brewer, & Petty, 2002; King, 2007;
Knudson, 1997; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Strong academic environments promote
competition and discourage teamwork. Solidarity is very time-consuming as
collaborative groups require significantly more time to make decisiansefiReld &
Scheffer, 2005). The process of team-building is never-ending.

Knudson (1997) found that many executives refuse to allow their success to
depend on others. From their perspective, the risk of failure is too great. At ahmes
sharing of a common purpose, goals, and accountability is forfeited. She added that
“multiple minds working together will be more complex than one mind working alone”
(p- 44). Knudson also observed that “collegial bureaucracies should be transformed by
restructuring and realigning the channels of communication and personnel irdotinée
groups or teams” (pp. 39-40). However, she found that institutional presseresliofict
the attention of the administration toward external adaptation, creating®&orie
teamwork. Many administrators find themselves guarding against pobtareizs
instead of seizing current opportunities (Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005). Consequently, the
institutional culture is deprived of administrative attention as executivesrgore/

isolated from their constituents (Hollingsworth et al., 2002).



Managing the institution, creating the campus climate, and communitia¢ing
college mission are three major functions of college leaders (Knudson, 1997). However,
institutional executives wrestle with how to manage teams whose princigainakide
vision, advancement, problem-solving, and the introduction of new information and
methodology. Thus, some contend that decision-making should be entrusted to the
lowest possible level. Knudson challenged administrators to “create an erafitoinee
of institutional bureaucracy in which team members feel free to offeiveesmlutions to
problems and even disagree” (p. 33). However, is it possible to completely lderate
institution of bureaucracy? Additionally, should this kind of freedom be desired? What
does the institution look like that is entirely free of bureaucracy? What doesntido a
how does it do it?

These questions have spawned an ongoing debate within organizational
communities. Senge (1990) posited that some institutions will no longer look teolel
top-level administrators to set the strategy for all constituentsltmfolColleges and
universities in the future will value commitment and creativity of constituat all levels
within an organization. Therefore, the collective critical thinking (or cemfiinking)
of all constituents becomes the primary objective of developing teams (Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993; Bolman & Deal, 2008; St. John, 2009).

Some have found that recent innovation has led many to consider developing
leadership groups in lieu of a single-leader model (Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Kouzes &
Posner, 2002; Weber & Karman, 1989). In a culture that is increasingly inunddted wit
information, groups are said to be considerably better suited for accassingiag the

information (Duguid & Brown, 2000). Consequently, many post-secondary institutions



have appointed a group of top-level administrators that reports directly poetsident

and that works closely with the president. These groups facilitate creatid

innovation among professional personnel found in highly-sophisticated institutions. The
complexity of colleges and universities demands a group approach to leadedship a
decision-making (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993). Multiple perspectives provide &mcess
a wider variety of information and interpretations than a single perspectikien Wams

are engaged, they are likely to facilitate higher performance and asteav (Bentley,
Reames, Reed, & Zhao, 2004; Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Kouzes & Posner, 2002;
Knudson, 1997).

The literature reveals that the concept of leading in teams has ptelifanghe
banking, insurance, and manufacturing industries (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Guskin
& Bassis, 1985; Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Kezar & Lester, 2009; Kouzes & Posner,
2002; Knudson, 1997; Morgan, 1986; Rice & Austin, 1991). However, educational
executives have typically struggled to empower faculty and staff through group
leadership. This observation is substantiated by both the paucity of liteyatteams in
higher education and by the hierarchical organizational structure of marggoosdary
institutions. Yet the literature reveals that today’s educational workfaltsefar new
models of educational leadership that include complex collaboration, shared authority
and participative decision-making as well as simple, functional steuahd direction
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Guskin & Bassis, 1985; Kezar & Lester, 2009; Knudson,
1997; Morgan, 1986; Rice & Austin, 1991).

Existing research on administrative teams primarily assessedbdetiaking and

functional performance from an either/or perspective. Some examples irgthgle:



leader working groups or real teams (Katzenbach & Smith, 2006), simple or gomple
teams (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993), transactional or transformational leadsars, (B
2003; Hackman & Johnson, 2004), and single frames of reference or multiple frames
(Bolman & Deal, 2008). However, other researchers and scholars have observed both
simple and complex thinking and functioning existing concurrently within apkat
organization or even within a particular team. For example, a number of studiés asser
that institutions often form teams and engage in teamwork without providing suifficie
training and support, modifying the institutional structure, or establishing ectieéf
communication arrangement (Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Hollingsworth et al., 2002;
King, 2007; Knudson, 1997; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Katzenbach and Smith (2001,
2006) found that both single-leader working groups (or simple teams) andareal (&
complex teams) are necessary within most organizations. They diffexdritiat
common elements of effective group work for groups in general from the Icritica
disciplines that are essential for single-leader groups and for ree.tdéatzenbach and
Smith suggested that any attempt to lead a working group like a realotea@ce versa,
will lead only to problems and failure. As such, the literature seems to ethedf
rather than trying to develop or form a simple or complex team, leaders shoufdineter
the kind of group that is present and/or necessary for the desired objective andtlead tha
group to achieve greater effectiveness.
Focus of the Study

This study will explore administrative groups (or teams) in post-secpndar
education primarily to determine the type of administrative group or tedre#us a

particular institution. Specifically, the intent is to examine how collegedamts and



their executive officers think and work together. The study will distingtigssess
administrative team leadership in three small, private colleges in theoéfBennessee.
This study will not necessarily consider methods for leading the subjegisjio achieve
greater effectiveness. However, team effectiveness cannotgeicadlly ignored, as
the literature overwhelmingly suggests that groups, rather than siadkrde facilitate a
higher level of effectiveness. Consequently, the focus of this study is tonoetef the
administrative officers function as a working group, a real team, or a catidn of

both.

Previous research has principally focused on comparing administrative td
diverse institutions to one another. For example, in their study of presidential
administrative teams of fifteen post-secondary institutions, Bensimon and Neuma
(1993) sought to determine whether the administrative team was eithez simpl
complex. They differentiated between conventional, utilitarian leadershighaned,
interactive team leadership. In contrast, this study will observe the coatitres and
differences within the characteristics and functions of administrgtougs in a sample
of similar institutions. When considering types of groups, previous research has
primarily sought to categorize a group as either a working group or a neqleitaer a
simple team or a complex team, etc. However, this study will seek to detafmi
college administrative officers function as working groups, real teanasgc@mbination

of both.



Definition of Terms

Working groups.

A working group is a small group of people with complementary skills who often
are committed to a common purpose and objectives, and individually tasked with
developing a working approach. Group members are often individually accountable, if at
all (Katzenbach & Smith, 2006). Several related terms are defined below.

Cognitively simple groupgenerally demonstrate less than four of the five

core thinking roles (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Knudson, 1997).

Functionally simple groupssually perform duties in one or two of the
functional domains, usually only in the basic, utilitarian domain of doing, rather

than also performing cognitive and expressive functions (Knudson, 1997, p. 16).

Single-leader groups a small group of people with complementary skills
who often are committed to a common purpose and objectives, and individually
tasked with developing a working approach. Group members are often

individually accountable, if at all (Katzenbach & Smith, 2006).

Real teams.

A real teams a small group of people with complementary skills who are equally
committed to a common purpose, objectives, and working approach for which the
individuals hold themselves mutually accountable (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993;
Birnbaum, 1992; Katzenbach & Smith, 2006; Larson and LaFasto, 2001). Several related
terms are defined below.

Cognitive teamworkefers to the abstract activities of perceiving,

discovering, thinking, creating, talking, speculating, and arguing. Cognitive



teamwork is thinking versus doing (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993, p. 54-55;
Neumann, 1991).

Cognitively complexeamsrequire the demonstration of at least four of the
five core thinking roles: analyst, definer, interpreter, critic, and syizéires
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Knudson, 1997).

Functionally complexeamsrequire the performance of at least one useful
activity in each of the functional domains: utilitarian, expressive, andtoagn
(Knudson, 1997, p. 15).

Team leadershipefers to empowered participation of institutional
governance through interactive, collaborative, and shared decision-making. Team
agenda are developed and negotiated by all team members (Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993).

Team thinkingassumes that team members see the world differently,
process information differently, and make sense of life differently both within
organizations and outside of them. Team thinking requires that team members
develop their own thinking capacities and exercise them openly, actively, and
freely, and are open to the different thinking processes of the other team members
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993, p. 57).

Theoretical models.

The literature includes several models for determining the level of sitypr
complexity in groupwork. In this study, special attention will be given &ethr
theoretical approaches which are fundamental to the design of the study.| fatech

terms include the following.



Frame of references a conceptual map for understanding an organization
and interpreting the effectiveness of others’ behavior. Frames focus one’s
attention. They often serve as cognitive blinders, leaving what is “out of'frame
unseen and unattended. Bolman and Deal (1991, 2008) identified four frames:
1. Thestructuralframe focuses on organizational structure with emphases on

establishing goals and priorities, systematic decision-makingiesf@ly, and
effective communication.

2. Thehuman resourcérame focuses on the partnership and needs of the
organization and constituents emphasizing the achievement of goals through
collaboration, consensus building, problem-solving through teams, loyalty to
the institution, and leading by example.

3. Thepolitical frame emphasizes the use of power and influence to direct
resources to specific individuals or groups. It focuses on monitoring internal
and external environments, utilizing influence to gather necessary resources,
establishing relationships with constituents, and developing coalitions amid a
compromising structure.

4. Thesymbolicframe emphasizes accurately interpreting the institution’s
history, maintaining its culture, and reinforcing its values to foster shared
meaning (Beall et al., 2008; Bentley, Reames, Reed, & Zhao, 2004; Bolman &
Deal, 2008; Eddy, 2003; Garcia, Gorosave, & Slater, 2008; Nieman, 2008; St.
John, 2009).

Functional domaingomprise a three-part framework for functions of

leadership groups:
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1. Theutilitarian function aides in achieving a sense of rationality and
maintaining control over institutional functions;

2. Theexpressivdunction reinforces a sense of connectedness among group
members; and

3. Thecognitivefunction acknowledges and enlarges the intelligence of group
members to enable the team to act as a creative system (Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993).

Thinking roleis a thinking process or style that individual group members
bring to, or induce within, a group (Knudson, 1997, p. 14). Bensimon and
Neumann (1993) identified five core thinking roles frequently found within
groups:

1. TheAnalystrole provides a deep examination of issues defined,;

2. TheCritic role redefines, reanalyzes, or reinterprets the issues;

3. TheDefinerrole voices a view of the group’s reality;

4. Thelnterpreterrole translates how people outside the group are likely to see

the issues; and

5. TheSynthesizerole facilitates a summation of the group’s reality.
Significance of the Study

The principal contribution of this study is that it extends the research on
leadership groups in higher education both methodologically and conceptually. Because
of its specific institutional sample and unique focus of inquiry, this study dentesséra

significant departure from previous research on administrative groups im highe
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education. Specifically, the focus of this study will intrinsically add vedueducational
institutions:

1. This research contributes a new perspective on small, private college
administrators, their thinking, and their function by determining whether a
working group, a real team, or a combination of the two is present.

2. By employing a set of qualitative case studies for the purpose of observing the
administrative group of three small, private colleges in Tennessee and
comparing and contrasting those observations, this study differs from previous
research.

3. Previous research indicates that the findings of the present study should allow
the sample institutions to achieve greater effectiveness through their
administrative group.

By discovering how administrative groups think and work in small, private

colleges, this study will also add value to individuals by:

1. Enabling small, private college executives to objectively view their own
individual institutions from a new perspective,

2. Inspiring small, private college presidents to regularly evaluate the
leadership groups and teams, and

3. Encouraging current and future college administrators to enhanceodecisi
making activities and to structure and manage groups and teams more

effectively.
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Summary

This chapter presented why this study was conducted: (a) the existiiatute
almost exclusively considered leadership and its effectiveness frortharai
perspective; (b) recent studies have shown that both working groups and realaieams c
be effective and that both can exist within a particular institution; \cstadies have
considered leadership groups within a specific institutional context or locale. The
chapters that follow will describe this study in detail. Chapter two vek¢mt a review
of the literature pertinent to this study of administrative groups. The revileaddress
the literature on leadership in general along with the four concepts thati®rm t
framework of this study. Special attention will be given to three thedrappaoaches
for determining group simplicity and complexity which are fundamentdlgalésign of
the study. Chapter three will explain the qualitative research methodolqdyyeah in
the study including the design of the study, the role of the researcher, dettiaoband
analyses, and the limitations of the study. Chapter four will detail the resthis study,
a comprehensive description of the three small, private college adminesgedups, and
a detailed analysis of each of the cases as they relate to all thébedemographic
profile of all the institutions along with the observations within each grolifpevi
compared across all sites. Chapter five will present the major thentesstbitly along

with implications for administrators, their institutions, and future resear
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature

Qualitative Inquiry

This study will determine if the administrative officers in three,|lspravate
colleges function as working groups or real teams or elements of both. Sekfla@hn (
suggested that, in order to effectively investigate an organization anddespes, one
must examine the people within the organization. Creswell (2007) found that padple
processes are best examined through qualitative research.

Creswell (2007) detailed five distinct qualitative approaches: bpbagal life
history, phenomenological study, grounded theory, ethnography, and case study. Each
approaches the subject matter from a unique perspective and is largely dependent on the
investigator’s focus of inquiry. This study queries how administrative grougsdhi
function. Research that seeks to addrdssnagquestion is generally explanatory and, as
such, is typically conducted utilizing case study methodology (Yin, 2008).
Consequently, the case study approach most effectively addressed thaf foqusry.
Conceptual Framework

The qualitative researcher generally builds upon one or more existing conceptual
or theoretical frameworks (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006; Bogdare&,Bikl
2007; Cooper, 2009; Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 1997). The existing research detailed
four concepts that are relevant to the underlying framework of this study:

1. Effective leadership intrinsically involves groups rather than a singtiete

(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Featherstone &
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Brumette, 2007; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Katzenbach & Smith, 2006;
Knudson, 1997; Kouzes and Posner, 2002; Larson and LaFasto, 2001).

2. A working group is not necessarily a real team (Katzenbach & Smith, 2006;
Lawson & Eguizabal, 2009; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005).

3. Leadership in teams involves both thinking and doing (Amey, 2005;
Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Beall et al., 2008; Bentley et al., 2004; Bolman
& Deal, 2008; Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2006; Israel & Kasper,
2004; Kezar & Lester, 2009; Kohnen, 2005; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005; St.
John, 2009; Weiss, 2007).

4. There are organizational venues suited for both working groups and real teams
(Katzenbach & Smith, 2006). The review of the literature that follows builds
upon this conceptual framework to detail existing research and findings
relevant to this study.

Literature on Leadership

To evaluate administrative groups within colleges, one must consider the
administrators themselves. The literature overwhelmingly refednéstrators as
leaders and to their function and responsibilities as leadership. For decasshers
have profiled and debated the concept of leadership, yet its definition, componénts, a
measures of success remain indistinct (Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Kouzes & Posner,
2002; Pfeffer, 1977). Significant discussion, even confusion, has arisen from the diverse
interpretations of leadership. This confusion resulted, in part, from ambiguous

terminology, such agower, authority, managememtndcontrol, which frequents the
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definitions of leadership (Burns, 1978; Yukl, 1989). Consequently, attempts to define or
explain leadership have yielded multifarious concepts.

Defining leadership.

Hackman and Johnson (2004) found that leaders and followers interact as
“relational partners who assume complementary roles” (p. 31). Sergiovanni (1992)
observed leadership in many forms and found that leadership is a shared process of
leading and directing the efforts of others. While leaders exerciaeegmefluence and
accept more responsibility in the partnership, followers execute the plansrapkbie
the work itself. Any effort to influence the performance of an individual or group,
posited Hensley (1998), is leadership. Eisenscher (1999) observed that leadénghip is
ability to determine what must be accomplished and then motivate others to want to do it.
It is a process which encourages followers to pursue the objectives sharedeagléne |
Evans (2007) identified leadership as creating vision, developing a strateggnieig
followers to adopt the vision, and changing the culture of an organization.

Fielder (1967) identified leadership as “an interpersonal relationship imwhic
power and influence are unevenly distributed so that one person is able to direct and
control the actions and behaviors of others to a greater extent than they direxttamid c
his” (p. 11). Stogdill's (1974) definition included “the process by which the leader
influences his followers to achieve group objectives” (p. 28). Northouse (2010)
considered leadership “a process whereby an individual influences a group afuativi
to achieve a common goal” (p. 11). While there are many definitions in the liegratur
nearly all researchers agree that leadership involves influence over(8dens &

Nanus, 1997; Fielder; Gardner; 1990; Jamison, 1997; Northouse; Stogdill). However,
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attempts to define leadership appear to remain incomplete or inadequate (Bennis &
Nanus, 1997).

Leadership effectiveness.

While neither leadership in general nor the effectiveness of leadbesfscus of
this study, team effectiveness cannot be categorically ignored atethtulie
overwhelmingly suggests that groups, rather than single leadersafaalibhigher level
of effectiveness. Maxwell (1993) suggested that the ultimate effectiventssleader-
follower team is evidenced by the degree to which each party is willirmmanicate,
participate in lifelong learning, and function collaboratively. True leadeiskgetting
people to work for you when they are not obligated” (Maxwell, 1993, p. 7). Blackaby
(2001) observed that the growth of leaders is essential for and is direatédri the
growth of organizations. As leaders grow, they increase their capacigdtarnd,
thereby, the capacity of the organization to grow. Blackaby suggestéththbest thing
leaders can do for their organizations is to grow personally” (p. 31).

Burns (1978) identified the traditional approach to leadership as transactional,
which addresses the satisfaction of physiological and security needs. Ist;ontra
transactional leadership is the antithesis of the more compelling approach,
transformational leadership. While transactional leaders seek to meatriat needs
of followers, transformational leaders emphasize self-actualization asahpély ensure
significant progress and effective change in groups, organizations, andiorssit
(Burns, 1978). Some have found that transactional leadership rewards followers and
propels the maintenance of the status quo. The transactional leader oftergegscha

rewards or privileges for effort, good performance, or desirable outcomesleatier



17

may intervene when subordinates do not meet acceptable performance lewdds o or
initiate corrective action and improve performance (Hackman & Johnson, 2004).

Burns (2003) contended that every leader is either transactional or
transformational. Transformational leaders offer followers a sensessiomj
inspiration, emotional support, and intellectual stimulation. This is evidenced in Ralph
Nader’s proposal that “the function of leadership is to produce more leaders, not more
followers” (Hackman & Johnson, p. 90). These visionary leaders empower and inspire
followers. They build trust and respect while modeling considerate and supportive
behavior.

Components and characteristics of leadership.

In recent years, researchers have begun to understand how traits, cognitive
perspective, and passion contribute to leadership (Lawrence & Nohria, 2002;rGardne
Csikszentmihalyi, & Damon, 2001). Kouzes and Posner (2002) set aside
accomplishments in their effort to determine the values, characterisiicattdaudes that
facilitate effective leadership. They found that in all effective hatiips, credibility is
the foundation. Followers require credibility from their leaders before they wi
energetically engage in the organizational vision. If they wish to be tzeldibders
must solicit feedback, adopt a learning attitude, be open to influence, and promote
constructive controversy. Credible leaders find common ground, resolve cortftict w
principle rather than position, and speak passionately on behalf of their constituents
Creating a climate for learning, inspiring confidence, and building comgetarough

professional development all add to leader credibility (Kouzes and Posner, 20@2)
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literature revealed five traits that contribute to leader credibilisfomi passion,
creativity, collaboration, and empowering.

Vision.

The vision of effective leaders is both desirable and attainable. Effectior,vis
Hackman and Johnson (2004) observed, attracts commitment and energizes people,
creates meaning, establishes a standard of excellence, and bridgesafieamc $he
future. They also found that “organizations with a well-articulated vision thaigaees
the company are most likely to prosper and have long-term success” (p. 102). The vision
should be “specific enough to provide real guidance to people, yet vague enough to
encourage initiative and remain relevant under a variety of conditions” (p. 102).

Regular communication of high expectations, focused effort, and an enhanced
understanding of goals are characteristic of effective leaders. Thefteare
organizationally innovative while encouraging intellectual problem-solving aadidn-
making (Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Individuals who struggle
to arrive at a clear vision lie vulnerable to competing agendas and imposing paesonali
within and without the institution (McNeal, 2000). The goal of vision and planning is not
to eliminate risk. Batterson (2006) asserted that “the greatest risk is takirgks” (p.

109). Stanley (2003) added that leaders can never be more than 80 percent certain on any
given matter. Consequently, waiting for greater certainty may caes® oniss a
valuable opportunity.

Many problems faced by institutions of learning are perceptual rather than

circumstantial. Often an individual’'s fear is worse than the actual problens feared.

Visionaries understand that these problems appear daunting when leaderg and the
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constituents have modest faith and vision (Batterson, 2006). The faith and vision of
leaders grow as leaders grow personally. Batterson (2006) sugdedtéte alternative
to fear is boredom. And boredom isn’t just boring. Boredom is inexcusable!” (p. 57).
To many seasoned executives, life’s greatest regrets may be found iksheotitaken.

Passion.

In his book about the Biblical character, Benaiah, Batterson (2006) reminded the
reader that leaders are proactive, and they know that even “playing it sa$&yisGreat
leaders realize that opportunities regularly appear to be insurmountabldeshstac
Batterson encouraged leaders toward a life of excellence through hisiciefohi
success: “Do the best you can with what you have where you are” (p. 17).

Effective leaders are passionately committed to their vision, constitaeialts
organizational success. Richard Chang (2001) suggested that “passion is éhessigl
important competitive advantage an organization can have” (p. 5). Leaders focus on
those things about which they can be personally and corporately passionate at€orpor
executives at Gillette declared that “People who aren’t passionate [e ngtavelcome
in the organization” (Hackman & Johnson, 2004, p. 110).

Creativity.

Hackman and Johnson (2004) found that “satisfaction with the status quo poses a
serious threat to a group or organization’s survival” (p. 91). While some arguewhat f
individuals are blessed with creative ability, Hackman and Johnson found this to be a
common misconception. They suggested that “everyone can think creatively” (p. 93) and

value input and interaction from every level of their institution. Neff and Citrin (1999)



20

found that the ability to communicate effectively was a common trait amongtiegh-
business leaders. These leaders clearly articulated ideas and stinaepluded others.

Collaboration.

In order to enact change in this resistant setting, one must empathizeosh th
who are reluctant to change and support those who are ready to discover new approaches
to learning. Despite the progress of some institutions toward particiggioeynance
and shared authority, some administrators continue to act almost alone in planning
activities and decision making. Knudson (1997) observed that some administrators
attempt to effect change by retreating into hibernation. Over a perioce&$wmaonths,
or even years, they personally develop a plan for educational change. She sulggested t
institutions must consider new approaches that involve many constituents iardecis
making. The authoritarian approach of the past to administration and development has
proven ineffective in recent years. Knudson added that “administrators of calfedjes
universities play a unique role in building and maintaining complex teams, and their
cognitive frames of reference influence team effectiveness” (p. 28). sknwadso
observed that a powerful gauge of campus climate is the extent to which atipedrare
free to contribute to institutional planning and development. She also observed that
administrators “who empower constituents, share leadership responsibittessest on
individual initiative and responsibility are leaders who believe in human possgditd
the power of people to review themselves and their societies” (p. 29).

Kouzes and Posner declared that “whatever the time, whatever the circusistance
leadership is relationship” (p. xxviii). Ineffective organizations, they found, dtaiot

because of poor innovation or technology; they fail in the arena of relationships.
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Successful leaders love their people more than they value their position (IM2008).
Shields (2003) added that education is principally relational, and the relationstgebet
the institutional leaders and constituents is a key indicator of organizational behavior

Leaders who are proponents of lasting development must be willing to involve
others in decision making and implementation. French (2001) proposed several factors
that are key components for leading complex organizations:

A successful change process requires that leaders: (a) estalolsal anseraction

process to link people with new information, perspectives, and ideas; (b)

demonstrate their openness to considering alternative views and opinions; (c) use

a combination of leadership strategies and styles to fit the circumstéaticlesip

others to feel ownership in an agreed-upon strategy for change. (p. 17)

Successful administrators are actively engaged in developing reciprstand
interdependence. Covey (2004) reminds these tentative executives that wirerss “the
little or no trust, there is no foundation for [lasting] success” (p. 21). Featherstbne a
Brumette (2007) concluded that a “dedicated and continued team effort and mamiagem
with vision” (p. 10) are essential to the success of developing and sustaining post-
secondary institutions. McNeal (2000) suggested that “a critical intedlecpacity for
twenty-first century leadership success will be the ability to build knowledtp other
colleagues” (p. 131).

Empowering.

Hoy and Miskel (2008) observed that the ability to empower constituents is a
critical component when defining leadership. When leaders empower others, tieey sha

information while providing a platform for collaboration, involvement, and investment.
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Leadership through empowerment can often bring collaboration and trust &Kezar

Lester, 2009). Effective leaders understand the importance of empoweringueonsti

in a way that facilitates participation and involvement. They frequently look for
opportunities to give their power away and allow followers regular access tg funds
materials, authority, and information necessary to make critical desisHackman and
Johnson (2004) found that “autonomy encourages employees to take ownership for their
work” (p. 106). Kouzes and Posner (2002) asserted that, “a leader’s ability to enable
others to act is essential” (p. 18). Faculty and staff willingly accept ewipeand take

action when they implicitly trust their leaders and the organization (Fetiher&

Brumette, 2007; French, 2001; Hollingsworth et al., 2002). Followers recognize that they
can trust leaders when their words and actions match (Maxwell, 2003). Kandzes

Posner also observed that “people feel more important when they know that they can
come to you with their ideas and be given a fair hearing, and that you conbuhemt

and value their counsel before making decisions which may affect them” (p. 1058y, Kez
Carducci, and Contreras-McGavin (2006) concluded that “effective leadership is
combination of relational and tasks skills and involves both transformational and
transactional qualities” (p.135).

Literature on leadership groups.

While the literature demonstrates that the afore-mentioned characserist
consistently result in greater credibility and influence for singlddes, leadership in
groups clearly has certain advantages over single-leader-led gransniBn &

Neumann, 1993; Hogan, 1994; Solansky, 2008). Bensimon and Neumann (1993)

focused on the shared concept of leadership that occurs when a group of people think and
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act together. Gardner (1990) suggested that leadership includes a set of shatigdobjec
between the leader and group members. Hogan (1994) exhorted group members to
exchange individual concerns with the common goal or goals of the group. Similarly,
Kouzes and Posner (2002) identified leadership as the ability to mobilize othersdo des
shared aspirations. Solansky suggested that groups in which leadership fumetions a
shared by group members have certain advantages over single-leader yvtilps

groups take on a number of differing responsibilities at varying levels ofyaniration,

this review specifically focuses on the administrative leadership group.

Northouse (2010) suggested that leadership ability increases the influence and
value of a leader within an organization. This growth of influence and valueafiydire
related to the leadership model or style practiced by an administratacutizes who
function as a part of a bureaucratic model participate in a unidimensional groctur
model (March & Simon, 1963). Conversely, a team model that is characterized lay share
ideas and collaborative decision-making represents a multi-dimenspprabah
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).

Single leader vs. group leadership.

A number of researchers suggested that leadership in groups is growing in
popularity in institutions of higher education (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman &
Deal, 2008; Guskin & Bassis, 1985; Knudson, 1997; Rees, 2001). Group leadership
advocates contended that, among other numerous advantages, team leadership can
improve the capacity of an institution to grasp new knowledge (Bensimon, 1991;
Bensimon & Neumann, 1993), generate more creativity and diversity in deaisking

(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Eisenstat & Cohen, 1990), increase productivity
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(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1992), and improve overall performance
(Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Some even contend that a team leadership approach improves
the skills, attitudes, and energy of constituents (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Guzzo & Dickson,
1996; Katzenbach & Smith, 2006; Rice & Austin, 1988; Riechmann, 1991; Wheelan,
1999).

Rees (2001) defined a team as two or more people working collaboratively to
achieve an objective. Larson and LaFasto (2001) also defined a team as a group of
people engaged in a coordinated effort to achieve a recognizable goanhéatiz and
Smith (2006) identified the team as a small group of people with complementégy skil
who are committed to a common purpose and performance goals for which they are
mutually accountable. Thus, team leadership involves two or more persons, a team
leader distinguished from team members, and the influence of that leadéreotesam
members. Birnbaum (1989) found that the role of the president was not to manage but to
facilitate the materialization of the pluralistic leadership latetttiwithe group.

The literature on group leadership chronicles effective implementation of
leadership teams in business, government, and higher education. While these venues
have many functional similarities, they occasionally differ. For exarppléormance
goals in business and government are often clearly defined; however, the sésne go
higher education are often ambiguous (Bess, 1988). Along with differences in
performance goals, the higher education venue presents a unique organizati@mnabbarr
group leadership. Many institutions of higher education share authority betveeen t
administration and faculty. This approach is susceptible to conflict betweesgoofal

and administrative personnel (Bensimon, Neumann, & Birnbaum, 1989; Birnbaum, 1989;
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Cohen & March, 1986; Roberts, 2007). While the barriers to group leadership are real,
the benefits of effective leadership teams are more compelling.

Groups must be “truly empowered to organize their work and make decisions or
[they] will fail” (Knudson, 1997, p. 46). Rees (2001) observed that groupwork almost
always includes both task and social responsibilities. The task involves the project as
assigned to the group and the individual responsibility for each group member. Social
responsibilities involve the relationships between the individual group members. A
group’s success is dependent on how well the group both accomplishes the task and
manages its relationships (Shields, 2003). Kouzes and Posner (2002) recommended
enlisting “well-connected individuals who have played the greatest varietyesfirol
their lives” and have not been “typecast in one function, company, industry, or
community” (p. 261).

Institutional executives wrestle with how to manage groups whose principal tasks
include vision, advancement, problem-solving, and the introduction of new information
and methodology. Featherstone and Brumette (2007) concluded that a “dedicated and
continued team effort and management with vision” (p. 10) are essential to thes eifcces
developing and sustaining post-secondary institutions. Effective educationasleade
skillfully perform the role of a coach with their constituents. Bornstaih Smith (1996)
suggested:

Leadership in the future will more closely reflect a process wheréadar

pursues his or her vision by intentionally seeking to influence others in the

conditions in which they work, allowing them to perform to their full potential
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and thus both increasing the probability of realizing the vision and maximizing

the organizational and personal development of all parties involved. (p. 283)

Regarding critical functions of the leadership group, researchers have latind t
substantial diversity exists between the viewpoints of group members and those of
administrators. For group members, an effective group possesses a higlotiegresl
respect, support, and care. Conversely, institutional administrators valee€eialiff
perspectives, receiving feedback, and creative problem solving” (Knudson, 1997, p. iv).
Trubowitz (2005) stated that perhaps the most evident challenge to creating @reonpr
culture of learning is the administrative resistance to new ideasjabpegsistance to
outside observers or new employees. He added that “the desire for they eé¢hat
status quo will serve to reinforce customary modes of behavior and to block out ideas that
are different” (pp. 175-176).

Major contemporary research regarding teams and teamwork has beaiyprima
conducted by Larson and LaFasto (1989; 2001) and Katzenbach and Smith (2001; 2006).
In their initial grounded theory study, Larson and LaFasto (1989) observed and
interviewed diverse, high-performing teams to determine the attributéghty bffective
teams and identified common factors that influenced team effectivenes®n laaxd
LaFasto subsequently tested their grounded theory with several administmativ®gect
teams. Their findings, which were originally published in 1989, are widely acceqted a
have remained in print for more than 20 years. Larson and LaFasto improved on their
original study in 2001 by publishing a new report with data from 600 additional teams.

Their new work highlighted five dynamics for team success.
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Groups vs. teams.

Katzenbach and Smith (2001; 2006) expanded upon the research of Larson and
LaFasto (1989) in 1993 with their own qualitative study of hundreds of team members,
consisting of more than 50 teams within 30 companies. Katzenbach and Smith (2006)
focused primarily on how and where teams function best and how to increase team
effectiveness. Although they did not propose new grounded theory, Katzenbach and
Smith followed their original study with a second major publication in 2001 in which
they focused on basic disciplines that can facilitate greater effects/and two critical
approaches to small group settings: single-leader groups and real teams.

Bass (2008) observed:

Before 1990, many studies of groups were actually studies of teams. Both groups

and teams exhibited mutual and reciprocal influence among members. But

usually there is a stronger sense of identification by members of a team than a

group. Team members share common goals and tasks; group members may

belong to the group for personal reasons that are in conflict with the group’s

objective. (p. 757)

In their subsequent work, Katzenbach and Smith (2001) distinguished between common
elements of effective group work for groups in general and critical disegothat are
essential for single-leader groups and for real teams.

However, the existing research on administrative teams primarilysasises
administrative decision-making and functional performance from an either/or
perspective. Some examples include: single-leader working groups taameal

(Katzenbach & Smith, 2006), simple or complex teams (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993),
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transactional or transformational leaders (Burns, 2003; Hackman & Johnson, 2004), and
single frames of reference or multiple frames (Bolman & Deal, 2008). Howaher
researchers and scholars observed both simple and complex thinking and functioning
concurrently within a particular organization or even within a particular.tdgn

example, a number of studies asserted that institutions often form teammsyagd &
teamwork without providing sufficient training and support, without modifying the
institutional structure, and without establishing an effective communicatiangament
(Hackman & Johnson, 2004; Hollingsworth et al., 2002; King, 2007; Knudson, 1997,
Kouzes & Posner, 2002). Thus, while a collaborative, complex team exists, much of the
administrative activity is simple and primarily functional in nature.zKabach and

Smith (2001) found that both working groups and real teams are necessary wghin m
organizations and differentiated the common elements of effective group workdipsg

in general from the critical disciplines that are essential for sieglger groups and for

real teams.

The utilization of groups in colleges and universities is not uncommon (Kezar,
2006). Governance issues, committees, project management, decision-making, and
communication often require the use of groups (Birnbaum, 1992). The literature,
however, distinguishes between groups and teams, specifically in rettratividual
functions. Teams are most often characterized by involving all membersimngjand
decision-making. Consequently, their collaborative decisions influenced campus
development. Groups, however, were characterized by involving participantsilgrima

in actions that achieved objectives set forth by the group leader. These grqupstfye
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performed limited functions that generally amounted to delivering infoormati
progress reports (Bensimon, 1991).

Although researchers may define a team similarly, the quality, style, and
personality of teams are, in fact, diverse (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993). Moreover, the
participation on one team may prove to be an entirely different experience than
participation on another (Bennis, Spreitzer, & Cummings, 2001). Thus, Bensimon and
Neumann (1993) suggested that teams are not simply a group of individuals working
together for a common goal, but they are, rather, a group who lead, act, and think
together.

Effective leaders can unify diverse perspectives and facilitate coopeaaong
diverse constituencies, as well as

Encourage employees to be active participants in institutional governance, and t

be accountable for the decisions they make. Instead of being authoritarian

decision-makers, they can facilitate, coach, sponsor, and mentor future leaders
and create an environment in which innovation and creativity can flourish.

(Knudson, 1997, p. 33)

Frost and Gillespie (1998) observed that the lack of organizational congruity and
a misunderstanding of groups, teams, and teamwork have resulted in minimal use of a
team approach on college and university campuses. While many college presaents m
refer to their administrative cabinet as a team, these executive graypstmecessarily
function as a team with a unique identity, professional development process, or set of
values and interpretations (Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005). Bensimon and Neumann

(1993) observed that, for a team approach to be effectively implemented, theyprimar
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objective of team development must be critical thinking of all team membkes; also
identified two perceptive realities of teamwork: (a) the reality ofgperance is generally
visible to an outside observer, and (b) the reality of intent is most often inusiate
outside observer and visible only to the team members themselves. To gain a better
understanding for how teams function, the team must be evaluated both internally and
externally. For example, most constituents are often only able to view ithle vis
performance of a college or university presidential team. This performsaecilenced

in the quantity and regularity of correspondence and meetings, formal and informal
communications among the team members and constituents, planning of acéindies
decision-making (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993). Consequently, the actions of the team
members as they function within the team often remain unassessed in thesd exte
observations.

Advantages of teamwork.

The literature on team leadership accents participatory leadershipthathex
traditional, individual-centered model for leadership (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).
Team leadership can synthesize the experience and skill of a group of indiindaals
manner which exceeds the skill and experience of a solitary leadeeiiath & Smith,
2006). While the existing literature provides minimal support for outlining the benefit
of the team leadership approach in higher education, other organizational venues have
observed a higher level of effectiveness within organizations that uéhzeiship teams
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Neumann, 1991). These benefits include greater
cognitive complexity of ideas, increased productivity, accountability, icityat

innovation, and more effective decision-making and problem-solving (Kezar, 1998).
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Despite the many challenges, Bolman and Deal (2008) proclaimed:

Team building at its heart is a spiritual undertaking. It is the creation of a

community of believers, united by shared faith and shared culture. It iscch sear

for the spirit within. Peak performance emerges as a team discoverd.it§psou

44)

As teams develop and gather momentum, they are able to utilize the skills, @heht
expertise of constituents more efficiently to meet performance godlsbjectives.
They possess greater total knowledge, a greater number of perspectivesrand m
participation in problem-solving. Knudson (1997) found that “teams improve
commitment, quality, and efficiency while lowering costs, absenteeishtyamover. In
addition, the value of synergy is often mentioned when describing team effestivene
that of the whole being greater than the sum of the individual parts” (p. 46).

Knudson (1997) found that “multiple minds working together will be more
complex than one mind working alone, thus enhancing leadership effectiveness” (p. 44).
Teams must be “truly empowered to organize their work and make decisions or [they]
will fail” (Knudson, 1997, p. 46). Eisenstat and Cohen (1990) posited that team
leadership is more effective than the leadership of the single individual beteam
decisions are more likely to represent diverse interests; team nsawitiediffering
skills and perspectives offer more creative solutions; when team membearsaved in
decision-making they accept a higher level of ownership; regular interdacilitates
better organizational communication; responsibilities are distributed menéyeand
team members are more involved in professional development. Organizatiomal tea

also produce a higher level of productivity, more efficient use of resourcts, bet
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decision-making and problem-solving, and superior products and services (B¢miley
2004; Kogler Hill, 2010; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005). When individuals are involved in
teamwork they are generally motivated to engage creatively. As g thsuit

contribution to the team is more likely to be valued (Bentley et al.; Feather&t

Brumette, 2007; French, 2001; Hollingsworth et al., 2002; Rees, 2001; Rubenfeld &
Scheffer, 2005).

The president’s ability to facilitate diversity among the admirtisgdeam
members significantly contributes to the successful implementation afreléadership
approach in a college or university. Diverse experiences, perspectives, amedgsow
add value to leadership teams (Mangano, 2007). Consequently, the team approach to
leadership encourages team members to share pain, perspectives, and eXpestise.
sharing of information often facilitates a higher level of understanding and icomh
to the team and the institution (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).

Disadvantages of teamwork.

While the benefits of healthy teams seem obvious, unhealthy teams often prove
to be ineffective. In leadership teams that are dysfunctional, power sgaggle
interpersonal conflicts are prevalent. Group leadership and decision-ncakibgcome
more cumbersome than individual leadership (Kezar, 1998). There are those who prefe
to work independently because some team members are impatient when working with
others, fear losing power and identity, and become frustrated when workingho rea
consensus (Rees, 2001).

Team members must set aside personal and political motivations in lieu of the

personal and professional needs of each member, the team, and the organizat®en. One’
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inclination to appeal to like-minded peers erodes trust and collaboration within
presidential teams. Additionally, consulting only a limited number of individudisrrat
than the entire team impedes open discussion and creates cognitive conflict@anong
members (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Kezar & Lester, 2009).

In their study of leadership teams of fifteen colleges and universitiasjrBen
and Neumann (1993) found that leadership teams working closely together have a
tendency to become a cognitive clique, meaning that their strong sense of internal
cohesion and common identity may exclude outsiders and outside information. As a
result, they often become isolated and distanced from the rest of the organiaation.
times, the team may perceive that they are functioning effectively; hovather
constituents may have a very different perspective. Bensimon and Neumann observed
that the teams were so internally cohesive that they were often awarly dfieir own
perception of reality. Consequently, they were often ineffective lead@ars.paradigm
limits the flow of information to the leadership team and hinders their capacity
cognitively utilize the information in a complex manner. On the other hand, consensus-
building can limit a team’s potential to think critically. Leadership teanuast continue
to express rival viewpoints to facilitate effectiveness and lastingtr®ensimon &
Neumann, 1993; St. John, 2009).

The literature offers the following cautions for current and would-be Isader
Dumaine (1994) found that teams have a tendency to fail without adequate training,
communication, and support. A team’s success is less likely when thereesl limit
empowerment and trust among the team members. Because they realizerthat e

decision to do something is a choice to decline many other opportunities, effective
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leaders must regularly say no. Successful leaders pace thenfseleag-term success.
Blackaby and Blackaby (2001) suggested that “life is a marathon, not a sprid09).
Many leaders who find themselves overworked should review their current asttaiti
determine if they have assumed responsibility for activities that God hagemoded for
them to bear. Success is not related to how much one personally accomplishes, but rather
how wisely one performs his leadership responsibility (Blackaby & Blaygk2001).
Stanley (2003) observed that the following behaviors had a negative effect on
team leadership:
1. Some leaders strive for balance in their activities and duties. Manysefdneas
are areas in which they will never excel.
2. Some attempt to exert authority in areas where they lack competencenfieque
derailing projects and discouraging followers.
3. Successful leaders are tempted to believe that their core competeadesaaer
than they really are.
4. Some feel guilty about delegating tasks or projects.
5. Others attempt to get things done their own way. They forget that it is about
developing people through tasks or other opportunities.
With respect to the complex nature of teams, Kogler Hill (2010) cautioned:
Although one of the strengths of this [team leadership] model is that it takies int
account the complex nature of team leadership, this very complexity is aleb one
the approach’s greatest weaknesses. [Team leadership] is complex and does not
provide easy answers to difficult questions of the leader. With so much

distributed and shared leadership in organizations today, such a complex approach
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to leadership might not be practical for the growing number of team leaders (p.

259).

Knudson (1997) offered the following suggestions to avoid common pitfalls
among leadership teams: (a) each individual must make a conscious decision tatéormul
the leadership team, (b) each team member must set aside time for teknprdent (c)
all members must contribute adequate resources to the team, and (d) evergelaen m
must be committed to resolving conflicts appropriately. Those who seek to limit or
control the functions of their team members underestimate the value of the\Wdzn
handled responsibly, leadership in teams can be considerably more effective than
autocratic leadership. As team members share responsibilities, the ¢ff@ctigeness is
enhanced throughout the institution (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993). Being a part of a

leadership team can be a fulfilling endeavor for both the leader and the tedmnsiem
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Summary.

Researchers agree that effective presidential leadership is alsetite survival
of higher education. While academic leadership is observable in various hgaders
styles, leadership in teams has garnered considerable support in acaderhau(Bj
1992; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Gardiner, 1988; Guskin &
Bassis, 1985; Katzenbach & Smith, 2006; Knudson, 1997; Larson & LaFasto, 2001,
Rees, 2001). Despite the complexity of team leadership, the literature sdglistbet
advantages over the traditional or hierarchical leadership style. Benausel
research is available on the development of leadership teams, many presidesgsior
administrators have few opportunities for developing basic skills necességdorg
and working with teams (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).

In contrast, Katzenbach and Smith (2006), in their study of more than 50 teams
and 30 companies, added to the body of knowledge regarding leadership groups when
they found that all groups, whether they are real teams or not, can: develap a clea
purpose; communicate effectively, clearly establish areas of respibyistioeate a time-
efficient process, and develop a system of accountability. Katzenbach &hg8sited
that these are the basic fundamentals for all working groups—real teaoh(Gee
Figure 1). They observed that when a team decides to function as a real teamr; a high
and distinctive level of team discipline is required.

According to Katzenbach and Smith (2006), not every group should aspire to
function as a real team because there are organizational venues suiterkiiog groups
and there are those best suited for real teams. Some working group£thpt &t

function as teams result in pseudo-teams. Lawson and Eguizabal (2009) saau it
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findings of Katzenbach and Smith: “Instead of tgyto be a team, it would be bettet

be a working group, where members interact to simémemation, identify best practice

and make desions to help each to do his or her part bep. 272).

/

Performance Discipline

\

Effective

\

(

\

Groups

Working Group
Characteristics

5. Strong individual
accountability

4. Individual goals equal
groups purpose

3. Rigorous working

approach driven by leader

1. Mempers focus an -+ s
tasksthatmatch ~,*
thelr skills '

2. Outcomes are
individual-based

Real Team
Characteristics

6. Individual and group
accountability

4. Performance standard
exceeds sum of individual
goals

4.Progress evaluated as a
group

3. Collaborative strategy
and priarities

2. Shared understanding
. and commitment

L+ 1 Shered decsion-making
+ resfignsibilities

5. Reasonable accourtability
4. Time-efficiert process
3. Defined member roles
2. Good communication

1. Clear purpose

Effective Group
Fundamentals

Figure 1Climbing the Y. Effective group fundamentals vs. those of l-performing
working groups and teams. Adapted from “Climbing ¥” by J. Katzenbach and |
Smith, 2006, pxxi. Copyright 2006 by HarperCollir

Many working groups function effectively when follong a single leader vo

works together with the group memtk to establish purpose, make decisions, ove

communication, and assess prog (See Figure 1()Katzenbach and Smith, 20L.

Lawson and Eguizabal (2009) observed that thesperative activities allow grou

members to contribute individually toward ieving the common goaWhile groups
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require the five basic fundamentals of working groups noted above to be sucdasgful, t
are not necessarily a real team.

Real teams, observed Lawson and Eguizabal (2009), differ from working groups
because they also entail shared leadership and mutual accountabilityg@eelli
Specifically, complex teams include:

1. Shared decision making responsibilities by the appropriate group member,
although not always the group leader. A particular decision may be made by
the entire group or by the individual who possesses the appropriate skill or
experience to do so. Each group member defers to the group member with
expertise. Although consensus is not expected, the group leader intervenes
only when the group members cannot reach a decision.

2. While the group leader may communicate vision and goals, the group
ultimately debates the issues involved to arrive at a shared understanding and
commitment.

3. The workload and approach are established and revised by the group in
contrast to the more rigid and inflexible agenda of groups led by an individual
leader.

4. The group members openly evaluate progress together because they share
responsibility.

5. Because of the shared accountability and pride in their work, group members
set a higher standard than is required by the organization.

6. Group members realize both individual and mutual accountability. The group

succeeds or fails as a team. Katzenbach and Smith (2001) observed that
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“mutual accountability for shared purpose and goals malgddeallmark of

the [real] team discipline” (p. 10).
Real teams require both the five basic fundamentals of working groups in conjunction
with the six characteristic functions above (see Figure 1).

Katzenbach and Smith (2001) suggested that the paramount issue for groups and
their leaders is to strategically determine whether a working grorgabtream will best
achieve the needs of the institution. The group must subsequently ensure that the chosen
discipline is implemented effectively. Thus, Katzenbach and Smith deterrhiated t
being a real team is nbetterthan being a working group. Both are required based upon
organizational needs. Both types of groups require basic fundamentals along with thei
unique characteristic functions to perform effectively.

Literature on Leadership Groups in Higher Education

Fenby (2006) suggested that leadership in higher education is rooted initie abil
to accept multiple perspectives characterized by diversity, interdepen@aalcdiffering
authoritative paradigms. Effective leadership, Fenby found, combines ranktamosi
access to resources, and the organizational structure and culture. Leaderswiiogr
to heed the call to development and innovation “will surely rise to heretofore unknown
levels of accomplishment” (Fenby, 2006, p. 17). “Interdependent people,” according to
Covey (2004), “combine their own efforts with the efforts of others to achieve their
greatest success[es]” (p. 49). Kouzes and Posner (2002) added that:

Effective leadership occurs when educational directors and their constituents

Raise one another to a higher level of motivation and morality. Their purposes

which might have started out as separate . . . become fused . . . . [and raise] the
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level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both the leader and the led . . .

thus it has a transforming effect on both [and on the organization]. (p. 153)

For Kouzes and Posner (2002) the solution was quite simply—*“collaborate to succeed!”
(p- 243). Educational executives must remember that community is critical toctiess

of organizational health and growth. Sanborn (2004) added that, “Only when leaders and
their followers share the same values and commitment can any organizagion trul
maximize [its] potential” (p. 80).

Bennis and Nanus (1997) found:

Leaders have failed to instill vision, meaning, and trust in their followensy T

have failed to empower them. Regardless of whether we're looking at

organizations, government agencies, institutions, or small enterprises, the key and

pivotal factor needed to enhance human resources is leadership. (p. 8)

The literature indicated that size and complexity of an academic institainon c
affect whether a leader utilizes or encourages a team approach. Bensimauarahil
(1993) found that small institutions were more likely to have complex administrative
teams, while large institutions were more likely to have simple groups. Hwefoand
that small, private, four-year colleges were more likely to use reaktten large,
public universities. Bensimon and Neumann suggested that smaller institutionse@re mor
conducive to real teams; conversely, large universities are adverse toxcteaphvork.
Larger universities are more inclined to be bureaucratic in nature and relyitonpas
power rather than a collegial approach. The multifarious levels of theahemsking
process in larger institutions make it more difficult to develop a collaborativespirare

(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Keeton, 1971; Knudson, 1997).
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Yet in small colleges, it is less economically and structurally sensiblestateghrough
bureaucratic or political channels (Howell & Eidson, 1985). For leadership groups to
develop effectively in any institution, time, resources, and adequate trainstdm
allocated appropriately, and the president must understand each function of the team
(Bensimon, 1991; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Keeton, 1971).

Presidential leadership groups.

Higher education and business management literature commonly advocate the
theoretical significance of presidential leadership groups. Howevetigatadata and
research on leadership groups in post-secondary education is often limited and even
inadequate. The existing literature on leadership groups frequently faouseam
composition and functions and does not consider the relationship of team members to the
institutional context. Moreover, little is known about whether presidentialrigage
groups are willing and able to help their presidents to access criticahgtion, improve
decision-making, and assess the institution. These groups and their membets ar
intended to be isolated and autonomous from the institution. They are rather to be
implanted and deeply rooted within the organizational system (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003).
Some scholars suggested that conventional wisdom that identifies educationéivese
as solitary leaders disregards the context in which these administratirginction
(Bolman & Deal, 2008; House & Aditya, 1997; Shields, 2003). As such, there is still
much to learn about the function of presidential leadership groups in higher education
within their environment.

A few researchers, however, focused specifically on presidential tedhesr

studies (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1988; Birnbaum, 1992; Favero, 2006;
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Katzenbach & Smith, 2006; King, 2007; Neumann & Bensimon, 1990). Neumann and
Bensimon (1990) identified four differing types of presidential leadershifandjs
reactionary, relational, and initiative. Birnbaum (1988) distinguished fourutistial
categories of presidential leadership styles: collegial, burearjguatitical, and

anarchical. He found that there is an innate resistance to leadership ineloigbation
particularly because faculty members prefer to be identified as tcamts rather than
followers.

In higher education, the presidential leadership group typically refers to the
administrative cabinet—the group of top-level institutional administratdicsadify
assembled to counsel the president in decision-making actions (Bensimon & Neumann,
1993). They are generally functionally diverse, with each group membeseapng an
institutional subunit such as development, student affairs, academic &ffmotment
management, assessment, financial affairs, or administrative affairscent years, the
process of leadership is less characterized by individuality but ratheregialoll
relationships and shared decision-making that affect positive change (&®uktya,

1997; Shields, 2003). This trend in post-secondary presidential leadership had resulte
from an increasingly complex campus environment that has become much too difficult
for any single administrator to lead alone (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Eisenstat &Cohe
1990; Green, 1994; House & Aditya, 1997; Shields, 2003). As early as the 1960’s,
scholars realized that it was no longer possible for a college to be adrathiste
effectively by the heroic efforts of one man. Today’'s complex educationabament
presents economic, demographic, and technological challenges that geaastalig

limits of a single administrator’s intellect far beyond any amountagfitrg and
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experience. King (2007) found that most college and university presidents weoeipre
academic affairs administrators with minimal experience in fieagdevelopment, or
student affairs. Consequently, many presidents are ill-prepared for the xaossplkes
they encounter. Institutions, then, must rely on the collaborative talent andityret
leadership groups rather than the instinctive traits of a solitary leader.

With the rise of the information age, many educational constituents view
leadership teams as more promising than single-leader models (Weber &iKasg9).
An information society functions more on knowledge processing than data ggtherin
Interpreting and organizing the data into useful, decision-making infemptoduces
lasting results and requires collaborative teamwork (Gardiner, 1988; Shields, 28G8).
result, many college and university presidents are turning to legalgrships to access
information and improve decision-making. These leadership teams are often more
effective in facilitating innovation and creativity among highly educatedpaes
(Guskin & Bassis, 1985). The complex nature of institutions of higher education
facilitates the team leadership approach that improves administrativelésvgbn-
making. The diversity of knowledge and multiple perspectives that are brouht to t
group makes this type of organizational arrangement more appropriate thactimanka
models of leadership (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bentley et al., 2004). When teams
are engaged in administrative functions, they are more likely to realipber thevel of
performance and more relevant and innovative solutions than may be achieved by a
single administrator (Bentley et al., 2004; Kezar et al., 2006).

Those who define leaders as solitary persons disregard the context in which

leaders function (Bolman & Deal, 2008). The role of the leader now involves
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collaborative efforts founded in shared values that lead to communal actiorcto effe
positive change (House & Aditya, 1997). This change to collegiality in the literature
demonstrates that presidential leadership in post-secondary education has become
progressively more complex. As a result, colleges and universities are much too
multifarious for any individual executive to lead alone (Green, 1994). While some higher
education literature addressed the inherent value of leadership teams,amgsdarch

on such teams was minimal and focused primarily on the internal function oathe. te

College presidents.

Managing the institution, creating the campus climate, and interpeetohg
communicating the college mission are three major functions of college leaders
(Knudson, 1997). Baker (1995) contended that the president must articulate vision,
develop trust, be committed to quality, promote organizational learning, and model thei
beliefs. Knudson added:

They must demonstrate commitment, reinforce the common vision, and

participate in learning about and from the institution. They must share their

power for making decisions and creating change with the leadership team and
encourage teamwork. Presidents must also coach, support, and develop team

skills in order for the team to accomplish a complex mission. (p. 32)

Knudson suggested that “collegial bureaucracies should be transformed lstuesiy

and realigning the channels of communication and personnel into interactive groups or
teams” (pp. 39-40). However, she found that institutional pressures often direct the
attention of the administration toward external adaptation, creating baaigzamwork.

Many administrators find themselves guarding against potential thmstgad of seizing
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current opportunities. Consequently, the institutional culture is deprived of
administrative attention as executives grow more isolated from theirtcemss.

Baker (1995) suggested that the president must set the tone for the institution,
particularly in team development. Additionally, educational executives must thede
values by demonstrating commitment, learning about and from the institntion a
constituents, sharing their power, creating collaborative change, and emegurag
teamwork (Knudson, 1997). According to Baker, the president’s success is evidenced by
the effectiveness of the presidential leadership team. Thus, the presideampaosier
the leadership team to perform effectively. Duncan and Harlacher (1991) posited tha
future college leaders will command less and coach more. They will unify diverse
perspectives, facilitate cooperation among constituents, encourage pets@utisely
participate in governance, and hold them accountable for decision-making. Rather than
devise and execute authoritative decisions, college presidents of tomorraaewitr
future leaders within innovative and creative environments.

Ibbotson (2005) found that many small, private college campuses and programs
include a sampling of features characteristic of other colleges and utreger3hey
offer graduate degrees, specific professional training, selectivearameframs, and
general post-secondary education. Consequently, small, private collegerjseside
challenged with addressing diverse educational goals, government andtattoredi
standards, and internal and external constituency demands. Executives of sratl, pr
institutions experience similar challenges to those that are presdnnstitutions of
higher education (Ibbotson, 2005). Governance, planning, budgeting, student life,

assessment, recruiting, retention, and academic issues all exist on thersrate
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college campus (Dearborn, 2005). For example, while many college presidents and
executives serve primarily in an administrative capacity, a signifiscumber of them

also teach in the classroom. Ross & Green (2000) found that in specialized institutions
such as small, private colleges, nearly 50% of presidents are involved in teaching and
nearly all small, private college presidents travel conducting collegedsssi As such,
there are significant external demands for time that may rightfullyhbetoleading the
institution.

Administrative group members.

Many administrators today are faced with managing complicated economic,
demographic, and technological changes. The convolution of these issues often poses an
insurmountable obstruction to a president’s knowledge, professional training, and
individual capacity (Dean, 2008). Kouzes and Posner (2002) recommended enlisting
“well-connected individuals who have played the greatest variety of rolesrihias”
and have not been “typecast in one function, company, industry or community” (p. 261).

Navigating a small, private college through today’s cultural, organizatiowl, a
financial pressures is not for the faint of heart. While administrators imséitLitions of
higher education face numerous institutional challenges, the same concenagaifeed
in small colleges. Faculty retention, waning endowments, declining eerdlland
growing competition are each pressing concerns in small colleges (Bon&lMurphy,
1996; Lang, 1999). Executives of small colleges are increasingly pressumgaldove
administrative and management functions to adequately address these ceaijties r

(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bonvillian & Murphy, 1996; Knudson, 1997).
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Organization, leadership, and management scholars have studied top management
teams for more than three decades, yet the line of research often nkglextesider
college leadership teams. Although the research of leadership teamssequstary
education may be minimal, the knowledge base in other contexts provides ample
opportunities for investigation. Kouzes and Posner (2002) suggested that one cannot lead
from someone else’s experience. A leader can only lead from his personareoee
(Bennis et al., 2001). A successful track record often confirms one’s competence.
Institutional executives wrestle with how to manage teams whose pringgalitalude
vision, advancement, problem-solving, and the introduction of new information and
methodology.

There are those who contend that decision-making should be entrusted to the
lowest possible level. Knudson (1997) challenged administrators to “create an
environment free of institutional bureaucracy in which team members feeb foffet
creative solutions to problems and even disagree” (p. 33). Addressing these issues
requires an ongoing collaborative effort by the entire organizational comm@etyge
(1990) observed that effective institutions will no longer look to top-level admioistra
to set the strategy for all constituents to follow. Colleges and univergiaédesire to
achieve lasting growth in the future will value commitment and creat¥itpnstituents
at all levels within an organization.

Leaders who are proponents of lasting development must be willing to involve
others in decision making and implementation (Featherstone & Brumette, 2002h,Fren
2001; Hollingsworth et al., 2002). French proposed several factors that are critical

activities for leading complex organizations:
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A successful change process requires that leaders: (a) estalolcsal a s

interaction process to link people with new information, perspectives, and ideas;

(b) demonstrate their openness to considering alternative views and opinions; (c)

use a combination of leadership strategies and styles to fit the circunssi@)ce

help others to feel ownership in an agreed-upon strategy for change. (p. 17)
Featherstone and Brumette concluded that a “dedicated and continued teameffort a
management with vision” (p. 10) are essential to the success of developing amihgusta
post-secondary institutions. McNeal (2000) suggested that “a criticabottell
capacity for twenty-first century leadership success will be theyatmlbuild knowledge
with other colleagues” (p. 131).

In their study of more than 600 teams and 6000 team members, Larson and
LaFasto (2001) identified several attributes of a good team member, includbigrpr
solving ability, experience in the task, openness in communication, supportiveness of
others on the team, positive and energetic personal style, and fun to work wittanLaws
and Eguizabal (2009) added that “some are better potential team members tigan other
but all can develop greater competencies to some degree” (p. 269). Consequesatty, Lar
and LaFasto developed a process for building and sustaining team relationships.

Group simplicity and complexity.

While leadership groups exist structurally on nearly all college and unyersit
campuses, many do not necessarily perform as real teams as definedénatuedi The
research on presidential leadership groups suggested that complex teams do, however,
exist in higher education (Amey, 2005; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Dewey, 1998;

Eddy, 2003; Favero, 2006; Kezar & Lester, 2009; Knudson, 1997; McClellan & Stringer,
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2009). Though many studies have contributed to the body of knowledge concerning
cognitive and functional complexity in institutions of higher education, studies by
Bensimon and Neumann (1993) and Bolman and Deal (1991; 1997; 2008) are cited most
frequently. In recent years, Favero, Katzenbach and Smith (2006), Larson astbLaF
(2001), and Northouse (2010) have also significantly contributed to the literature.

The presidential leadership group is frequently synonymous with the president’
cabinet—the top-tier institutional administrators that advise the presidérnte a
president’s leadership group generally includes an administrative cabmettiple
personnel, it can be as small as two individuals—the president and vice president
(Birnbaum, 1992; Knudson, 1997). The literature indicated that two ongoing processes
characteristically occur within leadership groups—thinking and doing. Furbiherthe
level at which these processes occur ultimately determines thevelifests of the group
and success of the organization.

Thinking.

Occasionally, scholars referred to leadership groups as cognitive (or thinking or
decision-making) teams within which some administrative cabinet teembers may
not have been included. Conversely, some cognitive teams include the adnvaistrat
cabinet along with other key constituents. A number of studies indicated that giowups
think together are more likely to be successful in complex educational envirortheants
executives who choose to work alone (Kezar & Lester, 2009; Knudson; McClellan &
Stringer, 2009; Neumann, 1991; Roberts, 2007; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005). Favero

(2006) found that “cognitive complexity, or the ability to apply multiple perspextive
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assessing organizational events and others’ behaviors, is an important leaoiétycapa
it has been linked to leader effectiveness” (p. 289-90).

Constructing a real team differs from how one typically structures presite
cabinets, task forces, and other strategic groups. Complex teams requirg ongoin
thinking, assessment, and decision making. They necessitate deferringvtwltveew,
organizational perspective, and cognitive orientation of each team member asldppose
relying on organizational and reporting structures (Amey, 2005; Bensimon &atem
1993; McClellan & Stringer, 2009). Amey (2005) observed the need for a higher level of
transforming leadership in today’s multifarious organizational environm&tits.added
that being able to frame a situation for constituents is altogether diffteeanbeing a
charismatic communicator. A leader must be able to personally envision and frame the
situation before communicating it to others (Eddy, 2003). The ability to do so
demonstrates a deeper level of personal and team cognitive development (Amey).

Bensimon, Neumann, and Birnbaum (1989) conducted a comprehensive review of
the theories and models of leadership within higher education. They categorized the
theories into six categories: trait theories, power and influence theoriesidraha
theories, contingency theories, cultural and symbolic theories, and cognéoress.

The cognitive theories are particularly relevant to college and urtivéradership team
discussions and to this study (Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Kezar & Lester, 2009;
McClellan & Stringer, 2009; Roberts, 2007).

A fundamental observation relating to teams and their role in educational

administration is that teams facilitate more cognitively complex i&sghan solitary

leaders (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Favero, 2006; Kezar et al., 2006; Kezar & Lester,
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2009). Rubenfeld and Scheffer (2005) developed a contintaittustrate differen
thinking types and the resulting teams and chariatits (see Figure . The ideal team
thinking scenario is found at the far right of gdentinuun. Bensimon and Neuma
(1993)observed that decisi-making is only improved within teams that are coewj
and not within teams that are sir. They identified key thinking rolechat help develop

complex teams (Faver@00¢; Higgins, 2008; Kezar et al., 2006nudsor, 1997).

Multidisciplinary Interdisciplinary
Team Work Team Work
Individual Thinking Team Thinking
in the Group in the Group
Utilitarian Cognitive
Style Style
Teams Teams
Characteristics: Characteristics:
Weak Collective Thinkers Strong Collective Thinkers
Focus on Task and Doing Focus on Thinking, then Doing

{Reflection in Action)

Figure 2Continuum of thinking in tear Adapted from Continuum of thinking ir
teams,” byM. Rubenfeld and I Scheffer 2005, p. 130. Copyright 2005 by Jones
Bartlett.

Because team members typically offer differing timigkprocesses or style
Bensimon and Neumar{t993)purposely considered the potential role of eacni
member within the leadership te. In doing so, they idetfied eight prototypical role

1. Thedefiner, typically the presidenvoices aview of the team’s realit

2. Theanalystprovides a deep examination of issues defined.

3. Theinterprete translates how people outside therieare likely to see th

issues.
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4. Thecritic redefines, reanalyzes, or reinterprets the issues.
5. Thesynthesizefacilitates a summation of the team’s reality.
6. Thedisparity monitorassesses how people outside the team make sense of the
team’s actions.
7. Theemotional monitoestablishes and maintains the human and emotional
context within which team thinking occurs.
8. Thetask monitorstrives to remove obstacles to team thinking and facilitates
the team’s work. Rubenfeld and Scheffer (2005) observed that “the more
thinking roles that are present the better the team thinks” (p. 131).
Of the eight thinking roles, five are core roles and three are supporting Toles.
core roles represent critical team thinking and involve selecting, ayeataborating,
and shaping the issues addressed. The supporting roles support, facilitatenpaandt
redirect the core functions of a team (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Favero, 2006; Kezar
et al., 2006; Knudson, 1997). Bensimon and Neumann (1993) observed that each role
type constructively contributes to team function: (a) since team membarsigue, no
two teams are exactly alike in their role configuration; (b) eamim teember may
assume various roles throughout a discussion or project; (c) some roles may not be
represented while others may be prominent; and (d) some team membersforay per
their role well, while other team members may not (Neumann, 1991; KezgrastO4,
Knudson, 1997; Roberts, 2007). Rubenfeld and Scheffer (2005) added that “attention to
these roles helps team members become aware of the group’s thinkingesowbsd is

helping, and what is hindering achievement” (p. 131).
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Figure 3Team cognitive complexit When a group employs 4 or more of the ¢
thinking roles, it is considered cognitively compl@ensimon & Neumann, 199:

These thinking roles that identify the team’s caigriactivity may shift from on
team member to another and may be shared by mameotie team member (Bensinr
& Neumann, 1993; Favero, 20(Kezar et al., 2006; Knudson, 199 Additionally, a
team merber may perform multiple thinking roles or no thimiroles at a. A team
may be considered cognitively complex, accordinBéasimon and Neuma (1993),
when the team demonstrates at least four of tleecore thinking roles (see Figu3).
Becausedader effectiveness has been linked to the abiligpply multiple perspective
to the evaluation of organizational events and ttwent behavic (Faver(, 2006;
Knudson, 1997)Kezar et ¢&. (2006) found tat administrative team lead must
considerthese thinking roles when selecting team men.

Bensimon & Neumann’(1993)team approach employs distinct, thinking rc
that each team member performs and, as such,giffan others identified in a revie
of other literature (Favero, 20CKezar et al., 2006; Knudson, 19%ubenfeld &

Scheffer, 2005Roberts, 200°. The thinking role may remain the same for each t



54

member, or a team member may switch roles as the discussion, issue, or team
environment changes. A team is able to construct its own vision and strategy by
understanding and implementing these roles. Real teams are more likelygtedsunc
complex, unstable settings, than are solitary leaders or groups who ignore tlits bénef
diverse thinking roles within the group (Amey, 2005; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993;
Dewey, 1998; Eddy, 2003; Favero, 2006; Knudson, 1997; McClellan & Stringer, 2009).
Over the past several decades, researchers have questioned the assumption of
universality in leadership in light of both cultural and cognitive theories of iglaige
Cognitive theorists proposed that leaders utilized differing perspectivessas
(Bensimon et al., 1989; Kezar, 2002; Kohnen, 2005). Bolman and Deal (2008) observed
that leaders view situations through their own frame of reference. Eaclosituaty
require a differing perspective. The ability of a leader to think criyiealpredicated
upon an appropriate level of self-understanding by the administrator. Consequently, the
self-perspective of leaders influences their leadership of the entipusgiaddy, 2003).
However, leadership theory, in general, has not addressed the manner in which leaders
function. Thus, differing influences have formed conventional leadership theory
(Hollingsworth et al., 2002).
Bolman and Deal (1997; 2008) sought to bring harmony to the theoretical turmoil
found among leadership research. Utilizing the theory of conceptual pluratibmeaiB
and Deal synthesized disparate leadership perspectives and organizational ttought i
four frames of reference (Garcia et al., 2008; Kezar, 2002; Kohnen, 2005). The term
“frames” was chosen as an allusion to the windows of society that faailiteieng

perspectives resulting in distinct courses of action. Eddy (2003) suggestéeéming
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involves the leader’s choice of a particular perspective over another (@)other
Managers and leaders gather information, make judgments, and accongkstintaugh
a personal frame of reference.

Bolman and Deal’s (1991, 2008) frames of reference address distinct issues and
needs within higher education. Their four frames address aspects of both thinking and
doing in effective groupwork:

1. Thestructuralframe focuses on organizational structure with emphases on
establishing goals and priorities, systematic decision-makingiesity, and
effective communication. Problems arise in institutions when a given
situation does not fit the existing structure. Consequently, the leadership is
often called upon to analyze and evaluate the situation in or to determine some
form of reorganization to appropriately address the issue (Bolman & Deal
2008; Weiss, 2007).

2. Thehuman resourcérame focuses on the partnership and needs of the
organization and constituents emphasizing the achievement of goals through
collaboration, consensus building, problem-solving through teams, loyalty to
the institution, and leading by example. This perspective allows the leader to
shape the organization to its constituency in a way that enables personnel to
function effectively while feeling good about their jobs (Bolman & Deal,
2008). Weiss observed that troubles arise within an organization when
personnel do not feel appreciated. When faced with this situation, a leader

may need to realign the organization with personnel needs.
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3. Thepolitical frame emphasizes the use of power and influence to direct
resources to specific individuals or groups. It focuses on monitoring internal
and external environments, utilizing influence to gather necessary resources,
establishing relationships with constituents, and developing coalitions amid a
compromising structure. Bolman and Deal realized that organizational
conflict is everywhere. Conflicts within an institution often result when
power is concentrated in the wrong location or is so broadly dispersed that
performance is poor. Leaders are often able to remedy these issues by
developing a basis of power and focused agenda (Weiss, 2007).

4. Thesymbolicframe emphasizes accurately interpreting the institution’s
history, maintaining its culture, and reinforcing its values to foster shared
meaning (Beall et al., 2008; Bolman and Deal, 2008; Eddy, 2003). In doing
so, the symbolic frame discards the other three frames of reference tih@iew
organization as a carnival or theatre (Hollingsworth et al., 2002). Weiss
observed that customs, ceremonial events, legends, champions, and traditions
are deeply rooted within organizational culture. Difficulty arises when the
organizational symbols lose meaning or when ceremonial events lose their
appeal. The leadership is then called upon to reintroduce the culture or to
develop new culture (Bentley et al., 2004; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Garcia et al.,
2008; Nieman, 2008; St. John, 2009; Weiss, 2007).

Numerous researchers have since applied Bolman and Deal’s (1997; 2008) theory

of frames in a variety of leadership studies (Amey & Brown, 2000; Bedll 2088;

Bentley et al., 2004; Birnbaum, 1992; Garcia et al., 2008; Hollingsworth et al., 2002;
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Israel & Kasper, 2004; Nieman, 2008; Ricci, 2001; St. John, 2009; Weiss, 2007). For
example, Ricci conducted a case study of policy-making functions among thg facul
senate at St. John’s University using a frames analysis. Redmond utiliZexirike
analysis in a relational study of American and Japanese educational adtarss Israel
and Kasper conducted case studies to determine how two school administrators
successfully reframed leadership to initiate organizational change. ®@g53
challenged pastors and principals to resolve differences utilizing Bolndlaldeal’s
(1997; 2008) multi-frame organizational theory. Amey and Brown (2000) analyzed post-
secondary interdisciplinary collaboration by employing a frames apprdzedl| et al.
(2008) sought to determine whether professionalism in pharmacy education could be
assessed utilizing Bolman and Deal's frames. Birnbaum (1992) identgregident’s
frame of reference as a conceptual map for understanding an organization and
interpreting the effectiveness of others’ behavior.

In their study, Bolman and Deal (1991) found that when employing a frames
analysis, the use of multiple frames was a strong indication of leaderslufvefiess
(see Figure 4) (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1992; Bolman and Deal, 2008;
Eddy, 2003; Favero, 2006; Hollingsworth et al., 2002; Israel & Kasper, 2004; Knudson,
1997; Kohnen, 2005; Nieman, 2008; St. John, 2009; Weiss, 2007). For college
administrators, their effectiveness, or functional complexity, is dyreekhted to the
number of frames they employ (see Figure 4) (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Eddy, 2003;
Kohnen, 2005). Favero (2006) suggested that leader effectiveness is linked totthe abili

to apply multiple perspectives to organizational events and constituent behavioesFra
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focus the attention of individuals and can alseeseas cognitive blinders, leaving wha

out of frame unseen and unattended” (Birnbi 1992, p. 63).

LESS arship Effectiveness MORE

1 2 3 4

Number of Frames of Reference Employed
(Structural, Human Resource, Political, Symbolic)

Figure 4Multiframe organizational theoi The effectiveness of a leader, or functic
complexity, is directly related to the number afrfres of reference employed by
leader (Bensimon & Neumann, 199

The reframingheory provides educational leaders with a conadgtamework
that connects leadershipeorywith practice (Israel & Kasper, 2004)Positive
portrayals of the often compleeframing process,” Israeahd Kasper found, “provic
current and future leaders with concrete examgiestistry and skill when usin
reframing tochart a course for meaningful [educational] refop. 25) Kohnen (2005)
agreed that leaders must be able to view situafrons more than one perspective, ¢
that the four frames akferenc identified by Bolman and Deal (2008) appropriai
address differing perspectives for understandilggoizations

Eachof Bolman and Deal’s (2008) four frames emphasmesindividual
component of the college or univer. Researchers found that administrators who \
their institution primarily through one of the folsames substantially limit the
understanding anidfluence within and without the instituti. Yet, when administrativ
team members view the institution through multipéenes, they are able to bet
understand the institution (Israel & Kasper, 2081. John, 2009; Weiss, 20(. The

improved undestanding then allows them to consider alternatolet®ns in decisio-
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making and problem-solving. Beall et al. (2008) added that when an institution achieves
balance in utilizing each of the four frames it will more effectively iderind solve
problems. The literature refers to teams that employ a multi-frarapgmtive as highly
effective (Beall et al., 2008; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1992; Eddy, 2003;
Favero, 2006; Garcia et al., 2008; Kohnen, 2005; St. John, 2009; Weiss, 2007). This
effectiveness allows them to be a valuable resource for their peers and gbdrays
collective perspectives of the administrative team members (Bedl] 2008; Bensimon
& Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1992; Eddy, 2003; Favero, 2006; Kohnen, 2005; St. John,
2009).

Bolman and Deal (2008) found that it is impossible for educational leaders to
address adequately every problem and decision. College and university adtonsis
must filter events and circumstances through multiple frames of re¢e(Berall et al.,
2008; Favero, 2006; Israel & Kasper, 2004; Kohnen, 2005; St. John, 2009). Thus,
Bolman and Deal specifically applied their theory of cognitive frames torestnaitive
teams in education. They found that the existing empirical research on téanfiwor
overlooked internal and external power and conflict that frequently prevent team
effectiveness. In their study, Bolman and Deal observed that the effestwafree
manager is often linked to the structural frame of reference; howeverfebevehess of
a leader is often indicated by the use of the symbolic frame of referencg corfetuded
that many teams are over-managed, but few teams are adequately led.

Knudson (1997) suggested that as the academic environment becomes
increasingly more complex, it is necessary to be able to view the imstiftdim multiple

perspectives. Israel and Kasper (2004) observed that effective edudaaoeaship
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demands reframing and reflection. Educational executives are called upon imnfunct
various roles, and those who are able to think critically and act decisivelynigy us
multiple frames of reference are more likely to successfully addressnultifarious
responsibilities (Beall et al., 2008; Favero, 2006; Israel & Kasper; Kohnen, 2005; St.
John, 2009; Weiss, 2007). Weiss (2007) added that effective organizational leadership
requires the flexibility to view the organization from multiple perspestii@olman and
Deal (1997; 2008) describe this skill as a leader's ability to use various lemefarne
experiences. Since organizational life is often ambiguous, effective lpigdansi
management requires a leader to possess the ability to reframe.

Doing.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) identified complex teams on the basis of the three
functional domains: utilitarian, expressive, and cognitive. The utilitarianifumct
focuses on the accomplishment of tasks including necessary organizatioasistch
as communications, planning, and decision-making. The utilitarian functiomoras
formal in structure, allowing the team members to provide information and coerdinat
institutional goals and strategic planning together. Utilizing a consapgusach
encouraged team members to provide their opinions particularly in criticall disd
policy matters (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993). A team’s expressive function involved
social and relational connections among team members such as providing communal
support to peers and counsel to the president. The cognitive function enabled ttoe team
think critically and view problems from multiple perspectives, engage ithigea
discussions, and act as an assessment team. Bensimon and Neumann (1993) also found

the cognitive function more challenging and problematic to implement. Asteam
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functioned effectively, the intelligence of the mdual team members and the collect
team was enlargedlhus, the team was more cognitively suited to peec@nalyze, an
learn how to best operate the complex instit.. Jointly, the three fustional domain:
enabled the administrative team to respond ap@tgbyito important administrativ
relational, and intellectual needs of the instdo (Amey, 2005; Bensimon & Neuma,
1993 Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2(; St. John, 2009).

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) discovered administratos who envisioned a
three categories, rather than just one or two, wesee likely tofacilitate complex teams
(see Figure 5)Conversely, those institutions with simple te¢(or working groupssaw

their groups function in only one or two of theeggdrie: (see Figure 5)
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Figure 5Team finctionalcomplexity. When a group performs meaningful activitie:
all 3 functional domains, it is considered funcatiy compex (Bensimon & Neumani
1993).

According to Knudson (1997), in a complex team,dbgnitive function is th

fundamental task, rather than the utilitarian goressive domains (see Figi6).
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Consequently, complex team members both think tegktther and exhibit a high lev
of performance (Amey, 2005; Bentley et al., 200dn8imon & Neumar, 1993; Eddy &

VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2006; Kezar & Lest®@)2 Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 20(.

PRESIDENT'S ENERGY

S Ry

Utilitarian Expressive Cognitive Functionally
(Functional Control) + {Connectedness) + | (Mutual Development } =] Complex
& Complexity) Team

TEAM ENERGY

Figure 6Relationship of team energy to functional comple In afunctionally
complex team, the cognitive function is the fundataktask, rather than the utilitari

or expressive domains (Knudsa997).

The utilitarian and cognitive domains functionimgéther allow complex tea
members to share information, rather than conveyatusively to the preside. These
collegial efforts provide opportunities for teammigers to hear multiple perspecti
prior to making a decision (Bensim& Neumann, 1993Bentley et al., 20(). Teams
that process information from multiple perspectigéien have a positive ipact on
organizational effectivenesAmey, 2005; Dewey, 199&ezar & Lester, 20(,
Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 20(). Although this structure of diversity may app
problematic, multiple solutions to complex instituial issues are often a byprod
(Bensimon & Neumanrnl99%). Among real team membedecisions improve as tl
team gains a more complete perspective of a giveat®n IAmey, 2005, Bensimon &

Neumann, 1993Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 20(Kezar & Leste, 2009;
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Neumann, 1991). A team'’s ability to consider different perspectives may in fét be
deciding difference between an effective and ineffective leadership feaey( 2005;
Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Dewey, 1998).
As noted previously, Katzenbach and Smith (2006) found that all groups, whether
they are real teams or not, can develop a clear purpose, coordinate dffedtaely
establish areas of responsibility, create a time-efficient proaedsdevelop a system of
accountability. Katzenbach and Smith posited that these are the basic furadsuioent
all working groups—real team or not. They observed that when a team decides to
function as a real team, a higher and distinctive level of team disciplircpisee:
Katzenbach and Smith (2006) cautioned that all groups should not aspire to
function as real teams. They discovered that there are organizational venukfosuite
both working groups and real teams. Moreover, some groups that attempt to function as
teams result in pseudo-teams in which the sum achievements of the whole tr@nless
the potential of the individual group members (see Figure 7). Lawson and Eguizabal
(2009) summarized their findings: “Instead of trying to be a team, it would be toelte
a working group, where members interact to share information, identify bestg@sa
and make decisions to help each to do his or her part best” (p. 272).
The performance and subsequent achievement of any group depends largely on its
approach to groupwork. Katzenbach and Smith (2006) observed:
Unlike teams, working groups rely on the sum of ‘individual bests’ for their
performance. They pursue no collective work products requiring joint effort. By
choosing the team path instead of the working group, people commit to take the

risk of conflict . . . and collective action necessary to build a common purpose, set
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of goals, approach, and mutual accountal. People who call themselves tea

but take no such risks are at best do-teams. (p35) (see Figur?7)
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Figure 7Team performance cun Groups that attempt to function as teams rest
pseudoteams in which the sum achievements of the wh@dems than the potential
the individual group members. Adap from “Team Performance Cut,” by J.
Katzenbach and D. Smith, 20( p. 84. Copright 2006 by HarperCollins
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Those groups that do assume and accept the risks noted above immediately
become potential teams. According to Katzenbach and Smith (2006), as the group makes
their way around the performance curve (Figure 7) their team effectivenesssulting
performance increase. Consequently, the inevitability of obstacles alsasesr Some
teams stall when faced with obstacles, yet others overcome them andedoivard
becoming a real team. Katzenbach and Smith observed that the worst response for a
stalled team is to abandon the basic fundamentals for effective groupworle(Ejgur
They also found that only higher levels of performance will help pseudo-teams and
potential teams navigate the curve toward real teamwork, not a focus on higher levels of
teamwork.

The life of a team inevitably comes to an end. However, Katzenbach and Smith
(2006) observed that perpetual performance is possible as the team adds @& replace
members, passes on recommendations, and replaces the team leader. Tlagyzedmm
their findings by suggesting that most teams who successfully carry outhhesse
actions will “exploit the performance potential even further, whether athedeam
comes to an end” (p. 85).

A major function of administrative work (or doing) is communication. In their
study, Bensimon and Neumann (1993) observed that institutions that functioned
collegially campus wide generally made better decisions andeéatipre effective
outcomes. McClellan and Stringer (2009) added that organizational complexity ofte
resulted from the sharing of information between departments and open communication

Consequently, the institutions were better positioned to more effectively serve
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constituents, experience greater efficiency, and increase effesvgtiggins, 2008;
Kezar & Lester, 2009; McClellan & Stringer, 2009; Roberts, 2007).
Dewey (1998) found that these teams can positively influence the organization.
McClellan and Stringer (2009) added:
Working collaboratively in cross-functional teams creates cognitive carple
innovation, and learning between units and improves organizational functioning.
Cognitive complexity relates to the ability of decision makers to come tp wit
better decisions because they have more perspectives to bring to bear on an issue.
(p. 410-411)
Knudson (1997) found that presidential leadership teams also benefit significantly
from the expressive domain, particularly in the areas of communication, trpsictres
and interaction. Complex teams require a reciprocal respectful venueniomeabers
to provide candid feedback and to consider appropriate courses of action (Amey, 2005;
Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2006; Kezar &
Lester, 2009). While presidents often place higher value on the cognitive contributions
of the team, Knudson found that team members place higher value on the expressive
function of a team. This function compels team members to set aside political
motivations in lieu of the personal and professional needs of each member, the team, and
the organization.
In their study of leadership teams of fifteen colleges and universitiasjrBen
and Neumann (1993) found that leadership teams working closely together have a
tendency to become a cognitive clique, meaning that their strong sense of internal

cohesion and common identity may exclude outsiders and outside information. As a
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result, they often become isolated and distanced from the rest of the organization.
Bensimon and Neumann observed that the teams were so internally cohesive that they
were often aware of only their own perception of reality. This paradigm lihat8ow
of information to the leadership team and hinders their capacity to utilizenition in a
complex manner causing the leader to become ineffective (Amey, 2005; Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993; Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2006).
Summary

The role of the president in developing and maintaining complex leadership teams
is addressed in abundance in the literature (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman &
Deal, 2008; Burns, 2003; Corrigan, 2002; Dean, 2008; Eddy, 2003; Eddy &
VanDerLinden, 2006; Evans, 2007; Green, 1994; Hoy & Miskel, 2008; Kezar & Lester,
2009; King, 2007; Knudson, 1997; Mangano, 2007; Neumann, 1991). Researchers have
found that the complexity of leadership teams often depends on the decision-making and
ability of the team leader in selecting team members and facilitatimgttiaboration
(Neumann, 1991). The president must consider skills and experience when selecting
members of the administrative team; yet, must also lead the team imsbstglirust in
defining clear boundaries for teamwork (Burns, 2003; Eisenstat & Cohen, 1990). To
function effectively as a complex team, all team members, particthar president,
must exhibit respect and appreciation even in matters of difference (Neub@91).
This type of collegial atmosphere is essential to ensure that the contrsbotiall team
members are considered valuable.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) studied whether a simple or a complex team was

more likely to improve an institution. They found that while the effects of individual
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leadership are not always apparent or determinable, the existence of caapieoften
indicates that a college as a whole is moving toward complex thinking and actions.
Bensimon and Neumann concluded that complex team leadership facilitates shared
responsibility and improves the team’s involvement in campus life.

As teams develop and gather momentum, they are able to utilize the skills, talent
and expertise of constituents more efficiently to meet performanceayahtsbjectives.

They possess greater total knowledge, a greater number of perspectivesrand m
participation in problem-solving. Despite the many challenges, Bolman ald2D68)
proclaimed:

Team building at its heart is a spiritual undertaking. It is the creation of a

community of believers, united by shared faith and shared culture. It is b searc

for the spirit within. Peak performance emerges as a team discovers.itgpsoul

44)

A review of the literature revealed that leadership groups can help atjansz
address a wide range of issues through increased access to information and amlexpande
ability to process information from multiple perspectives (Amey, 2005; Bensfmon
Neumann, 1993; Bentley et al., 2004; Kezar & Lester, 2009; Knudson, 1997; Kogler Hill,
2010; Morgan, 1986; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005). Specifically, leadership groups in
higher education are most effective when they incorporate both functional antiveogni
complexity into a team structure that effectively communicates witttuents.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) offered a unique framework for presidential
leadership groups that included both functional and cognitive complexity. Theyedbser

that when all three functional domains are utilized within a team, the teamas mor
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capable of responding to the complex needs of the institution. Conversely, samse t
generally exhibit only the utilitarian function. They also found that cognjtis@mplex
teams possess four of the five thinking roles at a minimum, while cognitivebesi
teams lack two or more of these thinking roles (Bolman & Deal, 2008).

The presidents which led complex teams in Bensimon and Neumann’s (1993)
study stated that the team performed at least one useful action from ¢aethoée
functional domains and emphasized planning and decision-making. On the contrary,
simple teams utilized only one or two of the three functional domains, prirf@suging
on the utilitarian functions and largely disregarding cognitive functions. derdsiof
these simple teams rarely identified cognitive tasks as a part of theistdative team
functions (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).

In her study of administrative teams in three community colleges, Knudso
(1997) found, after conducting interviews and observations, that each of the presidential
teams were cognitively and functionally complex. Additionally, she concludeththat
presidents “placed greater value on activities performed in the cognitieteofuad
domain, such as surfacing creativity and providing different perspectives, tedih
members placed the greatest value on activities performed in the expEsiain,
including communication and providing mutual support” (Knudson, 1997, p. 190). Both
the teams and the presidents rated their overall effectiveness as high, altieotegimt
members indicated a slightly higher rating than did the presidents. The teaberae
emphasized that team success is directly related to the collective tddse& a team. The

president and each of the team members frequently played multiple thinking role
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While existing research gave significant attention to the demographics agsl duti
of American college presidents (Green, 1988), few studies include the adamtivest
groups of small, private colleges in their studies. Research does existimsmall,
private colleges are considered along with a broader study of priviatgependent,
specialized institutions (Ross, Green, & Henderson, 1993). Additionally, there is
considerable research available regarding American institutions of leidheation and
their presidents. Yet minimal research exists that addresses thet distirands and
functions of small, private college presidents and their teams. A search téridweiie
on small, private college team leadership revealed that no major studies arddavech
articles have been written addressing governance in the educationat cbstexzll,

private colleges.
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Chapter Three: Research Methodology
Design of the Study

This study examined how administrative officers in three small privategeslie
functioned, whether as working groups, real teams, or a combination of both. Seidman
(2006) suggested that, in order to effectively investigate an organizatiots and i
processes, one must examine the people within the organization. For Creswell (2007),
people and processes are best evaluated through qualitative researatvievihefrthe
literature in a study which employs qualitative research design is gmedactive in
nature. Qualitative methods of inquiry permitted the researcher to probyg otephe
environment and influences that govern behavior (Holliday, 2007).

Conceptual framework and qualitative inquiry.

The qualitative researcher generally builds upon one or more existing conceptual
or theoretical frameworks (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006; Bogdare&,Bikl
2007; Cooper, 2009; Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 1997). The existing research detailed
four concepts that are relevant to the underlying framework of this study:

1. Effective leadership intrinsically involves teams rather than a sinatiefe
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bolman & Deal, 2008; Featherstone and
Brumette, 2007; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Katzenbach & Smith, 2006;
Knudson, 1997; Kouzes and Posner, 2002; Larson and LaFasto, 2001).

2. A working group is not necessarily a real team (Katzenbach & Smith, 2006;

Lawson & Eguizabal, 2009; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005).
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3. Leadership in teams involves both thinking and doing (Amey, 2005; Beall et
al., 2008; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bentley et al., 2004; Bolman & Deal,
2008; Eddy & VanDerLinden, 2006; Favero, 2006; Israel & Kasper, 2004;
Kezar & Lester, 2009; Kohnen, 2005; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005; St. John,
2009; Weiss, 2007).
4. There are organizational venues suited for both working groups and real teams
(Katzenbach & Smith, 2006).
To evaluate administrative groups within colleges, one must consider the
administrators themselves. The performance of these individuals, Seidmanf¢2006)
can be observed and evaluated only through qualitative inquiry. Patton (2001) observed
that qualitative methods provide depth and detail about strengths and weaknesses,
effectiveness, and perceptions. Because this study sought to determimpe thie ty
administrative group or team that lead a particular institution, the chegaxamined
the experiences, performance, and perspectives of the group members. Colyséugient
researcher collected and analyzed data from several institutions, aratitheirstrators
in particular, through interviews, observations, and document analysis.
Case study research.
Creswell (2007) detailed five distinct qualitative approaches: biogrdpiféca
history, phenomenological study, grounded theory, ethnography, and case study. Each
approaches the subject matter from a unique perspective and is largely dependent on the
investigator’s focus of inquiry. This study queried how administrative groups think and
function. Yin (2008) suggested that research that seeks to adth@ss|aestion is

generally explanatory and, as such, is typically conducted utilizingstadg
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methodology. Additionally, Yin posed two qualifying conditions for determining the
gualitative approach: the control the researcher exercises over patthgbavior and
whether the events observed are contemporary or historical. This study didrhot exe
control over participant behavior and examined contemporary phenomena.
Consequently, the case study approach most effectively addressed the foquef

Qualitative case study research emphasizes process rather thartipsagnta
assumes that multiple, subjective phenomena require interpretation rather than
measurement (Ary et al., 2006; Merriam, 1997). Belief, rather than fact, foems
foundation of perception. Case study research involves a naturalistic imguinych the
researcher observes occurrences in their natural environment (Ary e0él. M&&riam,
1997) and answers the questions “how” and “why” for those interested in insight,
discovery, and interpretation, rather than simply testing hypotheses (Bogdéateg, B
2007).

To gain a comprehensive understanding of a phenomenon, researchers will often
utilize a multiple-site case study in which data is collected and anlaliya® several
locations. Each site is first treated individually as a case. The datheéseghin a
manner in which as much as possible is learned about the contextual variableghthat mi
influence the case (Merriam, 1997). Each case is then compared and contrastiee wit
other sites to discover commonalities and differences. Analysis of a eugiiplcase
study can take the form of a fused description across the cases. |#ocaorstruct
categories, themes, or typologies that conceptualize the data from all éakbtionally,
multiple-site case study research can produce substantive theory whiiclepran

integrated framework for future cases (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). The anafythis
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study included a description within the individual cases, a description adroases,

and themes which addressed the focus of the inquiry. The researchd¢edalet

analyzed data from several institutions, and their administrators in partitubugh
interviews, observations, and document analysis. Although numerous types of qualitative
approaches exist, the multiple-site case study method was employedistuthy. This
gualitative approach was selected to facilitate a naturalistic inguwiich the

researcher observed the composition and function of college presidential leadership
groups in their natural environments.

Role of the Researcher

The researcher is the primary instrument for collecting and analyziagnda
gualitative case study (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Merriam, 1997). Because aayctese
instrument, particularly a human instrument, is fallible, the researcher massa
meaningful data. In preparation for this study, the researcher conducted a ntimber
naturalistic observations and interviews: in partial fulfilment of couegeirements for
doctoral level courses; for research associated with a masters Hretsfor strategic
vocational research and planning.

In this study, the role of the researcher was primarily that of investigator
uncover and collect data that adequately accomplished the purpose of thénreSbarc
triangulation method was used to gather data from historical and organizational
documents, interviews, and observations. The researcher selected the institutions
determined the documents to be analyzed, and determined the data collection and
analysis methods of the study. All necessary documentation was relgaestacquired

by the researcher, including the demographic data, organizational structitrenpos
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descriptions, and résumés for each participating institution and team mevtdreover,
the researcher observed the team members in naturalistic settingsleanlierghip team
meetings as well as during individual interviews of the team members.

The researcher attempted to control personal bias as evidenced by theagpllowi

1. Neither the presidents nor their team members were personally known by the
researcher.

2. The researcher had limited knowledge of the participating institutions
included in this study.

3. The researcher had no prior knowledge concerning the organizational
structure of the institutions, the culture of the institutions, or the leadership
style of the presidents.

However, the researcher is a college administrator who, based on personahegperie
contends that group leadership is an intriguing leadership model that can poaffeet
the health of all institutions of higher education.

Data Collection

Research sample.

In their study of four-year colleges, Bensimon and Neumann (1993) considered
institutional size and type to influence team function. Thus, the research $antpie
study included the administrative teams of three small, private collegenitz#r size in
the state of Tennessee. Three sites, rather than one or two, were selpoigdle more
substantive data and conclusions (Creswell, 2007). In an attempt to control disparity
team size, structure, and function, the researcher selected three amstiesch with (a) a

similar institutional mission and vision, (b) an administrative leadersbugpgof five to
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nine members with similar demographic composition led by an activalenés(c) an
on-campus student population of 700 to 1,500 students, (d) regional accreditation, and (e)
a minimum of ten academic majors. The researcher selected institutidmstative

current president had served for a minimum of two years and that represented three
distinct geographic locales: a semi-rural setting, a suburban settthg,samall city

setting.

Each of the participants was solicited via telephone and letter (Appendid B)a
to participate in this study. The researcher requested the names of thistaalme
team members from each president. The researcher interviewed alhudrtiieers of
each college administrative team. A total of 22 participants were intediew

Geographic and demographic data.

The researcher obtained the following documentation from each instituti@m (a)
organizational chart; (b) a position description of each team member intalyi@ya
résumé for each team member interviewed; (d) a demographic survey tashigyle@ach
president that includes the name of the team, size of the team, and size of ¢ge colle
including number students enrolled; and (e) a demographic survey completed by each
team member including gender, age, ethnicity, highest degree earned, numbes af yea
the institution, number of years in the current position, and number of years on the
administrative leadership team. Complete demographic data is reported analrisath
in Chapter 4 as compiled from surveys, documents, interviews, and notations regarding

similarities and differences among the groups and institutions.
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Observation.

After selecting a sample and participants, Creswell (2007) suggestduethat t
researcher determine the role to be assumed as an observer. The resealeican
range from transient observer to direct participant. Consequently, thechesessssumed
a transient role to observe an actual administrative team meeting htalllieam
members were present for each site. Creswell recommended utilizing aratbsaf
protocol to record both descriptive and reflective field notes. Thus, a team oloservat
checklist (Appendix C) was used to establish (a) the frames of refereseeed, (b) the
thinking roles observed, (c) team interactions and communication, (d) actual tapics a
matters addressed, and (e) the cognitive and functional complexity of the Teéam
researcher then compared and contrasted the observed behaviors with the dathiobtaine
the interviews.

Following the procedures outlined by Creswell (2007), the researcher obtained
permission to interview the presidents and administrative team members, ieabser
administrative team meeting, to conduct the scheduling of interviews and team
observations, and to collect documentation about the institutions. Each participant was
asked to give permission to be interviewed by completing a Consent Form (Appendix A
and B). This form also served to ensure that confidentiality was maintainaldl f
interview responses and observations, that the identity of each institution cippatti
was not revealed in the published dissertation, that participants had the opptotuni
review individual interview transcripts and suggest revisions, and that eadppaiti

received a summary of the results upon completion of the study.
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Interviewing.

Creswell (2007) found it helpful to approach interviewing as a procedural list of
steps that begins with selecting the interviewees purposefully based ooubef the
inquiry. Several types of interview methods exist such as telephone interviaw, foc
group interview, and one-on-one interviews. Since this study required detailed response
and benefited significantly from participant observation, one-on-one intervieves w
conducted with each group member. The interviews were electronicallgedooith
permission of the participants to ensure accurate transcription and to alloweheher
to observe and notate the facial expressions and body language of the participants
During the interviews, field notes were made which referenced emergergshe
particularly as they related to indications of thinking roles, team functionadideyrand
frames of reference.

Creswell (2007) also suggested that the researcher develop a four to five page
interview protocol that consists of approximately six open-ended questions ared ampl
space for noting participant responses and reactions. The questions should retite dire
to the focus of inquiry and strategically narrow to related subquestions withstuthe
These questions, in Creswell’s view, form the core of the interview, bound at the opening
of the interview by questions encouraging the participant to relax and open up and at the
closing by questions about whom to contact for more information and comments
thanking them for their participation. The researcher developed and utiizettaview
Protocol (Appendix D) for this purpose.

In an effort to preserve the researcher’s initial impressions and to appelypria

compare participant responses, the participant interviews for eactesgeonducted
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within a three-day period. The researcher attempted to interview thegorefsist,
followed by the administrative group members. The observation of each adatiwestr
meeting was scheduled within one day of the interviews to further preseiake init
impressions of the researcher and provide for comparisons of functions withgnotipe
and apart from the group. The participants were given the opportunity tonexami
transcripts of the individual interviews and suggest revisions.

Data Analyses

Analyses of the data were conducted utilizing several methods. Following the
recommendation of Creswell (2007), a case study database was assemimettexd
interview transcripts, field notes, collected documentation, observation notes, and
reflective notes for each group. The goal of the data analyses was titeaaagonable
conclusions and generalizations based on themes in the data (Ary et al., 2006; Bogdan &
Biklen, 2007; Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 1997). These conclusions, posited Creswell,
result from an analytical process involving a detailed description of eaehecasitten
analysis of themes across cases, and interpretation or assertionsdsg#neher in light
of personal views or those found in the review of the literature.

Following the completion of the interviews, the audio recordings were tita@dcr
precisely. The participants were given the opportunity to examine tigtssufrthe
individual interviews and to suggest revisions. The field notes and the transcribed
interviews were compared and contrasted for theme congruence. Theptanvgere
analyzed for themes within the cases and across the cases to idemnlaytss and

differences.
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Coding and analyses.

The group’s frame(s) of reference, thinking roles, and functional categones we
determined by coding interactions and responses during the group observation and
interviews. Creswell (2007) believed that coding “represents the heart @irnddysis”

(p. 151). The coding process involves detailed descriptions, theme development, and
interpretation from the perspective of the researcher and observations gthaview

of the literature. During this process, the researcher develops andfasutiides to

classify data. The list of codes, in Creswell’s view, should remainueljaghort — 12 or

so. He recommended beginning with 5 or 6 abbreviated labels and expanding them as the
analysis requires. The researcher should continue to reduce the list of codies it

six themes from which to write the narrative (Creswell, 2007).

Creswell (2007) identified two basic approaches to coding: prefigured and
emergent. Prefigured codes limit the analysis to pre-existing setle$ cather than
“opening up the codes to reflect the views of participants in a traditional ¢juelitzay”

(p. 152). Creswell encourages researchers who begin with prefigured coding to look for
additional codes that emerge during the analysis phase.

A blended coding scheme that considers both prefigured and emergent codes was
used in this study to determine the thinking roles, the functional domain(s)aame{$)
of reference. This blended coding scheme increased the credibility ofidyeogt
reducing researcher bias (Creswell, 2007). The analysis began with aneeftgding
scheme (Appendix E), and no additional codes emerged during the analysis phase. The
focus of this study was regularly considered during the analysis phassute ¢hat the

research focus was sufficiently addressed in the data and findings. Apeerok
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transcripts, field notes, and findings was conducted to confirm that the data have been
accurately represented by the researcher in the findings.

Following the direct observation of an administrative group meeting at each sit
the team observation checklist (Appendix C) was analyzed to establible (egrmes of
reference observed, (b) the thinking roles observed, (c) team interactions and
communication, (d) actual topics and matters addressed, and (e) the coguitive a
functional complexity of the team. The researcher then compared and cdrinaste
observed behaviors with the data obtained in the interviews.

Credibility and dependability.

An underlying assumption in case study is that reality is multidimensional and
dynamic (Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 1997). The researcher’s observatipesceptions
are often constructed realities of the participants. Thus, the researchepslled to
attempt to portray the phenomena observed just as it appears to the participatds (Bog
& Biklen, 2007). For the purposes of case study, what appears to be true is more
pertinent than that which is actually true (Merriam, 1997).

Credibility.

Merriam (1997) suggested that the responsibility for case study credibility
belongs to the researcher to appropriately and credibly represent the gieesgectives
of the sites and participants as originally intended. In qualitative obsehis view of
reality will facilitate internal credibility (Merriam, 1997) or vd#tion (Creswell, 2007).

In Creswell's (2007) view, credibility (or validation) (a) is the “atif# to assess the
accuracy of the findings” (p. 206), (b) confirms detailed, thick description imnokoaf

significant time spent in the field, and (c) is a process rather than a ipairmiei
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validation. He observed that credibility does not appear in some qualitative dqgsroac
(e.g., Stake, 1995; Strauss & Corbin, 2008). However, Creswell recommends the use of
validation in all qualitative inquiries.

To ensure credibility, the researcher: (a) employed triangulationsacasss and
participants to collect and analyzed data from historical and organizational elttsym
interviews, and observations; (b) requested peer review of findings to deterthime if
conclusions of the researcher are appropriate; (c) clearly acknowledgacthes bias
prior to the study, (d) requested member checks to allow the participaetsew r
interview transcripts to ensure accuracy and reduce researcher bias); proifled a
detailed, rich, thick description to allow readers to determine transfeygliteswell,
2007).

Dependability.

Ary et al. (2006) suggested that demanding dependability (or reliability) in
gualitative research is not nearly as sensible as peer-confirmatidhetiendings agree
with the observations. Creswell (2007) seemed to agree when he suggested that
dependability refers to the stability of coding responses by multiple indisidiiaus,
gualitative inquiry emphasizes completeness and consistency in anatiiseshan
pragmatics.

Nevertheless, to ensure internal dependability, the researcher: (a)imeginta
detailed field notes to accurately document observable facts, (b) eleslisorecorded
the interviews to substantially reduce the loss of details, (c) outheecbinceptual

framework that supported the research approach and data analysis, and (Bdquperst
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review of coding to determine if the conclusions of the researcher were apjgropria
(Creswell, 2007).
Limitations of the Study

Governance, culture, and administrative leadership styles can diffeicgagtiif
among colleges. Although some college organizational structures can be very
authoritarian and bureaucratic, others are profoundly engaged in colledatiea.
These fundamental institutional differences, in fact, limit the genetializaf the
findings of this study from being applicable to colleges not included in the study.

As in many qualitative studies, the conclusions of the researcher afg large
dependent upon data collected during interviews and observations. These conclusions
could be affected should the participants withhold information (Creswell, 2007).
Consequently, the researcher must purposefully establish trust and rapport with the
participants to facilitate accuracy in the gathering of data. To do sostercher
employed the highest standard of ethics at every level of this study, in¢lodingpt
limited to: (a) complete confidentiality, (b) recording of interviews andwhsens to
ensure accuracy, (c) use of field notes to accurately record the olmes\atthe
researcher, (d) participant and peer review, and (e) strict adbdeetie Confidentiality
Statement outlined by the Liberty University Committee on the Use of HumeseaRch
Subjects.

Since this study considered only three private colleges and a relatvaly s
number of administrative team members, the generalization of this studg and it
conclusions is limited. It is possible that greater generality maghieved by utilizing

a larger sample size. The design of this study is further limited $ivwees iconducted in
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a relatively short period of time and produced only a snapshot of the institution, rather
than a long-term ethnographic perspective. Additionally, since the principal dat
(interviews and observations) were gathered solely by the reseanamgulation was
limited. Participant review, peer review, and review by dissertation db@enmembers
provided limited triangulation.
Summary

This chapter described the process by which the researcher examineerttiie ov
function of administrative groups in three, small private colleges whetheorasg
groups, real teams, or a combination of both. A multiple-case study was conducted in
three small, private colleges in the state of Tennessee. Members dfrtinéstrative
group at each site were interviewed. An on-site observation of an adatinesgroup
meeting was conducted, and relevant organizational documents were revizatad.
collected from these evidential sources was analyzed and coded into bothredefig
categories and emergent categories that arose from the andlyeiéindings from those

data were organized and are presented in narrative form in the following chapter
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Chapter Four: Results of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore administrative groups in post-secondary

education to determine the type of administrative groups or teams thagdlitteet
institutions. Specifically, the intent was to examine how college presidedttheir
executive officers think and work together. The study distinctively assessed
administrative team leadership in three small, private colleges in theoffBennessee.
Consequently, the focus of this study was to determine if the administrateersffi
functioned as working groups, real teams, or employed elements of both.

This chapter presents a rich, full description of the results of the multipleasite
study. The results reported in this chapter are organized according t@pattgite and
include a summation of the demographic data, the qualitative analysis of eaahdsiie
cross-site qualitative analysis of the three institutions.

Demographic Data

Qualitative research methods were utilized to conduct a naturalistic ingdiry a
gain a comprehensive understanding of the administrative groups in smatk paoitage
settings. Through a full and rich description, comparison, and contrast, this maiteple-
case study attempts to portray a realistic snapshot of the composition and funttieon of
presidential leadership groups in their natural environment (Merriam, 1997).

Three small, private colleges of similar size were selected toipat&an the

study. Pseudonyms were assigned both to the institutions and to the administrators w

participated in the interviews. Trident College is located in a semi-romancinity with

a population of 37,000, Earnhardt College is located in the suburbs of a metropolitan area
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with a population of 183,000, and Charlestown College is located in a small city with a
population of 36,000 in the immediate surrounding area.

In order to compile demographic data, documentation was collected in the form of
surveys, organizational charts, position descriptions, and resumes. On-sitewgervi
were conducted with the presidents of the three institutions and the membens of the
administrative groups (a total of 22 individuals across the three sites) useng-a
structured interview protocol (Appendix D). Each team was also observed in an, on-site
regularly-scheduled administrative meeting. An Observation Checkpgtef#dix C)
was completed during the meeting to accurately document observed intesacti
behaviors, and themes.

The analysis of the interviews and group observations focused on identifying
references to individual components of three group models (core cognitive namess f
of reference, and functional domains) to identify the groups as working groups, real
teams, or a combination of both. A manual Coding Scheme (Appendix E) was employed
in the analysis of the interview transcripts and field notes to identify nefeseo the
individual components of the three group models. The data were subsequently analyzed,
both within each case and across the cases, for additional themes and cat€beries.
results of the study reported in this chapter include a summation of the demogragphic dat
and a qualitative analysis of each case to answer the focus of this inquiry ertoiet
if the administrative officers functioned as a working group, a real, teaencombination
of both.

Tables 1 through 3 represent the demographic data collected for eachonstitut

and administrative group through surveys, documentation, and interview questions. As



87

demonstrated in Table 1, there were similarities in the institutionaldypep name, and
enrollment. However, the institutions varied in institutional setting, number oberem

of the administrative group, and community population.

Table 1Demographic Data of Institutions

Category Trident College Earnhardt College  Charlestown College
Instltut!onal Semi-Rural Suburban Small City
Setting
Inst¥;ggnal Single Campus Single Campus Single Campus
Group Name Cabinet Cabinet Cabinet
Group
Members 9 ! 6
FAD9 1100 779 1103
Enroliment
Community 37,585 183,546 36,314
Population

Table 2 illustrates similarities among the presidents in gender andigthnic
There was, however, variation in several categories. Although the ages of thengseside
were similar, the youngest president, who held a master's degree, had thietémges
at his institution. There was significant variation in the years in their posifi
president, although the president with the shortest tenure had worked in higher education
nearly as many years as the president with the longest tenure. Alptbssgents had
significant experience in higher education.

Table 3 displays demographic data about the 19 group members. All of the group
members were Caucasian and men outnumbered women two to one. Thirty-seven

percent of the group members held a doctoral degree. Notable variations existed in t
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number of group members within the group, age of the group members, years at the

institution, and years in current position.

Table 2Demographic Data of Presidents

Categor Trident Earnhardt Charlestown
gory College College College
Age 64 66 72
Gender M M M
Ethnicity Caucasian Caucasian Caucasian
Highest M.Div. Ph.D. Ph.D.
Degree
Years at 18 10 16
College
Years in 13 3 16
Position
Years in Higher 30 43 45

Education

None of the three institutions had consistent titles for the group members. The
Trident College administrative group was the largest of the three groups, anerédge
age was significantly higher than the other two colleges. Charlestown Colledeehad t
fewest group members. The group members at Charlestown College had the feavest m

years in their current positions; however, the group had the highest meamyegher

education.
Case Studies

Each of the three following case studies will present a detailed analylses of t
group’s milieu which will include historical and background information about the

college, the group members, and the structure of the group meetings. Additiorally, ea
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case study will include an analysis of the cognitive roles of the group mertfigers,
frames of reference employed by the group, and the group's functional dofftaéns.
descriptions of each case will include the extent to which the group refleaterttiag

group, a real team, or elements of both.

Table 3Demographic Data for Group Members

Trident Earnhardt Charlestown
Category College College College
Team 6 Vlce_ Presidents 4 Vice Presidents 4 Vice Presidents
Composition 1 Assistant Dear 1 Dean 1 Faculty Chair
P 1 Director 1 Director y
66, 37,58, 37, 52,58, 48, 50,
Ages 47 51, 64, 39 66. 45 55, 42, 45, 57, 57
Mean Age 50 53 51
Gender 4 Female, 4 Male 6 Male 2 Female, 3 Male
Ethnicity 8 Caucasian 6 Caucasian 5 Caucasian
2 Doctorates 3 Doctorates 2 Doctorates
Highest Degree 4 Masters 3 Masters 2 Masters
2 Bachelors 1 Bachelors
Years at 30,16, 15, 15, 20,7, 3, 14,
College 15,12, 20, 4 32,11 2,6,13,2,14
Mean Years at 16 15 7
College
Years in 12, 3, 11, 6, 3,
Position 12,20, 4 7,6,3,8,153 22,1,2,6
Mean Ygars in 9 7 3
Position
Years in Higher 30, 16,25, 15, 20, 10, 17, 14,
Education 15,12, 20, 4 35, 11 15,9,18,24, 24
Mean Years in
Higher 17 18 18

Education
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Trident College.

Group milieu.

Trident College is located in a semi-rural East Tennessee setting. @lhéosyn
in which Trident is located had a total population of 37,000. Founded in 1866, the
college had grown to a student population of 1,100 in fall 2009. Its president had been
with the college for 18 years and had served as president for 13 years. The predident ha
earned a master’s degree, although he had received an honorary doctoral degree. T
Administrative Cabinet at Trident was comprised of six vice presidents, sistaas
dean, and one director. The group members were evenly split with four females and four
males. The vice president for enrollment was a relatively new positated three
years ago. The current vice president for enrollment was moved to the cuedninol
another administrative position on campus. The director of admissions, who reported to
the vice president for enroliment, also served as a member of the Cabinebn®nige
president had fewer than 12 years experience in higher education—the viderir&si
finance, who came from a corporate position to serve at Trident. Four ydi@rs tes
position was created by separating responsibilities from the vice presidéunsiness
position.

Group meetings were held weekly in the president’s office around a large
conference table. The meeting agenda were compiled from submissions muthe gr
members to the administrative assistant. The administrative assistant hheuag¢nda
to the meetings and recorded the minutes during the meetings. The groupsneeting
usually did not have a time limit. One group member described the importance of the

meetings as “what collaboration does occur between team membersin¢hose
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meetings.” Another group member acknowledged that “without the meetivgsid
become easier to make decisions on your own without the group.”

The group meeting observed by the researcher was approximately one hour and
45 minutes in duration. The meeting was largely utilitarian in nature and aghpe@are
address primarily non-substantive issues. The president opened the meeting and
moderated the meeting from item to item on the agenda. The president also sgoke mos
frequently, sometimes asking questions, but most often to give his opinion or clarify his
position. At one point the president acknowledged that he preferred for the group to be
able to reach consensus except on issues where he had a strong opinion. One group
member said about the meeting, “The main importance [of the meeting] is that the
president considers them important. So | think it's important because it isdtisgrie
Of the group members, the vice president for academic affairs spoke theequosntfly,
often providing an alternative perspective or asking questions of the other group
members. The director of admissions, vice president for finance, andras$esta
seemed to be left out of the discussion. One member of the group confessed that “the
president often has his mind made up on a particular issue before he comes into the
meeting.” However, in the interviews, all of the group members and the president
mentioned the importance of sharing information in the meetings.

Over the past few months, the group had been working on a number of key issues
including establishing the budget for the coming year and making changes to adult and
graduate academic programs. Several group members mentioned that threcacade
conversations had been ongoing for many months, possibly for a number of years.

Consequently, one member believed that, due to a reluctance to settle on decisions,
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“we've missed the opportunity to be first to market in these areas.” Thie 8age
seemed to be a source of frustration with the majority of the group membergroDpe
member summarized the situation:

One of my biggest disappointments is that we did not grapple with this issue in a

more aggressive way. Even today we have group members having to pick up the

slack [for the group member who has oversight] in this area so we can press
forward for the betterment of the college.

Thinking role analysis.

Although the Trident group perceived their roles functionally rather than
cognitively, the researcher utilized the interview questions and response# to eli
evidence of the thinking roles for each group member. Bensimon and Neumann (1993)
identified five core thinking roles frequently found within groups: definer, ahaly
interpreter, critic, and synthesizer. All five roles were observedmiiti@ group.

However, two group members did not perform a thinking role in the group meeting nor
did one surface in their interview responses. Three of the administratord plaitgle
roles within the group.

The president was clearly the chief definer of the Trident group. Neaaty e
group member confirmed his defining role in the individual interviews. The president
and his assistant were responsible for compiling the agenda for the mpetiagenda
items were also solicited from each of the group members. Five of the nine group
members presented agenda items in the group meeting. The president spoke most often
guiding the discussion in the meeting and leading the group through the list of agenda

items. One group member said of the president's defining role:
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He is a good leader, and he is passionate about the institution. He is absolutely
committed to the mission of the college and is not willing to waiver from that. |
think that's first and foremost key to being the college leader. He hasdeadly
remarkable things for the institution during the time of his presidency and has
transformed the institution during the last decade.

The president affirmed her observation when he acknowledged:

Sometimes I'm impatient and want to get it done overnight. Occasionadly, | g

into micromanaging, but thatusually when something affects the institution.

For example, with the campus, we've changed the entire appearance over the last

seven years and | have been very involved in that.

When asked to describe the president as the group's leader, one group member responded,
“He is a very strong and confident leader. You never have to wonder where he stands.
He's very open and transparent.”

The definer role was performed by another group member as observed both in the
group meeting and in her individual interview. When addressing her role as a,definer
she offered:

I'm constantly working with every member of the team on a variety of diftfere

things because if something happens | need to be aware. I'm not necessarily

involved in all the details, but if there are big issues that affect [my arer] the

have the opportunity to interact.

Both she and the president performed multiple roles, and both performed the same roles —
definer and synthesizer. Synthesizers facilitate a summation of thegreafity. As a

synthesizer, the vice president observed, “It's essential that | have gdadgwv
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relationships with the group members. Because everything they do afeecaadn
everything | do affects them.” Directly addressing the synthesikershe added:
If it's going to fall through the cracks, and | know that's going to happencKll pi
it up and take responsibility. | think it's fairly well known I'm the go-to person
for making something happen or for pulling all the people in the room together to
confront an issue.
When responding to the question, “For what purpose does the group meet,” she offered a
constructive observation from the synthesizer role: “I would like to see us aliprovi
updates, if not weekly, at least on a regular basis from our own areas. This would allow
us to better see how things are truly tied together.” Summarizing his sigethele
within the group, the president acknowledged:
From nearly every circumstance or situation we encounter, we learn offeaeas t
we did not anticipate. When you collectively deal with it, there are issues that
other group members would think of and add to the discussion.
Two female administrators performed the analyst role within the growdprg
a deep examination of issues. Both individuals had highly analytical resporesilahtil,
as such, were decidedly aware when more data or better data were needeovi® impr
decision-making. Neither of the analysts spoke often in the group meeting; howeve
raised a critical question regarding a budget item and subsequently kdedde
discussion of the issue. In the interview, she acknowledged that she speaks less than
other group members because she is relatively new to the group and is stilléaeni
group and campus cultures. Having served at Trident College for more thans3@hea

other analyst had a deep understanding of the campus culture. When asked about her role
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within the group, she stated, “I'm the first one they come to if they want information, and
if they want to help support a decision they're trying to make. | am the data person.” He
detailed and inclusive interview responses affirm her predisposition to apagtwas
evidenced in her response to the question, “What are your concerns about how the group
functions?”

When there is someone doing something that could be detrimental to the group or

the institution, we struggle with how to accurately express our concern and

change their direction. Because we work by consensus, it's difficult to addres
these areas of conflicting viewpoint. There is one particular cabinet mé&maber
continually puts us in this position (or we allow ourselves to be put in that
position). While we may have strong opposition to that individual, we don't
express it directly.

The interpreter role translates how people outside the group are likelytteesee
issues. The researcher observed that three members of the group perfomoledothe
interpreter. The interpretive members had lengthy tenure within the gnolihe
institution. When asked about her role within the group, one of the interpreters replied:

Because | have the longest tenure here, and | am the oldest member of the group,

they sort of look to me for wisdom that's based on a historic perspective. So |

think | bring a lot of that to the group, and I'm often asked my opinion - either
privately or in a group setting.
One of the interpreters was responsible for student life. When asked the satioa ques
he acknowledged, “I'm an advocate for our students and their parents partly lnécause

where | am in my life - | just had two kids graduate from college, and | atterare with
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students on campus.” The president also acted as an interpreter within the gring mee
when he led a discussion regarding municipal leaders in Trident's local area.
Two administrators were critics within the group redefining, reanalyaing
reinterpreting issues for the group. The critical role was readily agdareone of the
group members in the group meeting as he openly questioned and reanalyzed key
discussions of agenda items. His role was confirmed in the individual interview as he
relayed what he had learned from an important decision of the group:
If anyone of us had been willing to risk political capital we might have moved it
from dithering to a real decision. I'm not sure that anyone was willing tetiave
lot of political capital and go out on a limb. And this goes back to the tendency to
not participate in disagreement. | think all of us agree that we need to do
something, but | don't think any of us are prepared to really argue for it
passionately.
Ironically, the issue he was discussing was his responsibility. Each of the geagers
mentioned the fact that this critic often ignored his area of responsilility.other critic
of the group was determined:
. . . to make sure that no one ever has to pick up a ball that | dropped. | now know
how much resentment that can cause and how much disfunctionality that can
cause. I've also learned that if you're aware that something is not being done, then
you need to speak up quickly and loudly and make sure that it does get done.
Although both had high value within the group, it was apparent that the two critics
occasionally focused on one another's roles rather than constructively adptiessi

issues at hand.
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Frames of reference analysis.

Frames of reference serve as conceptual maps for understanding an toganiza
and interpreting the effectiveness of others’ behavior. Bolman and Deal (1991; 2008)
identified four frames of reference: structural, human resource, politicalyarmbc.
The president's primary frame of reference appeared to be the struettn@hihich
focuses on organizational structure with emphases on establishing structure atinygniz
goals, and priorities in conjunction with systematic decision-makingjesftig, and
effective communication. In the individual interview, the president admittdeiréTare
times when | have to make a decision that | feel is in the best interest ofitloé sc
whether or not everyone else on the cabinet agrees with it.” When discussieg ¢cutdg
in the cabinet meeting, the president cautioned, “If they don’t make enoughllcdésit|
for them.” Nearly every time the president spoke in the meeting, he referiteactorsl,
organizational, or operational functions. When asked to describe himself as a group’s
leader, the president responded, “Sometimes I'm impatient and want tdaye it
overnight. Occasionally, | get into micromanaging, but that's usually whegtisiog
affects the institution.”

The president's observed frame of reference was affirmed by one of the vice
presidents who acknowledged:

There are times when he has brought in his own opinion, and on a couple

occasions shut a person down by saying, “No, you are totally off base. That's not

the direction we are going.” But I've only heard that a couple times and yt's onl

when it's something he deeply believes in.
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When asked to describe the president as the leader of the group, another vice president
responded:

He's very strong as an individual. At times it may be overly strong. He likes

things done in an orderly way. He doesn't like chaos and doesn't like things

coming out of the blue and erupting on him. He's clear about what he wants. He
readily expresses irritation or disfavor on certain issues.

The structural frame was also the primary frame employed by other group
members at Trident both in the meetings and in the interview responses. dllazrtie
group members made multiple mentions of the importance of achieving the vision,
mission, and goals of the institution. One group member recognized that admieistrat
meetings were generally approached from a structural perspectivedrptipe She
acknowledged that the meetings “generally involve policy changes, itemsahateed
to go to the Board of Trustees, annual recognitions, budget issues, enrollmerg,update
academic updates, advancement, and student life. Sometimes it's justdgystuff.”

While the structural frame was the primary frame employed by both thidgmweand the
group members, only two of the nine group members use the frame when asked, “What
ways do you find your leadership group to be most useful?” Similarly, when asked,
“What ways do you find your leadership group to be least useful,” none of the nine group
members employed the structural frame.

The president also employed the human resource frame of reference which
focuses on the partnership and needs of the organization and constituents, emphasizing
the achievement of goals through collaboration, consensus building, problem-solving

through teams, loyalty to the institution, and leading by example. Bensimon (1989)
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found it unusual for an individual to employ both the structural and human resource
frames of reference. The researcher observed that the presideraedethe human
resource frame in the individual interview more often than the group membi#xstattr
it to him. It is plausible that the president was working to overcome his tendencg towa
the structural frame. For example, when asked what he gets persamalinteracting
with the administrative group, the president responded from both the human resource and
structural frames:
| enjoy being around them. | think we have a good relationship. | do think that
they all understand that I'm the president. | don't get heartburn about whether or
not they are going to get their jobs done. So because they are successful | look
good. | get a lot of satisfaction in seeing them succeed.
The president employed both frames when asked to define the most important functions
of the leadership group:
They need to have a good understanding of the vision, mission, and strategy of the
institution and have a commitment to carry it out but also a sense of cooperation.
| don't feel that | have anyone on the cabinet that is trying to make hionself
herself look better at the expense of anyone else. | think they all have good
relationships.
The human resource frame was also the secondary frame for the groupas.a w
Every group member responded from the human resource frame when asked how they
personally benefited from membership in the administrative group. One grooipeme

replied, “I enjoy the relationships and connections — the camaraderie within tipe grou
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There are things that we are able to talk about within the group that we canmsstingce
discuss with our staff or other faculty on campus.”

Two group members, when describing the president as the team leader, referred to
his occasional use of the political frame. Emphasizing the use of power and iefloenc
direct resources to specific individuals or groups, the political framedecus
monitoring internal and external environments, utilizing influence to gathessege
resources, establishing relationships with constituents, and developing coalitioha
compromising structure. One group member observed that, prior to the president taking
office, “many things were overlooked so it really took a leader that could reallg fn
on all the details over an extended period of time to make sure that everythinf [came
together.” The president also referred to his occasional use of the paoldroa Wwhen he
acknowledged, “When someone comes to me with a question, | will send them back to
the person who handles that area.” In the group meeting, the researcher observed the
president function from the political frame of reference on one occasion. Sebhera
group members seemed to employ the political frame when defining “legdeanti
“team.” Four of the group members, when questioned about their role within the
leadership group, responded from the political frame. However, the researcimeedbse
only one other group member employ the political frame in the group meeting.

The symbolic frame, which emphasizes accurately interpreting thteitiosts
history, maintaining its culture, and reinforcing its values to foster sinaeading, was
least observed within the group at Trident. In fact, it was used only to describe the
president as the leader of the group. One of the group members related thatfgeside

use of the symbolic frame when she acknowledged:
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He has done remarkable things for the institution during the time of his
presidency and has transformed the institution during the last decade. He is
committed to the academic quality. It's because he is so passionate and becaus
he is very familiar with the institution, he's not going to let things slide.

Functional domain analysis.

The Trident College group members performed constructive activitieshnoéa
the three functional domains: utilitarian, expressive, and cognitive. Therigilita
function aides in achieving a sense of rationality and maintaining control over
institutional functions. The expressive function reinforces a sense of connectedness
among group members, while the cognitive function acknowledges and enlarges the
intelligence of group members to enable the team to act as a creative @stsimon
& Neumann, 1993).

When questioned about the ways he found the leadership group to be most useful,
the Trident president responded: “They are very good at carrying out their
responsibilities. I've never had to fire a cabinet member. They areeadatd in their
areas.” His response was entirely utilitarian in nature. When asked aboléeisthin
the group, the president once again employed the utilitarian domain: “I amithetac
and ultimately the decision maker . . . . It is my responsibility to bring the grgethty
and set the tone.”

The group meeting was almost entirely utilitarian and the discussions appeared t
lack substance. Though there were three items on the written agenda, semenal inf
items were added in the meeting. Only one member briefly performed usftibhs in

the expressive and cognitive domains in the meeting. This same member wasrednsi



102

by several of his colleagues to be “strong-willed,” “argumevedti‘irresponsible,”
“inflexible,” and “opinionated,” often adversely affecting the group. Primattie group
members referred to a key issue in which he had been very slow to act. One
administrator believed that the institution could have been “first to mark#ié area but
lost the opportunity because of the individual’'s reluctance to move forward. lhpnica
when asked how the group handled the situation, the administrator replied:

My personal tendency would be, it's better to make a mistake and to go ahead and

move forward then to be too hesitant. | think we tend to be too hesitant on some

financial and administrative issues . . . . | guess | would have liked, at some point

for us to make the decision that we are either going to do it or not do it and move

forward. I think we live in an in-between land a bit too long.

Only when asked about the importance of the group meetings did the president
utilize the expressive domain:

We have a lot of frivolity. There's usually something that we kid everybody

about. It really helps us build relationships. In the 13 years I've been hege, the

have been very few cases where someone will get very upset about something.
He then added, “I enjoy being around them. | think we have a good relationship,” when
addressing how he benefits from membership within the group. All of the other
administrators referenced the expressive domain in their responses torthevinte
guestions. Another group member described his appreciation for the expressiam$uncti
in the group meetings by stating: “My ego gets stroked. We each try to rexogeiz

another's successes. | get encouragement when things are tough.”
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Each group member also employed the cognitive domain at least once in their
interview responses. However, from the perspective of at least one groupmtéeriee
seemed to be a hesitancy to invoke the cognitive function: “Those of us who desire input
from the group members will bring the issues in the meeting. If there'stsoggtat we
feel needs institutional discussion, we will do so.” Describing the usefulnessgrbtipe
from a cognitive perspective, one group member stated:

When | have a problem that needs to be addressed that is primarily in nly area,

may need the insight of the whole group before | make a decision that could have

an effect on the whole institution . . . . Most everything happens by consensus.

[The President] is not a dictator. Now he has strong opinions, and he expresses

his opinions, but he has good opinions. Consensus is the rule. All of us use the

group to bounce ideas off each other either about the functions of our area or
about functions throughout the institution.
The president summarized the group’s use of the cognitive function by explaining: “I
think from nearly every circumstance or situation . . . we learn of areaselditl not
anticipate. When you collectively deal with it, there are issues that othgy members
would think of and add to the discussion.”

The group and the models.

The Trident College administrative group met the criteria for functiamal
cognitive complexity as defined in the three models. The group possessetfauleais
the five core cognitive roles, performed at least one constructive functiochirottne

three functional domains, and employed all four frames of reference. Conseghently
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group could be categorized according to the theoretical models as a functiadally a
cognitively complex team.

The president's primary cognitive frames of reference were theusalahd
political frames. While the president had been absolutely committed tosk®mmof the
college in achieving it together with the team, he also brought togethenanéted
internal and external constituents throughout his presidency. One team menavexdbeli
that he had been responsible for transforming the institution during the last deleade.
placed high value on academic quality and was intimately familiar witthyrezery
facet of the institution. Though his primary frames were structural anccpblit was
apparent that the president made an effort to accommodate the human resource and
symbolic frames. The group meeting, although convened in his office, was held around a
large conference table to facilitate a more inclusive seating amaarg for the group
members. Although the president facilitated the group meeting, he occassaall
quietly as group members questioned their colleagues regarding various agegada item
The president and group members did not seem to be hurried, and the mood appeared to
be lighthearted. Laughter and joking surrounded non-work related dialogue prior to the
official start of the meeting.

Although each of the four frames of reference was represented within the group,
the group meeting and the interview responses were overwhelminglystfuctnature.
Only the president and one other group member employed the political frame in the
group meeting, and the human resource and symbolic frames were not utilized.
Similarly, each of the three functional domains was observed in the group meeting;

however, only one group member performed both the expressive and cognitive functions.
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This same member, as mentioned earlier, was considered by severalotithgues to

be “strong-willed,” “argumentative,” “inflexible,” and “opinionated,” aftadversely
affecting the group. Though all three domains were referenced repeatduy i

individual interviews, the mentions appeared to be largely theoretical. Each of the five
core cognitive roles were performed by group members, although no role waseidenti
for two of the members, and three of the group members performed multiple roles. Int
group meeting, the researcher observed that the thinking roles were performeztwf thr
the nine group members. Two of the roles were performed only by the president.
Additionally, one group member seemed to be left almost entirely out of the dssuss

It is possible that this may have been due to the fact that her superior was alsber m

of the administrative group. According to the three models of cognitive and furctiona
complexity, the group was identified as a complex team. However, wheid@ew@tsi
holistically, the above observations are strong indicators of a working.grou

Earnhardt College.

Group milieu.

Earnhardt College was located in the suburbs of a small metropolitan aweest in E
Tennessee. The small city in which Earnhardt was located had a total population of
183,000. Founded in 1893, the college is the second oldest college in the country of its
kind. In fall 2009, Earnhardt College had a student population of 779. The president had
been with the college for a total of 10 years; however, he was in his third year as
president. The president had an earned Doctor of Philosophy degree and had been
serving in higher education for 43 years. The Administrative Cabinet at Eamiaardt

comprised of four vice presidents, one dean, and one director. The group members were
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all male. The dean for enrollment services was a relatively new positiatediess
than three years ago. The current dean for enrollment services was tmdive current
role from another administrative position on campus. All of the group members had
more than 10 years experience in higher education, yet only one had serveehalsest m
of the administrative group for more than eight years.

Group meetings were scheduled biweekly in the president’s conference room
around a large conference table. However, the group members indicated that the
meetings were often canceled or postponed largely due to the president's traltdesche
The group members also met with the president individually once a month. The
president stated that these individual meetings provide “a time when we cantkdeal w
issues in their areas or personal issues.” The meeting agenda were cormpiled fr
submissions by the group members to the administrative assistant. The adtiviaistr
assistant brought the agenda to the meetings and recorded the minutes during the
meetings. The group meetings usually did not have a time limit. Addressing the
importance of the group meetings, one group member found that the meetings “help
facilitate communication and either making collective decisions ongditiy-in or
approval on decisions.” Another group member acknowledged that the meetings “help us
work together more effectively and give us a sense of team.”

The group meeting observed by the researcher was approximately one hour and
15 minutes in duration. The researcher was invited to sit at the conference tathewit
team. The meeting began informally with a discussion about enrollment and
applications. The formal meeting began with a devotional which was largelydkin

nature and appeared to be approached as any other agenda item. The devotional was
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followed by a substantive time of prayer in which detailed requests werel flyaae

least three of the group members. The president opened the functional portion of the
meeting and moderated the meeting from item to item on the agenda. The president
spoke most frequently, sometimes asking questions, but most often to move between
agenda items and to provide a summation of each agenda item. A couple of discussion
items were informally added to the agenda by the president and group members.

In the individual interviews, nearly all of the group members mentioned that the
president enjoys debating because his educational background is in rhetoric. The
president himself acknowledged:

| may occasionally argue a point that | don't necessarily believe in btryihg

to think out loud about the consequences of a particular action. | think it's taken a

while for the group members to figure that out. On some levels | just enjoy

exploring issues in that way to ensure that | have not missed some component of
an issue.
The group members seemed very free to make decisions within their areas of
responsibility. One group member said about the president's approach to the group
members and to the meetings:

He is someone who thinks out loud which means that we get to participate in his

thought process. | think that he's open. [ think that he genuinely cares for the

people who are part of the team in his own way.

All of the group members spoke during the meeting, yet none seemed to speak
more frequently than the others. In the interviews, several of the group nseandethe

president mentioned that the group struggles at times with communication. @beme
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of the group confessed that, “The group does not handle interpersonal relationship and
reconciliation well. Additionally, when the group makes a faulty decision thdytf
very difficult to go back and admit that they were wrong.”

For a number of months, the president had been collecting data and developing a
proposal for evaluating the mission of the college. The president spent a significa
amount of time briefing me on the process and the current status of the projectig-rom
perspective, he is leading the group to consider how they can stay true to tbe miss
while remaining innovative and competitive. However, one group member in particular
acknowledged:

| suspect that the president has an agenda and has an outcome in mind. He may

be presenting material in such a way to lead to that outcome. However, the way

it's presented is that we're all on a journey together, yet none of us knowsfor sur
where it's going to go.
Another group member seemed to have a differing perspective:

Discussions about broadening our curriculum, yet remaining true to our mission

and name, have fostered lively discussion. Although no one necessarily raised

their voice, | think it's the single biggest thing the college has to deal giih ri

now. The group wants to be sure that we're doing it for the right reasons, so we're

not going to do it hastily. It will be very intentional and very well thought out.

Thinking role analysis.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) identified five core thinking roles frequently
found within groups: definer, analyst, interpreter, critic, and synthesizdrough only

three of the roles were observed in the group meeting: definer, analysynémesizer,
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all five roles were observed in the responses of the group members to the interview
guestions. While he had served for fewer than three years, the president wasahe pri
definer for the group as observed both in the group meeting and in the individual
interview. When describing himself as the leader of the group, the president adthitte
am very dominant. [The administrators] would certainly see me that way. Although
think they see me as a team player. | hope they see me as committed to treahissi
the institution.” Both the group observation and the individual interviews indicated that
the group was not yet comfortable with the president. Although it was appatehetha
were still learning how to interact and work effectively together, tbst tenured
member of the group affirmed the president's defining role: “He's cleachyarge. I've
seen leaders that were more led by the group then they were leadinguihebart he is
the leader. He is a visionary. He's in charge but is not authoritarian.” Pdradyest
description of the president as a definer was offered by the vice presiddntfnts
services who acknowledged:
He is someone who thinks out loud which means that we get to participate in his
thought process. | think that he's open. [ think that he genuinely cares for the
people who are part of the team in his own way. | believe that he genuinely wants
to help the college successfully transition into the future. | don't think that he
views his administration as a caretaker administration in any way. H# ases
an opportunity to move ahead.
The vice president for business and finance also significantly contributed to the
defining role in the group meeting by presenting three agenda items. Alkitleer new

policies or changes in established policies. The researcher observed thatrthe t
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members were highly competent and experienced in their areas of resggnsibili
Although the vice president for business and finance had served at Earnhardttf@aress
three years, it was apparent that, of all the group members, he had éacihiamost
notable improvements to the institution during his tenure. His effectivenesgdesaih
his performance of both a defining role and an analyst role which enabled éngage
in a deep examination of issues. The vice president suggested that he was able to
accomplish his roles effectively because he had worked at multiple schools before
coming to Earnhardt. He believed that the prior experience gave him “a broader
perspective than the other group members.” Several administrators had neest fwork
another institution. Additionally, his finance background was very diverse both in
corporate and educational settings.

The director of institutional effectiveness also served as an analysefgroup.
The role was a natural fit for his analytical nature. When asked about hidttotetive
group, he responded:

| bring information to bear on organizational problems. | think that's my role.

Since people make decisions based on the best information that they have at the

time, it's my job to make sure that this group has the best information available.
The president and vice president for development also briefly performed the role of
analyst in the meeting by providing a thorough examination of and presentimgaher
perspectives for two agenda items.

The interview responses revealed that three group members perform the
interpreter role: the vice president for student services, the vice prefide

development, and the vice president for academics. Although all three felt adept at
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translating how people outside the group are likely to see the issues, eael aff
differing rationale to their role based on their job function. The vice presidertifens
services believed that he, alone in the Earnhardt group, was the one to consider the
impact on others. However, the researcher did not observe him performing the role of
interpreter in the group meeting or in the interview responses.

It was readily apparent that both the vice president for development and the vice
president for academics performed the interpreting role. The vice prefide
development believed that his background with the institution was largely rdsdpdosi
his role as interpreter. When specifically questioned about his role within the group, he
responded, “I grew up at this organization so | have a lot of history here. | prbbiaigly
a strong appreciation for what's come before. | understand the culture ofi¢ige eold
how things might affect constituents.” Similarly, the vice president fateamas, the
senior member of the group, viewed himself as the “traditionalist and the osertbat’
concerned about staying true to the mission and not succumbing to mission drift.” He
referred to himself as the preserver of the mission of the institution famggi@dlumni,
and other constituents.

The researcher observed only one critic within the group who quite effectively
redefined, re-analyzed, and reinterpreted institutional issues. The grougememen
guestioned about his role within the group, lightheartedly referred to himself as “the
irritant.” He explained further:

| consider that being an irritant to the system when you express sontétiing

contrary to what others are thinking. But | know that is a vital role that each of us
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must play at times so that the group avoids groupthink. | may play that role too

often.
This group member appeared to be quite proficient at viewing institutional fssoes
multiple perspectives and acknowledging concerns that the other group meoubers c
not envision or were reluctant to address. The researcher observed thaio$¢hera
group members did not have an appreciation for the importance of this role within the
group. Consequently, there existed tension between several group members dtnough t
strain appeared to be largely ignored and repressed. In fact, only one group member
directly referred to the group tension in the individual interviews.

The president also performed the synthesizer role within the group, a
responsibility which he considered essential within the group. The reseabsleeved
that the president frequently summarized each discussion in the group meetiatly, Init
the president found this role to be quite challenging because the previous president had
served at Earnhardt for nearly 40 years. He explained that the former présateand
is an icon. Because of the power and personality of his presence thereuatascel to
really debate issues. So administrators did not frequently engage in debaiteetyr ac
guestion the direction of the institution.” The group appeared to be making progress, and
when questioned about the usefulness of the team, the president responded, “We are still
learning how to work together with each other.”

Frames of reference analysis.

Frames of reference serve as conceptual maps for understanding an ooganizat
and interpreting the effectiveness of others’ behavior. Bolman and Deal (1991; 2008)

identified four frames of reference: structural, human resource, politicalyarmbc.
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The Earnhardt group's primary frame of reference, as observed in threshdtive
meeting, was the structural frame. Only three of the nine group members,ngadhusli
president, presented agenda items. The agenda items seem to be presented in an
informational manner as there was very little discussion between themgmupers.
The observation that every group member, with the exception of the president, employe
the structural frame of reference in the meeting may be attributed fiacthtbat each
administrator seemed to be free to make any decision necessary in bidgraatiea
without approval from the group. Consequently, the other frames, which involve
significant relational aspects, were not necessary in the meetingdarlginte president
utilized the structural frame throughout his individual interview.

While the group's primary frame of reference was the structuraéfraach group
member utilized multiple frames of reference in their responses in tividunali
interviews. The human resource appeared to be the secondary frame emplitned by
group members and was observed in the responses of the group members to several of the
interview questions. Elaborating on his definition of good leadership, one included,
“When | became an administrator here, | determined that | would never maksiardec
without first considering how that decision affects followers.” Another pdshat good
leadership is “not authoritarian, but by example, and by gaining the confidethee of
people who you are leading.” Even the administrator who considered himself to be the
“curmudgeon” of the group admitted, “We're all friends, and we all trust ether.”
When asked what they get personally from membership within the group, two of the
administrators acknowledged that they receive “a lot of emotional and dstf@ort

from the group” because they “get a great deal of satisfaction frangssbers grow.”
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One group member suggested, “I, alone in this group, am the one to consider the
impact on others. Once | realized this | mentioned it to the others and try il nesnof
this occasionally.” Additionally, the interview responses of one administrat@atedi
deep hurt and unresolved interpersonal conflict with other group members. However,
none of his colleagues mentioned any negative interpersonal issue within the group,
although, to the affected group member, the hurt appeared significant.

The most apparent limitation within the group at Earnhardt College was the
reluctance of the group members to adequately address conflict. When askedsvhat ge
in the way of effective teamwork, one group member responded,

There's not much conflict [within the group] because, under the previous

administration, there was only one way to do things — disagreeing with the

president was like disagreeing with God. So for a long period of years conflict
was either buried under the surface or was not expressed. The current president
brings it out more.

The current president confirmed that “there's still a reluctance to pilicton the

table.” Another group member added,

The nature of most of the personalities of the group members is to not want to get

into much conflict. Sometimes conflict is handled by keeping your mouth shut.

If it's a minor conflict with another group member | may go talk with them

directly. Rarely do we get into open conflict in the meetings. Occasionally,

will present our opposing view if we feel strong enough about it.

Responding to the question in a more direct manner, one group member declared that

conflict is handled “pretty poorly in my opinion. | don't think conflict has been handled
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very well both personally and professionally. We have very messy interpersonal
relationships.”

The symbolic frame, which emphasizes accurately interpreting theifiostis
history, maintaining its culture, and reinforcing its values to foster sinaeading, was
the least used frame of reference by the group. It was used only oncecby thre
administrators, primarily as it related to reevaluating the institutimmggdion. One group
member, who had served in his current position for less than three years, observed,

We have old-timers in the group who are worried about mission drift.

Discussions about broadening our curriculum, yet remaining true to our mission

and name, have fostered lively discussion . . . . | think it's the single biggest thing

the school has to deal with right now.
An administrator who had served at the college for nearly 15 years and had been a
member of the administrative group for eight years employed the symlaotie fvhen
guestioned about his role within the leadership group. His response indicated that he had
grown up at the organization and, thus, had an intimate understanding of the historical
background of the institution. He added, “I probably bring a strong appreciation for
what's come before. | understand the culture of the college and how thingsffeight a
constituents.”

The president made a passing reference to the political frame only once in the
interview. When asked to define the concept of leadership, the president responded, “To
lead a group of people banded together toward common ends and to help them identify
and move toward the achievement of those ends by maximizing their strengths and

minimizing their weaknesses.” In the group meeting the president tmigkged the
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political frame when dealing with two agenda items: (a) in referenaddimg a board
member whose background was outside of the historical profile of a board member and
(b) when discussing the evaluation of the institutional mission. Although thdgamesi
seemed to principally function from the structural frame of referenae, Wees no

indication in the observation or in the interview that he wielded power and control in an
overbearing or bureaucratic manner. However, the president was only in his #nird ye
and, as his tenure increases, he may become more bureaucratic through hisusenoéry
the structural frame.

The political frame of reference was employed by each of the group membe
however, it was utilized primarily in a theoretical manner when respondingéoage
guestions about leadership and teamwork. Only one group member mentioned the
group’s functional use of the political frame. When asked how the group was most
useful, he responded, “I think we do create an environment in which the mission of the
school can be carried out. We secure and allocate resources, identify tasksstHze
done, and offer support to staff, faculty, and students.”

Functional domain analysis.

The administrative group at Earnhardt performed constructive activitessch of
the three functional domains identified by Bensimon and Neumann (1993): atiljtari
expressive, and cognitive. The utilitarian function aides in achieving a sense of
rationality and maintaining control over institutional functions. The expressivednnc
reinforces a sense of connectedness among group members, while the chgrtive
acknowledges and enlarges the intelligence of group members to enable thedebast

a creative system (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993).
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When questioned about the usefulness of the group, the Earnhardt president
responded: “They generally represent their areas well. They are kiggalde and are
aware of the needs in other areas that affect their accomplishment of tioa hisis
reply acknowledged the group's utilitarian function which involves maintaimintyai
over institutional functions, taking action, and making decisions. Similarly, eveuyp gr
member believed that the most important function of a leadership group involved
accomplishing the mission and vision of the institution. Only one of the group members
expanded their response to include the expressive and cognitive domains:

Beyond [the mission and vision], it's important for the group to work together and

have the freedom and ability within the team to think out loud and comment on

whatever process we are working on. So it's not individuals working on a specific

area but a collective thinking.
When asked, “In what ways do you find your leadership group to be most useful”

two of the group members referenced the expressive domain in their responses. The

expressive function reinforces a sense of connectedness among group members. The vice

president for student services said of the group:
The ability to think out loud and to consult with each other provides a very
supportive environment. It's evolved to that; it wasn't always that waynkitre
feel very comfortable working with each other. | suppose it's possible to be too
comfortable with one another, but in this case, | think it's a healthy level of

comfort. We feel free to challenge each other as well as encourage.
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The vice president for academics acknowledged: “I think [the group is] usefupindie
us sort through the differences that we have. We are in a transitional period rigét now
we're all trying to come together regarding where were going.”
When questioned about the group meetings, nearly every administrator referred t
the expressive domain primarily as it related to communication within the.githe
president, summarizing the responses, stated:
For the time in the meeting we have access to one another and we can be aware of
issues that one another are facing. For example, right now we aredanieg
really tough issues and student life - some vexing issues. These issuwelgan r
take a toll on the vice president for student affairs so we're able to discuess thos
and encourage and support him. There are a lot of issues that impact every area.
The vice president for academics lauded the value of the group meetings in hiserespons
Although I could meet with the other administrators in their offices to resolve
issues, we are able to discuss them openly [in the meeting] with all the members
of the group present. In addition to the group meetings, we also have face-to-face
meetings with the president. But if we only did that we would lose some
cohesion. So the meetings help us work together more effectively.
Although it was apparent that the group placed high value on communication, there was a
strong undercurrent of strained relations within the group. One group member openly
discussed the influences on and the condition of the strained relationships among the
administrators. However, the other group members did not broach the personal issues.
When questioned about how the president ensures that every voice is heard, every

group member referenced his use of the cognitive domain. The cognitive function
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acknowledges and enlarges the intelligence of group members to enable thedebast

a creative system. Although the group members appeared to unanimously acknowledge
the president's use of the cognitive function, the researcher did not obsetuebthisue

in a group meeting. Only one group member performed an activity in the cognitive
domain during the group meeting. Four of the seven group members performed
utilitarian functions, while three performed expressive functions. Althoughroiog g
members seemed very free to make decisions in their area of responsiaiitavoided

the tendency to function only in a utilitarian manner. Instead, they performed a wide
variety of activities in the expressive domain.

The group and the models.

The administrative group at Earnhardt College met the criteria for fuataod
cognitive complexity as defined by the three models. The group possessed fatue
of the five core cognitive roles, performed at least one constructive functgacih of
the three functional domains, and employed all four frames of reference. Canbgque
the group could be categorized according to the theoretical models as a fliyciiotha
cognitively complex team, although the observation of the group meeting did not
necessarily support this conclusion.

The president's primary cognitive frame of reference was the saltame. In
fact, only once in the individual interview did he refer to an alternative framiis |
interview, the president made a passing theoretical reference to theapfshince when
asked to define leadership. Additionally, when the group members were asked to
describe the president as the leader of the group, every group member ddssribe

administration, personality, and vision utilizing the structural frame. Whernaoe g
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members were asked how they found their group to be most useful, the researcher
observed the most diverse utilization of frames of reference. All four $raraee
employed, although the structural frame was utilized by four of the grooybers.

In the group meeting, the president employed both the structural and political
frames of reference. However, the instances in which the political fr@®mengaged
were transitory. Although the human resource and symbolic frames were observed in the
interview responses, they were not utilized in the group interactions during thegneeti
While the atmosphere within the group meeting appeared to be largely strantura
functional in nature, some non-work related banter did occur between three of the group
members prior to the official start of the meeting. The president spoke mosnatien i
meeting primarily to summarize the discussion of each agenda item. Theamsistent
theme that emerged from the interview responses was the president's ptrabzar
debate. The group members acknowledged that if one of the group members did not take
up the opposite side of an issue then the president would. He exhibited great skill when
thinking all the way around an issue before arriving at a decision. The presigecieel
the group members to present opposing views for nearly every discussion. ttiie pra
was significant because “real teams,” Bensimon and Neumann (1993) found, “must
address even the most subtle conflict.”

Each of the three functional domains was observed in the group meeting. Three
group members briefly performed expressive functions, while only onentesmiber
briefly performed a useful cognitive function. Though all three domains weremeed
repeatedly in the individual interviews, the mentions appeared to be largelyittaoret

In fact, the responses of the group members to questions about their meeting appeared t
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directly contradict the observation of the researcher. When asked what made the
meetings important, every group member referenced the expressive domain in thei
response. However, the utilitarian domain was most employed in the groupgneeti
Similarly, when asked what the president did to make sure that every voiceasds he
every group member referenced the cognitive domain in their response. However, only
one team member briefly performed a useful cognitive function in the meeting.

All five core cognitive roles were performed by group members, alththey
president performed two roles. In the group meeting, the researcher ditbatvbe
thinking roles were performed by four of the seven group members. The syerthelsz
was performed only by the president. Additionally, one group member seemed to be left
almost entirely out of the discussions in the group meeting. According to the three
models of cognitive and functional complexity, the group was identified as a complex
team. However, when considered holistically, the above observations indi¢atedhg
characteristics of a working group also exist within the Earnhardt group.

Charlestown College.

Group milieu.

Charlestown College was located in a small city just a few miles fromal s
metropolitan area in East Tennessee. The small city and surrounding aheehithe
college was located had a total population of 36,000. In the fall of 2009, Charlestown
College had a student population of 1103. The college had recently completed a multi-
million-dollar Civic Center. The new building appeared to be the most promaniittyf

on the campus.
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The president had been with the college as president for 16 years and had been
serving in higher education for more than 45 years. He had earned a Doctor of
Philosophy degree. The Administrative Cabinet at Charlestown was cedhpfitour
vice presidents and one faculty chair. There were two female and thlegnoup
members. The faculty chair position was elected by the faculty eachlyéad been a
common practice to reelect the faculty chair for a one year followmgnttial year. The
current faculty chair was serving his first year term. The vice prasiodestudent
services had served in her role for nearly 6 years. However, she was tgeoaply
member who had been at the college for more than two years. The president loéfiered t
he had worked with 24 different vice presidents in 16 years at the college. Addjtional
one position, that of the vice president for enrollment, was vacant at the time of the
observation and interviews. In contrast, only one of the group members had less than 15
years experience in higher education.

Group meetings were scheduled weekly in the president’s conference room
around a large conference table with the president seated at one end of the table. The
group members also met individually with the president once a week. The fauailt,
however, did not have an individual weekly meeting scheduled with the president. Yet
he acknowledged that the president's “door is always open, and | have been abte to mee
with him on occasion to discuss an important issue.” One vice president mentioned that
the group members also get together as needed to discuss dayctovgas issues.

The meeting agenda were compiled from submissions by the group members to
the administrative assistant. The administrative assistant compilagehda and

generally submitted it to the group members via electronic mail a daydrefore the
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meeting. The administrative assistant attended the meetings and detberd@nutes of

the meeting. The group meetings usually did not have a time limit. Addressing the

construction of the meeting agenda, the president explained:
We have three categories of topics, and the group members can place an agenda
item in any of those categories. The first category is decisions. We knagv goin
in that our intent is to take whatever the topic is and ultimately make aothecis
The second category is discussion which means we don't put these items on the
table with a view to decide anything. However, we are simply going to talk about
the pros and cons. The third category is information — items which the cabinet
members are simply providing as information to the other group members. There
are times, when we're trying to make a decision, that the discussion walusus
to realize that we need more information in order to make a decision and we will
make a decision later on when we have more information available. Our policy
on decisions is that each group member must first go to the other group members
outside the cabinet meeting and have an individual conversation with each of
them so that there's an opportunity for them to discover each other's perspective.
Once the group member has completed their conversations with the other group
members, the item may be placed on the agenda for a decision. This is a way to
avoid having conflict in cabinet meetings. But it's also a way to ensure that the
discussions and decisions within the group meeting are substantive, rather than a
group member trying to influence someone else or playing to their peers.
The group meeting observed by the researcher was approximately 35 minutes in

duration. The researcher was invited to sit at the conference table witlotipe gr
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members. Two agenda items were presented for decision, one item was presented for
discussion, and four agenda items were presented for information. The grouprsnembe
appeared to freely present agenda items during the meeting. Each of the grdogsgamem
seemed to participate in the discussions equally. It appeared that thenprgside

least often primarily to ask questions or summarize the discussion. Duringrarein

one vice president acknowledged:

We have very few decision items come through the cabinet. However, we have a

lot of discussion items that facilitate the decisions by the individual vice

presidents. We don't have to make very many decisions because our decisions are

primarily decided by the strategic plan.

The president of Charlestown College had resigned for retirement and was
serving out the remainder of the year. A new president had been selected but had not ye
taken office. Consequently, several corresponding issues surfaced in the intefMiews
administrative group had decided that, rather than developing a new fivergbagist
plan, they would craft a two-year bridge plan. Their decision was basearipyion the
fact that they did not wish to constrain the new president from casting new visiog shortl
after taking office, yet there was a need to provide some stability dudrgatisition.

At least two group members mentioned that, as the current president’s depatsiye ne
there seems to be an ongoing struggle to determine who will take the lead among the
group members. Another acknowledged that, since the current president was such a

remarkable leader, some group members feel as if they are losangre. p
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Thinking role analysis.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) discovered that the thinking roles within an
administrative group may be dynamic, occasionally both alternating betyeep
members as well as being shared by group members. Additionally, any indyidugl
member may perform multiple roles or no role at all. The five thinking rolesaatea
thinking process or style that individual group members bring to, or induce within, a
group (Knudson, 1997). Bensimon and Neumann identified five core thinking roles
frequently found within groups: definer, analyst, interpreter, critic, and syn¢nes-or
the team of six members at Charlestown College to be considered cognitivelgxom
the group members may need to perform multiple cognitive roles, particuldréréf
were a group member who performed no role.

Though the individual thinking roles were apparent in both the group observation
and in the individual interviews, the researcher determined that no thinking role could be
identified for two of the group members from the interview responses. Howkvee a
thinking roles were observed within the group, particularly in the group meeting. The
definer role, which voices a view of the group’s reality, was shared by four sixthe
group members at Charlestown. The performance of this role was most app#rent i
group meeting in the presentation of agenda items. Ironically, the president did not
perform the definer role in the meeting. He did, however, attribute the role $elhim
when answering the question, “How would you describe yourself as the groupi®’leade
“My major role here is to not let the group forget where we're goingedsy for the
group members to become totally focused on their area, but | have to be above all tha

The president provided additional indication of his definer role by stating, “Wherewe ar
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together as a team, I'm usually moderating.” However, the group members@ngnot
the president retreat from actively performing this role. They attribusclodmavior to
his “lame-duck” presidency. One group member tentatively posited, “eamgshim at
the end of his career. So I'm not sure if his mode of leadership today is typical of his 17
years leading this group or if it's something that has evolved within theolgsle of
years.” The senior member of the group observed, “As the president has begun
transitioning out of office, he has become less engaged in what's going on in each of the
divisions.” Another added, “The president is more hands-off and allows the group
members to run their areas. Now this may be related to the fact that he has annsunced hi
retirement.”

The researcher observed that all of the members of the group performed the
analyst role in the cabinet meeting by providing a deep examination of issunesidef
within the group. The president's most substantive interactions occurred while
guestioning the presentation of one agenda item in particular. The presidemntapecif
acknowledged that he must regularly conduct a holistic evaluation of the oveaibdire
of the institution to ensure that it is following the mission, vision, and strategic plae
best illustration of the analyst role may have been that, when the researchiengdes
how the administrators viewed the group as least useful, every group membdrfpause
a significant amount of time. It appeared that each member was deepbiiranalther
how to constructively answer the question, or if the group was, in fact, “least ugseful” i
any area.

The president also performed the interpreter role within the group tragdtativ

people outside the group are likely to view institutional issues. When questioned about
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how he views the leadership group as least useful, the president admitted thiah&om
to time the staff in the individual offices do not have a clear picture of where the
institution is headed because the group members have not yet learned how to
communicate effectively with their constituents. The faculty chair stgdehat this
deficiency may be the byproduct of an administrative group whose averagewéghure
the group is less than three years. He questioned whether the rich historytanedodul
the institution could be transmitted to the relatively new members of thp.gkHeidid,
however, acknowledge that “the new individuals may have ideas that help the colleg
move forward in a new direction.” It appeared that the faculty chair regutéetpreted
the issues through the eyes of the faculty. Another vice president functioned as an
interpreter in the group meeting when addressing a particular agenda itemrdhegd
losing employee due to economic concerns in the life of the particular employee.

The lone critic within the group regularly surfaced challenging questi When
asked how the leadership group was least useful, she freely offered:

| think we are suffering a little bit from the “lame duck” presidency iftnic

that we have fallen into so many predictable traps. Although we talk a lot about
the tendencies of a lame duck presidency and purpose to avoid the pitfalls, we've
not done a very good job. |think it's because of some external pressures that
we've had. What that means is, the president's mode of management has been to
hire good people and get out of their way and let them do their job. That mode of
leadership may work when the president sits in a very strong position of
leadership; however, when the presidency is not so strong, the approach can

become disparate. In that way we have become dysfunctional. | don't worry too
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much about it because | really do think that these issues will fall away when the
new president takes office.
Later, she confessed:
| try to maintain a balance understanding that, though many of the group members
are short timers, they are all very competent in their areas. So ld¢arbe
quiet and listen and appreciate the fact that | don't have a more valuable
perspective than the other group members.
No group member performed the critic role in the group meeting. This could have been
due, in part, to the fact that (a) the president's structure for the agenda providgeanha
conversations regarding significant decisions were held outside of and prior to the
meeting, and (b) they lone critic was absent from the meeting which daaksr
observed.
The president was a synthesizer in the group meeting, facilitating a Somuofat
the group’s reality, particularly as it related to two agenda items.rélated to a
budgetary concern and the other to a personnel issue. When questioned about his
synthesizer role within the group, the president confirmed: “My primary sdteensure
that | know where we’re going and communicate that to them and get them thinking
actively about how we accomplish those things.” The individual interviews revealed tha
one of the vice presidents also regularly performed the synthesizer role.fe3bd: of
| am in a unique position because | have done things on behalf of nearly every
department on the campus so | understand most everyone's perspective. | was a

debater in high school and college so | can argue either way for nearly every
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issue. | often find myself smoothing feathers and functioning as a glue to keep

everyone together amid strong opinions.

Frames of reference analysis.

Frames of reference serve as conceptual maps for understanding an ooganizat
and interpreting the effectiveness of others’ behavior. Bolman and Deal (1991; 2008)
identified four frames of reference: structural, human resource, politnchyembolic.
The primary frame of reference espoused by the Charlestown presidehevpaditical
frame. Focusing on monitoring internal and external environments, the potice f
utilizes influence to gather necessary resources, establishesngigts with
constituents, and develops coalitions amid a compromising structure. The poétcal
emphasizes the use of power and influence to direct resources to specific inglierdual
groups. The president at Charlestown College defined leadership from thelpolitica
perspective as “the ability to mobilize people to accomplish a common gotigkal|
are pursuing together.” When asked to define his role within the group, the president
responded:

My major role here is to not let the group forget where we're goingeakg for

the group members to become totally focused on their area, but | have to be above

all that and be able to see what's happening to the organization as a whole and see

whether the various divisions are moving in such a way that the overall direction
of the institution is right. Although our strategic planning sets the direction for
every area, | have to be constantly aware if each of the areas is moving tiogvar

established goals.
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Although the group members had differing opinions regarding the president’s
cognitive frame(s), they appeared to confirm his primary use of the poliacaeéf This
may have been due, in part, to the fact some of the administrators viewed that the
president had chosen a more hands-off approach as he transitioned out of office at
Charlestown. One group member acknowledged that “the president is more Hands-of
and allows the group members to run their areas.” He added that the presitsets |
faire approach “may be related to the fact that he has announced his reticemdent
new president has been selected. The administrator with the most tehimehveitgroup
confessed that she “would like to see him be more hands-on and manage the group
dynamic particularly when there's misbehavior. However, that's not his siyle
addition to the president, the researcher observed that only one other group member
briefly employed the political frame.

The group member’s responses to the interview questions appeared to reference
the structural frame most often. The structural frame of referecosds on
organizational configuration with emphases on establishing goals and prjorities
systematic decision-making, efficiency, and effective communicatizme group
member observed:

We have really talented people on this team with varied experience. We have

people who are quite successful within their own realms. Since we have had four

vice president changes in three years, this team has not yet gediftbtogAs the
transition continues [from the current president] to the new president, | think the
team will continue to gel together better, primarily because of the thksnt on

the team.
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One group member admitted that they group was occasionally deficient irahef ar
communication because they do not “let information flow [from the group] back down to
the rest of the campus.” Displaying strong advocacy for the structamnad frone
administrator acknowledged what he had learned from a recent group decision:
You have to be able to remove yourself from the emotional attachment to things.
| saw the stress on the other group members, and | tried to encourage them. But
when you are under that kind of pressure and you're making decisions of that
magnitude, you've got to be able to step away from the emotions of the issues.
The researcher observed that the structural frame was also employedrouthe g
meeting. All of the Charlestown College group members presented at lea$tioae
seven agenda items. Two group members jointly presented one item. Although the
president presented one agenda item, it was not formally on the written agentta pr
the meeting.
Though the group presented many of the agenda items from the structural frame
of reference, the researcher observed a high level of interaction, catlabpdiscussion,
and problem solving in the discussion each item on the agenda. This interaction
effectively demonstrated that the group espoused the human resource frarhe, whic
focuses on the partnership and needs of the organization and constituents emphasizing the
achievement of goals through collaboration, consensus building, problem-solving through
teams, loyalty to the institution, and leading by example. Specificallly,dabe
administrators indicated that providing a role model and leading by exanyge we
essential characteristics of leadership. When asked, “In what ways do ygadimd

leadership group to be most useful” one member of the group replied:
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This is the best team I've ever worked with. Before we bring anytbitige
cabinet meetings, we are expected to confer with one another so that we are abl
to come in to the meeting and use the time wisely. So a significant amount of
interaction occurs outside of the meetings. | hate the fact that werg tbs
president because he is the quintessential leader in that he does not infuse his own
agenda onto the team. He will guide and facilitate and mentor, but he will not
direct.
Another group member added, “I think the atmosphere or the environment that he has
worked hard to create facilitates collegiality and collaboration of itemisitbanot
necessarily on the agenda.” When asked about how conflict was handled within the
group at Charlestown, the president’s response demonstrated that he hamhaitgnt
worked to develop the human resource frame of reference within the group:
In your dealings with people you always start out making a choice betwee
trusting them and mistrusting them. Everything else follows that decision. Your
behavior comes out of the trust or mistrust. If you trust each other, you will car
about each other, confront problems together, and cooperate to solve those
problems. If you're in mistrust mode, you operate from a win-lose assumption
You assess every situation wondering if you are winning or if you are losing. So |
occasionally go over this paradigm with our group members. It's very apparent
when someone chooses to view a particular individual through the lens of mistrust
rather than trust. Nothing productive ever comes out of mistrust mode.
The symbolic frame, which emphasizes accurately interpreting thieifiostis

history, maintaining its culture, and reinforcing its values to foster sinaeading, was
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not observed at all in the group meeting and was referenced only in the individual

interviews. When questioned about his concerns with how the group functions, the group

member responded:
The very rich tradition here is a vital part of this college. So there is alhvays

curiosity when you have so many in the room who have not been part of the

historical culture. The question becomes, “Can culture be transmitted to the folks

within the administrative group?” But the new individuals may have ideas that

help the college move forward in a new direction. Other than the president, only

two group members have more than five years experience at the college.
Functional domain analysis.
The administrative group at Charlestown College performed practicatiastin
all three functional domains: utilitarian, expressive, and cognitive. Theéht
function aides in achieving a sense of rationality and maintaining control over
institutional functions. The expressive function reinforces a sense of connectedness
among group members, while the cognitive function acknowledges and enlarges the
intelligence of group members to enable the team to act as a creative @stsimon
& Neumann, 1993).
When questioned about the most important roles of a leadership group, the
Charlestown president responded primarily in a utilitarian manner:
Because they are a leadership group, each of them has followers that th&y nee
mobilize toward the common goal. | count on our group members to do that.
They know that we have annual goals every year so they know where we are

going and we work all that out together as a team before the year even starts
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Their job is to go back into their division and mobilize their people, inspire them,

and direct them to accomplish the goals that have been set forth for the year.

In contrast, the president utilized the expressive domain when asked about howisonflict
handled within the group.

Although the group appeared to function both from the utilitarian and cognitive
domains equally in the group meeting, when asked about how the group is most useful,
all but two of the group members referenced the utilitarian domain. One group membe
alluded to the expressive domain acknowledging that “a significant amountrattida
occurs outside of the meetings.” The other referenced both the expressive andecognit
domains in her response:

The group helps us to have a broader view of how our decisions affect the broader

campus and not just our own area. We are often sounding boards for each other

both in the meeting and outside of the meeting which | think is helpful. We also
provide support for each other.
However, the researcher did not observe the expressive domain in use in the group
meeting. Itis possible that the group's expressive functions occur outsidegyodupe
meetings due to the structure of the meeting agenda and decision-makiregs padici
members of the group did engage in utilitarian functions in the group meeting, and the
researcher observed that all but one performed cognitive functions in the meeting

When questioned about their individual role within the leadership group, four of

the six administrators referenced the utilitarian domain. One referred &xpressive

function by responding: “I often find myself smoothing feathers and functioninglag a
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to keep everyone together amid strong opinions.” The other group member replied from
the cognitive domain:

| try to be an advocate for my 80 colleagues as the only group member who is not

employed by the president. This allows me to be a voice for the employee base.

It is a challenge trying to decide when to speak as chair of the fandltylzen to

function as an employee of the academic dean.

The group members had the most functional diversity when responding to what
makes the group meetings important. Each of the three functional domains was
mentioned collectively by the group with one group member including all three:

The group members have to be aware of the decisions of all the areas. On many

campuses there are divisions which are perceived as the favorite divisioss. Thi

paradigm breeds animosity among the other divisions. We make a purposeful
effort not to let that happen here. We have tried to all be ambassadors of the
college and be involved in enroliment efforts. | need to be out of my office as
much as | am in my office so that | am in tune with what's going on around
campus. We have very few decision items come through the cabinet. However,
we have a lot of discussion items that facilitate the decisions by the individual
vice presidents. We don't have to make very many decisions because our
decisions are primarily decided by the strategic plan.

The group and the models.

The administrative group at Charlestown College met the criteriarictibnal
and cognitive complexity as defined by the three models. The group possessdd at leas

four of the five core cognitive roles, performed at least one constructiveéoiumcieach
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of the three functional domains, and employed all four frames of reference.
Consequently, the group could be categorized according to the theoretical madels as
functionally and cognitively complex team. The observation of the group mestihg
the interactions in the group meeting supported this conclusion.

The president employed three of the four frames of reference and apjoelaeed
an unusually gifted leader. His interview responses were immediatepgtastive. His
purposeful communication and behavior was paired with an equally purposeful resolve to
abstain from distractions that would cause him to be ineffective as a |dbaeis
apparent that the president had not only worked to personally develop multiple
perspectives, but that he was leading his administrative group to do the same. The
president did not utilize the symbolic frame in the group meeting in his resporikes
interview questions. It was not apparent in the group meeting that the presidlesd util
the political frame of reference, in part, because he spoke less often thawughe gr
members. However, the interview responses demonstrated that the president had
established a human resource and political structure that facilitatezttrdas among
the group members from these frames of reference both in the meetings and loaitside t
meetings. The researcher observed highly interactive, complex discussioagiaup
meeting. Only the president’s frames of reference, structural and hesmanae, were
evident in the meeting. However, all four frames were engaged in the interview
responses. It was apparent that the group members came to the meetinggetqect
make progress and finalize decisions. Consequently, the fast-paced, complestatiscus
facilitated a high level of achievement in the meeting.

The researcher made three significant observations:
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1. The symbolic frame was engaged only briefly by one administrator in the

interview responses.

2. Each of the three functional domains appeared to be employed equally by the

group members in the interview responses.

3. Most of the administrators paused conspicuously when questioned about how

the team is least useful.
It seemed that the members of the group may have been averse to openly exjhiessing
criticism. It is also possible that they may have been trying to recalhffict actually
existed within the group.

The utilitarian and cognitive domains were observed in the group meeting,
although the expressive domain was not noted. However, all three domains were
referenced repeatedly in the individual interviews. All of the group membezptaxae
performed utilitarian functions in the meeting. Additionally, all of the membe
performed at least one useful cognitive function in the meeting. In their resgoribe
interview questions, every group member utilized all three domains. When asked to
score their personal groupwork and the groupwork of the group holisticalby,thé
Charlestown group members related the assessed score to their functioresasd ar
responsibilities indicating that the group approached groupwork primaoityttie
utilitarian domain. As mentioned above, the substance of the interview responses
differed significantly from the highly interactive, complex discussmserved in the
group meeting.

All five core cognitive roles were performed by group members. Igringp

meeting, the researcher observed that the thinking roles were perforrakkdtipe
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group members. Moreover, the synthesizer role was performed only by therirdbiele
interpreter role was performed by just one member of the group, and no one performed
the role of critic. Additionally, no one group member dominated the interactions,
although one individual spoke much less often than the others in the group meeting.

When the interview responses were combined with the group observation field
notes, the researcher observed:

1. Recent significant financial strain had affected the qualitative and tataueti

health of the institution.

2. The president's impending retirement had influenced the behavior and

decision-making processes of the administrative group.

3. The president performed three thinking roles: definer, interpreter, and

synthesizer.

4. No role was identified for one of the group members.

5. Only one thinking role was identified for each of the other group members.
According to the three models of cognitive and functional complexity, the gragip wa
identified as a real team. Moreover, the above observations also indi¢atieahg
characteristics of a real team exist within the administratieepgat Charlestown
College.

Cross Site Analysis.

To discover commonalities, differences, and themes from all the cases, the cros
site analysis considers the administrative group from each of the thiiagiorss. The
analysis of the groups includes group milieu, cognitive frames of referfemnctional

domains, and an evaluation of the groups as compared to the three models.
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Group milieus.

The three educational institutions included in this study were all smalltgriva
colleges in East Tennessee with student populations from 779 to 1103 and a minimum of
10 programs of study. All three colleges were single-campus institutiondistitictive
geographic settings. Trident College was in a semi-rural community, &dtr®ollege
was in a suburban community of a metropolitan area, and Charlestown College was
located in the heart of a small city.

Each of the three campuses had striking similarities in campus amenities an
development. The three institutions had experienced significant facilityaamols
improvements in the recent past. All three institutions seemed to be fihastable
although Charlestown College was emerging from a period of significantfata
hardship. Earnhardt College appeared to be the most financially stable asaf eesult
unusually high endowment. Consequently, each of the administrators appeared to be
adequately resourced in their areas of responsibility.

The administrative groups appear to be structured similarly, althoughatihggd
from a total of 6 to 9 members including the presidents. The variation in the size of the
groups appeared to be related to the college's organizational structure.h Asisuc
difficult to determine the ideal size of an administrative group. It seersgna&ale that a
larger administrative group would contribute to a higher level of group functindal a
cognitive complexity. For example, the five thinking roles were shared betheen t
president and five group members at Charlestown College, the smallest oééhe thr
administrative groups, whereas the thinking roles were shared betweandwnduals at

Trident College, the largest of the three groups. In this study, however, themesea
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found that the smallest group (the group at Charlestown College) appeared to bstthe m
complex of the three administrative groups.

A total of 22 group members participated in the study. Every participant was
Caucasian. There were six female members and 16 male members. Thatsraside
this study were notably similar. All were Caucasian males from 64 to 72 gkage,
and all had more than 30 years in higher education and had served at their institution for
more than 10 years. Two had served as presidents for more than 13 years wiiilé the t
was in his third year of presidency. One held a Master of Divinity degrée thhiother
two presidents held Doctor of Philosophy degrees.

The groups were also similar in terms of structure, age, education, and years in
higher education. Each of the groups consisted of a combination of a president and vice
presidents, deans, and/or directors, although one group also included a faculty
chairperson. There did not appear to be a strategically designed ratiorthée for
assignment of position titles at any of the three institutions. The averagethgdlote
groups ranged from 50 to 53. Three of the 22 group members had earned a bachelor’s
degree while the majority of the group members had earned either a snastittoral
degree. The average number of years each group had served in higher education was 17
or 18.

One group consisted of all male members while the other two groups included
male and female group members more equally. There was significant gliaensig
the group members in both the number of years at the institution and a number of years i
current position. The group members at Charlestown College had sighyfieaver

years at the institution and in their current positions; however, it appeared thaiupe gr
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members at Charlestown were more experienced in their areas of respyrsidibetter
prepared to achieve the mission of the institution.

Team building was considered by Bensimon and Neumann (1993) to be a never
ending endeavor. As tenured administrators leave the groups and new members are
introduced, a lengthy amalgamation process ensues. Consequently, the groups at the
three institutions could have been still learning to function as a unit. Every group had
members who had been part of the group fewer than three years. Four of the six
administrators at Charlestown had been part of the group fewer than threeAtears
Earnhardt College, the president had served for fewer than three years.wéke ne
administrative group member in this study acknowledged that, “The very nititiaina
here is a vital part of [Charlestown] College. So there is always a cymdsn you
have so many in the room who have not been part of the historical culture.” The most
tenured vice president at Charlestown shared her approach to the junior groupsnember

Though many of the group members are short timers, they are all very eatpet

in their areas. So | learned to be quiet and listen and appreciate the fact that |

don't have a more valuable perspective than the other group members.
Thus, the turnover within administrative groups may actually aid the group members
achieving the mission and goals of the institution. For example, in this dtedy,aup
with the lowest average number of years both at the institution and as grouprsiembe
appeared to be the most cognitively and functionally complex of the three adamiestr
groups.

The three colleges in this study did not appear to be facing any impendagy cris

As mentioned above, Charlestown College was emerging from a period of aignific
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financial hardship. The group observation and interviews indicated that the group and the
institution had successfully navigated the situation. In fact, the colleiebantly

completed the construction of a new $47 million performing arts facility. €stamn

College was also faced with the retirement of the current president.

The majority of the presidents and group members spoke positively about their
groups. Only one of the 22 group members voiced notable concern for the relationships
within the group to the point of considering transitioning to employment at a new
institution. Many of the group members indicated that they had learned oleasmag
the importance of working through conflict and debate rather than internalizing
disagreement. A number of the group members also mentioned that addressing the
complex issues on a small college campus requires patience and time. Eachafggke gr
acknowledged that change is possible and is necessary provided that the institution does
not succumb to mission-drift.

Thinking role analysis.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993) identified five core thinking roles frequently
found within groups: definer, analyst, interpreter, critic, and synthesizer.hiftkéeg
roles within each of the three administrative groups were dynamic and peafbgm
multiple group members. Several of the administrators performed mutiipse r
although no role was identified for three of the 22 group members. Since the specific
thinking roles were largely, if not entirely, unknown to the group members, most
discussed their role within the group in functional terms as it related to thaioh
responsibility. When combining the observation of the roles played within the group

meeting with those referenced in the interview responses, there was suéwgence to
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suggest the existence of all five core thinking roles within each of the threeistrative
groups.

The core thinking roles form the foundation for thinking within the group which
allows the group to effectively select, create, and address group issues (Knudsan, 1997)
The core thinking roles are definer, analyst, critic, interpreter, antiesizer (Bensimon
& Neumann, 1993). The three presidents who participated in this study performed
multiple thinking roles within their groups. All three presidents performed theedefi
and synthesizer roles while the president at Charlestown College addetdtheester
role. Additionally, the presidents of all three institutions expected that the group
members would contribute to defining the group's agenda and strategy. To do so, each
president purposefully structured the group meetings and administrative personnel
accordingly. The agenda, in every case, was jointly constructed by thdeptesid the
group members. One group member expressed appreciation for this approach by
acknowledging: “I like . . . being able to contribute to the agenda.”

The primary analysts of the three groups also performed analyticaldiusicti
within their respective institutions. Two of the analysts were involved in ingtilt
research and effectiveness and three were responsible for business amd D@ of
the groups had one analyst while the other two groups each had two analysts.

The occupational functions and responsibilities of those who were identified as
primary interpreters were more diverse. For example, one president, twat Steidéces
administrators, one academic administrator, one advancement administrator, and one
faculty chair performed the interpreter role for their group. Each group heasatwo

interpreters while the Earnhardt group had three. The diversity of group menhioers w
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performed the interpreter role indicates complex thinking and functioningwtéai
groups. The presidents are supported by a number of group members who are capable of
identifying how constituents perceived individual issues and how the issues correspond
with the mission and history of the institution. Since none of the presidents wetb/dire
promoted from within the institutions, it became important for other administtators
assume the role of the interpreter for the group.

The role of critic appeared to be equally diverse within the administrative groups
One primary critic was a female and the most tenured within her groupvamdale
primary critics were the least tenured members of their respegtups. Two of the
groups had one primary critic and the third group had two primary critics. As one might
expect, the two critics who served together readily admitted occasiostaafron with
one another.

The primary synthesizer on each of the teams was their president, although the
enrollment management administrator also served as a synthesizer ébtlomgroups.
In the group meetings, the president often summarized the discussions andonteracti
facilitating consensus and collaborative decisions. Presidents often yajuaaitate to
the synthesizer role because they are ultimately responsible to the goveraiddor the
actions of the group (Knudson, 1997). As the groups are brought together by the
synthesizer they become more unified around institutional mission and vision. The vice
president who performed the synthesizer role described how she viewed her essential
responsibility:

| play the role of tying pieces together and part of that is because oempfar

responsibility. 1 am the one that thinks of organizing a variety of things including
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initiatives. If it's going to fall through the cracks and | know that's gtmng

happen then I'll pick it up and take responsibility. | think it's fairly well known

that | am the go-to person for making something happen or for pulling all the

people the room together to confront an issue.

Frames of reference analysis.

The three presidents in this study displayed diversity in the number and type of
cognitive frames of reference that each employed: structural, hus@urce, political,
and symbolic. Each of the three presidents utilized the structural andgbdtaimes,
although only two added the human resource frame. None of the president's employed
the symbolic frame in the group meetings or the individual interview respomsts |
Charlestown College administrative meeting, the political frame waseablly absent.
The researchers assumed that the absence of this key frame resultédugk fetnat¢gic
structure and procedures of the group. Many group interactions and decisionsagere
outside of the Charlestown meetings at the request of the president. Thigslpolit
negotiation and influencing was not necessary in the group meetings.

The president at Trident College employed the structural/political/huesannce
combination; however, his structural perspective was utilized far more tharméneveo.
As a result, the internal tension between his espoused theory and his behavior
occasionally resulted in statements such as, “I want them to develop their own budgets.
But if they don't make enough cuts, I'll do it for them.” In the Trident and Earnhardt
meetings, the human resource and symbolic frames were not employed. It would have
been difficult for the group members to employ these two frames becausedtirgs

moved at a steady pace and it appeared that the presidents were adiiealyrfg the



146

meetings and moving the groups from item to item on the agenda. Additionally, the
interview responses of the Trident and Earnhardt group members were pyncipall
structural in nature. The interview responses of the Charlestown group mevebers
more evenly distributed between the structural, political, and human res@mess fof
reference while the symbolic frame was only briefly employed.

Functional domain analysis.

The administrative groups at Trident and Earnhardt demonstrated usefilescti
in each of the three functional domains (utilitarian, expressive, and cogbibitre)n the
group meetings and in their individual interview responses. However, the Chanlestow
group did not engage the expressive domain in their group meeting. It appeared that the
Charlestown group's expressive functions occurred outside of the group meetirgs due t
the strategic structure of the meeting agenda and decision-makingsollide
Charlestown group was the most functionally diverse group in their meeting, With al
members of the group engaging in utilitarian functions and all but one perfprmi
cognitive functions. The Charlestown group members also demonstrated @&t high
level of functional diversity when responding to what makes the group meetings
important. Each of the three functional domains was mentioned collectively grsothe
with one group member including all three.

The Earnhardt group appeared to be the most expressive of the three and a group
meeting. Moreover, when questioned about the group meetings, nearly every
administrator referred to the expressive domain primarily as it relat@srimenication
within the group. Although it was apparent that the group placed high value on

communication, there was a strong undercurrent of strained relations withnotipe g
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One group member openly discussed several strained relationships among the
administrators. However, the other group members did not broach the interpersonal
issues. Only one group member performed an activity in the cognitive domain during the
Earnhardt group meeting. Four of the seven group members performed utilitarian
functions, while three performed expressive functions.

When questioned about the ways he found the Trident group to be most useful,
the president’s response was entirely utilitarian in nature. When askechabmié
within the group, the president once again employed the utilitarian domain. The group
meeting was almost entirely utilitarian and the discussions appeared sukmstknce.

The group began the meeting with only three items on the written agenda, although
several informal items were added in the meeting. Only one membey peeibrmed
useful functions in the expressive and cognitive domains in the meeting. This same
member was considered by several of his colleagues to be “stroad;Will
“argumentative,” “irresponsible,” “inflexible,” and “opinionated,” oftervadsely
affecting the group. Primarily, the group member had received these Ialtieésrasult
of his inability to act on a key issue.

The researcher asked each of the 22 administrators to assign a score to their
personal level of group work and to that of the group using a scale of 1 to 10 with 10
being the highest. The scores were totaled and averaged. The resultiggsaaeza
included below in Table 4. There did not appear to be any correlation between the
assessed scores of the group members and what was observed in the meetings and
interview responses. For example, the Charlestown College administratine gr

appeared to be the most functionally and cognitively complex of the three groups. Yet
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the average personal score was the lowest of the three groups, and the avegage gr

score was in the middle of the three colleges. The Trident group appeared to be the most
utilitarian and bureaucratic of the three colleges, yet it received thestigverage group
score. Itis possible that as a group learns to think and act in a more complex manner

they become more modest in their self-assessment.

Table 4Average Groupwork Score on a Scale of 1 to 10

Trident Earnhardt Charlestown

Category College College College

Score
Assigred to
Personal
Groupwork

7.2 7.3 6.6

Score
Assigred to
Groupwork
of the Group

7.9 7.6 7.7

The groups and the models.

Each of the three administrative groups met the criteria for functional and
cognitive complexity. The groups possessed at least four of the five corevemguiis,
performed at least one constructive function in each of the three functionahdparad
employed all four frames of reference. Consequently, the groups could each be
categorized according to the theoretical models as a functionally andwelgrabmplex
team. However, only the interactions and groupwork of the Charlestown group supported
the conclusion that the group functioned as a real team. The Trident and Earnhardt

groups appeared to function primarily as working groups rather than nesl. tea
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The group meetings were each convened around a large conference table to
facilitate a more inclusive seating arrangement for the group memibleosigh the
Trident meeting occurred around a conference table in the president’s dffthbeugh
each of the four frames of reference was represented within the Tgrdept the group
meeting and the interview responses were overwhelmingly structural ie.natren the
Earnhardt group members were asked how they found their group to be most useful, the
researcher observed the most diverse utilization of frames of refer&hdeur frames
were employed, although the structural frame was utilized by four gt members.

The president at Charlestown College employed three of the four framederefice and
appeared to be an unusually gifted leader. His interview responses wereatemgesti
substantive. His purposeful communication and behavior was paired with an equally
purposeful resolve to abstain from distractions that would cause him to be ineféscéive
leader. It was apparent that the Charlestown president had not only worked toliyersona
develop multiple perspectives, but that he was leading his administrative group to do the
same.

Each of the three functional domains was observed in the Trident group meeting;
however, only one group member performed both the expressive and cognitive functions.
This same member, as mentioned earlier, was considered by severaloithgues to
be “strong-willed,” “argumentative,” “inflexible,” and “opinionated,” aftadversely
affecting the group. Though all three domains were referenced repdatabby
Earnhardt administrators in the individual interviews, the mentions appeared tgdbg lar
theoretical. In fact, the responses of the group members to questions aboutdtieg me

appeared to directly contradict the observation of the researcher. Tlagiatildomain
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was most employed in the group meeting. Although every Earnhardt group member
referenced the cognitive domain when asked what the president did to make sure that
every voice was heard, only one team member briefly performed a usefuhaognit
function in the meeting. The utilitarian and cognitive domains were observed in the
Charlestown group meeting, although the expressive domain was not. Howevereall thre
domains were referenced repeatedly in the individual interviews.

Each of the five core cognitive roles was performed by all three groups.
However, no role was identified for one Charlestown member and two Trident msembe
Multiple thinking roles were performed by the three presidents and two other Trident
members. One Trident group member and one Charlestown member seemed to be left
almost entirely out of the discussions in their respective group meetings.
Summary

According to the three models of cognitive and functional complexity, the
administrative groups of all three colleges were identified as congaexst However,
when considered holistically, the observations of the group meetings and analysis of the
interview responses at Trident and Earnhardt strongly demonstratedehstias
representative of working groups. In contrast, the observation and interview resgfonses

the administrative team at Charlestown College confirmed the exisieaaeal team.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

This study explored administrative groups of three small, private colieges
state of Tennessee in post-secondary education to examine how college presitents a
their executive officers think and work together. The focus of this study was to
determine if the administrative officers functioned as working groupstaaais, or if
elements of both existed. This final chapter restates the focus of thisrstuidws the
methodology utilized in the study, summarizes the results, and presents practical
implications for educational leaders and for future research.

Overview of the Study

Previous research revealed that leadership groups can help organizations address a
wide range of issues through increased access to information and an expaniyed abili
process information from multiple perspectives. Specifically, leadersbipgin higher
education are most effective when they incorporate both functional and cognitive
complexity into a team structure that effectively communicates withitgersts (Amey,

2005; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Bentley et al., 2004; Kezar & Lester, 2009;
Knudson, 1997; Kogler Hill, 2010; Morgan, 1986; Rubenfeld & Scheffer, 2005).

This study utilized three existing models to assess functional and cognitive
complexity within groups. Bensimon and Neumann (1993) offered a unique framework
for presidential leadership groups that included both functional and cognitive cdgplex
In the functional domain model, they observed that when all three functional domains are
utilized within a group, the group is more capable of responding to the complex needs of

the institution. On the contrary, simple teams utilized only one or two of the three
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functional domains, primarily focusing on the utilitarian functions and largely
disregarding cognitive functions. They pioneered a second model in which they found
that cognitively complex teams possess at least four of the five thinkewy vahile
cognitively simple teams lack two or more of these thinking roles (Bolman & Dea
2008). The five core cognitive roles were definer, analyst, critic, irEnprand
synthesizer.

Utilizing the theory of conceptual pluralism, Bolman and Deal (2008) syntlesize
disparate leadership perspectives and organizational thought into a third modsir the f
frames of reference which included structural, human resource, symidlippktical
frames. Bolman and Deal found that when employing a frames analysis, the use of
multiple frames was a strong indication of functional complexity (seer&i). A
significant number of more recent studies have utilized Bolman and Dealssftasory
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993; Birnbaum, 1992; Eddy, 2003; Favero, 2006; Garcia et al.,
2008; Hollingsworth et al., 2002; Israel & Kasper, 2004; Kezar, 2002; Knudson, 1997,
Kohnen, 2005; Nieman, 2008; St. John, 2009; Weiss, 2007). For college administrators,
their effectiveness, or functional complexity, was directly relategtieé number of frames
they employed (see Figure 4) (Bolman & Deal, 2008; Eddy, 2003; Kohnen, 2005).

Previous research principally focused on comparing diverse types of ingstuti
and administrative teams to one another. In contrast, this study explored the
commonalities and differences within the characteristics and functions afiattative
groups in a sample of similar institutions. Previous studies primarilyaréted
leadership groups from an either/or perspective — a working group or eaaegrla

simple team or a complex team, etc. Additionally, prior studies determine@ahé&br
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complex) teams yield a higher level of effectiveness. However, iladed and Smith
(2006) cautioned that not all groups should aspire to function as real (or complex) team
They discovered that there are organizational venues suited for both working @mdups
real teams, and leadership groups, whether they are simple or complex| eahistie
high levels of performance. Consequently, this study sought to determine if the
administrative groups in the three small, private Tennessee collegésriedas
working groups, real teams, or a combination of both.
Methodological Review

A multiple-site case study was conducted in three small, private cobbéges
similar size in the state of Tennessee. A total of 22 administratorsieted in in-
depth interviews. An on-site observation of an administrative group meeting was
conducted at each of the three sites and pertinent organizational docunrents we
examined. Data collected from these evidential sources were analyzed ashchtmde
both prefigured categories and emergent categories that arose from ysesaridie
categories were primarily derived from three models for determiningidmattand
cognitive complexity in groups. The three models evaluated the core thinkiag role
frames of reference, and functional domains of the group. Analyses of the data we
conducted utilizing several methods. A case study database was assembetLithed i
interview transcripts, field notes, collected documentation, observation notes, and
reflective notes for each group. The researcher compiled reasonablesmrecbased
on themes in the data. The findings were organized into a rich, full description in

narrative form presented in Chapter 4. This study sought to discover themelsdrom
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data that could assist other small, private college leaders in developing ataimrag
high performing teams.
Summary and Discussion of the Results

The results of the study are summarized according to the focus of the inquiry
utilizing categories which considered the composition of each administgatiup and
core components of the three models of group functional and cognitive complExdy.
framework for the three models is specifically founded upon core thinking roles
cognitive frames of reference, and functional domains respectively.

Composition of administrative groups.

The personal characteristics of the three small, private collegdgmesin this
study were similar. They were all Caucasian males in their mid-608yd/6a, two of
the three held an earned doctoral degree, and all had more than 30 years experience
higher education. An average of seven group members comprised each of the
administrative groups in the study. The group members were all Caucasianavith tw
thirds of them being male. Each of the group members were referred to as vabenpres
dean, or director and represented the following institutional areas: acao®giams,
student services, administrative services, and enroliment services. Thgedeagth of
service in higher education for the group members was 18 years with two of the groups
serving at their current institution for an average of 15 years (seesTlaBle

Group thinking roles.

The three small, private college administrative groups in this study were
determined to be cognitively complex because they demonstrated avileadtthe five

core thinking roles. The thinking roles within each of the three administratuegr
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were dynamic and performed by multiple group members. Several of the adatonsst
performed multiple roles, although no role was identified for three of the 22 group
members. Since the specific thinking roles were largely, if not entirely, unkiotha t
group members, most discussed their role within the group in functional terms as it
related to their area of responsibility. When combining the observation of the roles
played within the group meeting with those referenced in the interview responses, the
was sufficient evidence to suggest the existence of all five core thinkesgwihin each

of the three administrative groups.

The core thinking roles form the foundation for thinking within the group which
allows the group to effectively select, create, and address group issues (Knudsan, 1997)
The core thinking roles are definer, analyst, critic, interpreter, artesizer (Bensimon
& Neumann, 1993). The three presidents who participated in this study performed
multiple thinking roles within their groups. All three presidents performed theedefi
and synthesizer roles while one president added the interpreter role. AdWitithreal
presidents of all three institutions expected that the group members would contribute t
defining the group's agenda and strategy. To do so, each president purposefully
structured the group meetings and administrative personnel accordingly. Tda,age
every case, was jointly constructed by the president and the group members.

The primary analysts of the three groups each performed analytical jolofisnct
within their respective institutions. Two of the analysts were involved in ingtilt
research and effectiveness and three were responsible for businessrared flDae of

the groups had one analyst while the other two groups each had two analysts.
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The occupational functions and responsibilities of those who were identified as
primary interpreters were more diverse. For example, one president, two sererds
administrators, one academic administrator, one advancement administrator, and one
faculty chair performed the interpreter role for their group. Each group heasatwo
interpreters. This diversity of group members performing the interpodéeindicated
complex thinking and functioning within the groups. Since none of the presidents were
directly promoted from within the institutions, it became important for other
administrators to assume the role of the interpreter for the group.

The role of critic appeared to be equally diverse within the groups. One primary
critic was a female and the most tenured within her group while the pramgeg in the
other institutions were male and the least tenured members of their nesgeatips.

Two of the groups had one primary critic and the third group had two primary critics.

The primary synthesizer on each of the teams was their president, although the
enrollment management administrator also served as a synthesizer ébtlomgroups.

In the group meetings, the president often summarized the discussions andonteracti
facilitating consensus and collaborative decisions. Presidents often pajuasitate to
the synthesizer role because they are ultimately responsible to the goveraiddor the
actions of the group (Knudson, 1997). As the groups are brought together by the
synthesizer they become more unified around institutional mission and vision.

Group frames of reference.

The three groups in this study displayed diversity in the number and type of
cognitive frames of reference that each employed—structural, huntamaespolitical,

and symbolic. Bensimon and Neumann (1993) found that multiple frames of reference
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allow a president to alter responses to diverse issues and circumstansaenira/ho
employ multiple frames of reference typically have more than fivesyadheir

positions. In contrast to the findings of Bensimon and Neumann, the presidents at two of
the institutions had served more than 13 years in their respective positionshehiied
president was only three years into his first presidency. All of the smalieollege
presidents in this study utilized multiple cognitive frames of referefiea of the

president's employed three frames of reference and one employed two frames of
reference. The structural and political frames were used by all thrédeptes although

only two added the human resource frame. The two presidents that employed three of the
four cognitive frames of reference were those who had served in their quosgndns

for more than 13 years; however, the paired-frame president was onlyhirdhigear.

In one of the administrative meetings observed by the researcher, thepoliti
frame was noticeably absent. The researcher assumed that the absesdesgffthme
resulted from the strategic structure and procedures of the group and their snegting
the request of the president, many group interactions and decisions were malgeabutsi
the group meetings. Thus, political negotiation and influencing was not ngcester
group meetings. This group appeared to be more functionally and cognitively complex
particularly in the group meeting. In the other two group meetings, the heswrce
and symbolic frames were not employed. It appeared that the presidentstwelg a
facilitating the meetings and moving the groups from item to item on the agincta
made it difficult for the group members to employ these two frames.

When a leader utilizes multiple frames, the frames typically compleoment

another to facilitate greater effectiveness and performance. In contiastaw
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administrator employs only the bureaucratic frame, teambuilding and grol@aweor

difficult because the bureaucratic frame focuses on power, control, and burgaucrac
(Knudson, 1997). Moreover, a president occasionally experiences internal tension
between the espoused theories and his behavior when he employs multiple frames. The
researcher found this to be true in this study. As the presidents employed frame
combinations, the internal tension occasionally resulted in conflicting stateareht

actions. As presidents become more comfortable in their roles, they are able to mor
naturally and more effectively incorporate the human resource and syrnaoigs into

their thinking and behavior (Knudson, 1997).

Previous studies found that many presidents of small and midsize institutions di
not employ the structural frame of reference as one might expect, buteatpleyed the
human resource and symbolic frames most frequently. However, in this study the
researcher found that all of the presidents utilized more than one frame, antboésy
frame was not utilized by any of the presidents. This seems to indicatesithatship in
small, private colleges may be evolving to a more collegial approach.

Group functional domains.

The cognitive frames of reference employed by the group members appear to
parallel their use of functional domains. The presidents in this study all employe
multiple frames of reference, and all performed useful activities in ak ttunctional
domains: utilitarian, expressive, and cognitive. In contrast, Knudson (1997) observed
that leaders functioning from a single frame of reference might only pegaup

functions in one or two of the domains.
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The administrative groups at two of the three institutions demonstrated useful
activities in each of the three functional domains both in the group meetings and in their
individual interview responses. However, the third group did not engage the expressive
domain in their group meeting. It appeared that expressive functions performesl by thi
group occurred outside of the group meetings due to the strategic structure eétimgm
agenda and decision-making policies because the group was the most funaioeedky
group in their meeting, with all members of the group engaging in utilitariandosact
and all but one performing cognitive functions. The members of this group demonstrated
a much higher level of functional diversity than the other two institutions when
responding to what makes the group meetings important. Each of the three functional
domains was mentioned collectively by the group with one group member including all
three.

Each of the 22 administrators assessed a score to their personal leweljof gr
work and to that of the group (see Table 4). Ironically, the scores esdsgsthe group
members appeared to contradict what was actually observed in thegaeetd
interview responses. For example, of the three groups, the group that appearée to be t
most functionally and cognitively complex had the lowest average persomalo$cbe
three groups, and their average group score was in the middle of the thrgescollee
group that appeared to be the most utilitarian of the three received the highageé ave
group score. lItis possible that as a group learns to think and act in a more complex

manner they become more modest in their self-assessment.
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The groups and the models.

The administrative groups at each of the three small, private collegéisemet
criteria for functional and cognitive complexity. According to the thoeapiexity
models, the groups possessed at least four of the five core cognitive rolesngedibr
least one constructive function in each of the three functional domains, and engdloyed
four frames of reference. Consequently, the groups could each be categarrdohgc
to the theoretical models as a functionally and cognitively complex team. Howalye
the interactions and groupwork of one group supported the conclusion that the group
performed as a real team. Two of the groups appeared to function primaviykisg
groups rather than real teams.

One president employed three of the four frames of reference and appdazed
an unusually gifted leader. His interview responses were immediatepgtastive. His
purposeful communication and behavior was paired with an equally purposeful resolve to
abstain from distractions that would cause him to be ineffective as a |dbaeis
apparent that this president had not only worked to personally develop multiple
perspectives, but that he was leading his administrative group to do the same.

Combining the group meeting with the interview responses, each of the
administrative groups performed at least one useful function in each of the three
functional domains. Though all three domains were referenced repeatedly in the
individual interviews by the administrators, the mentions by one of the gappesred
to be largely theoretical. In fact, the responses of the group members to quedsbiains
their meeting appeared to directly contradict the observation of thealeseaAlthough

the group members referenced the cognitive domain often when responding to the
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interview questions, only one team member briefly performed a useful cognitisteoh
in the meeting.

Each of the five core cognitive roles was performed by all three groups.
However, no role was identified for three of the administrators. Multiple thinkieg r
were performed by the three presidents and two other group members. In two of the
three group meetings, one group member seemed to be left almost entirely out of the
discussions.

This study examined administrative group leadership in three small, private
colleges to determine if the administrative officers functioned as working gnaabs
teams, or if elements of both existed. According to the three models of cogndive a
functional complexity, the administrative groups of all three colleges wentified as
real teams. However, determining whether a group performed as agvgrkup, real
team, or a combination of both was not as simple as identifying whether or natrtize te
demonstrated the components of the three models. In the previous study in which two of
the models were developed, Bensimon and Neumann (1993) did not observe the
administrative groups in action. This study observed a meeting of the groagb af e
the three sites to determine if the interview responses of the group menabenged the
observation of the group interactions in their natural settings. When considered
holistically, the observations of the group meetings and analysis of the interview
responses at two of the three small, private colleges posed significargrdiéfe. While
the interview responses of the two groups indicated functional and cognitive ciynplex
the observations of the group meetings demonstrated characteristicsniapiresef

working groups. Consequently, there appeared to be strong evidence that the
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administrative groups of these two institutions combined simple elementslohgvor
groups with complex interactions characteristic of real teams. In sgritva group
observation and interview responses of the administrative team at the thicdiamst
confirmed the existence of a real team.

Limitations of the Study

As in many qualitative studies, the conclusions of the researcher afg large
dependent upon data collected during interviews and observations. These conclusions
could be affected if the participants withheld information (Creswell, 2007). The
researcher purposefully established trust and rapport with the partidipdatditate
accuracy in the gathering of data. To do so, the researcher employed the hagllests
of ethics at every level of this study, including, but not limited to: complete
confidentiality, recording of interviews and observations to ensure accuraoyf, fisld
notes to accurately record the observations of the researcher, particgppeeaneview,
and strict adherence to the Confidentiality Statement outlined by the Libeistgrsity
Committee on the Use of Human Research Subjects.

Since this study considered only three private colleges and a relativély sma
number of administrative team members, the generalization of this studg and it
conclusions is limited. It is possible that greater generality magtbeveed by utilizing
a larger sample size. The design of this study is further limited sines itenducted in
a relatively short period of time and produced only a snapshot of the institution, rather
than a long-term ethnographic perspective. Additionally, since the principal dat

(interviews and observations) were gathered solely by the researatieipgat review,
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peer review, and review by dissertation committee members provided limited

triangulation.

Implications for Administrative Groups

While a single qualitative study does not necessarily provide a sound basis for

rigid assertions, several implications for administrative groups and theirdeaee

suggested in the results of the study. These opportunities for practical amphcat

described below.

1.

2.

Thinking and functioning as a real team is the result of purposeful and
strategic structure and communication. It is not enough for the team members
to understand principles of high performing teams. They must each actively
and intentionally engage those principles in their cognitive and functional
interactions. To fully understand the dynamics of effective group leadership,
administrative groups and their leaders should develop an appropriate
administrative structure and a professional development process that
integrates the knowledge into group practices.

When new members come to the group, group dynamics change.
Consequently, as new members are added the group must reassess individual
thinking and functioning roles within the group.

Cognitive and functional complexity within leadership groups requires a
considerable amount of time because group members and their leaders must
fully understand the roles of each group member, how those roles relate to the
mission and vision of the institution, and the training and development process

that must occur for the group to become high performing.
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4. Conflict can contribute to individual and group health as well as higher levels
of performance. Administrative leadership groups should implement a
structure for managing conflict and differences of opinion in a manner in
which facilitates institutional growth.

5. Administrative groups should place high value on every thinking role within
their particular group. Specifically, group members must acknowledge the
significance of the role of the Critic. The critic often voices essecdiaterns
when other group members are reluctant to do so. Conversely, the critic must
also acknowledge and support the valuable roles performed by the other group
members.

6. Administrative group members must interact with their colleagues from the
foundation of a high level of trust. Group members that trust each other will
care about one another, confront problems together, and collaborate to solve
problems.

7. Itis not necessary for leaders to force their current groups into becoming
cognitively and functionally complex teams. Working groups, like real teams,
can achieve a high level of performance. It is more important for a leader
determine the type of team that is present and then to focus on developing the
group members accordingly.

Implications for Research

Several implications for further research, particularly for adminig&aroups

within small, private colleges, were identified in this study. These opportifotie

further investigation are described below.
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. Purposeful and strategic structure and communication regarding group
administrative structure and professional development processes should be
explored. What are the roles of the group members? What are the principles
and best practices for developing leadership groups into high performing
teams? What role should the group members play in the professional
development process?

. An investigation of the impact of new group members on leadership groups in
small, private colleges is needed to specifically address how group adgnami
change when new members come to the group. What can be done to prepare
group members for these changes?

. How does gender and ethnicity impact group leadership in small, private
colleges? How would this study differ if the leadership groups had higher
levels of gender and ethnic diversity? Does gender or ethnicity influence
cognitive roles, functional domains, and frames of reference within leadership
groups?

. Can cognitive and functional complexity be developed within simple
leadership groups in small, private colleges? What are the leadership
characteristics that are required to effectively facilitate thissfiormation?

. Specifically, how is conflict handled within small, private college leadership
groups? How can conflict contribute to individual and group health and higher

levels of performance?
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6. What role does trust play within administrative leadership groups? How is it
measured and how can it be developed? How does it affect the
accomplishment of the mission, vision, and goals of the leadership group?

7. Should leaders ever attempt to lead their current groups to become more
cognitively and functionally complex? Is it more profitable for a leader to
accept and develop the current working group to achieve a high level of
performance, or for the leader to replace the members with those with the
aptitude to form a real team? What level of simplicity and/or complexity is
necessary to maximize group performance?

8. Is it imperative that the leader of a small, private college leadegyshiyp
understand whether the group is a working group or a real team? Can a
leadership group function effectively, or even at a high level of performance,
if the group type has not been determined?

9. Is a particular institutional type or size better suited for a redélship team?
Is there a particular institutional type or size that is better suited for an
administrative group which functions as a working group?

Summary

This study distinctively assessed administrative group leadership ensima|,
private colleges to determine if the administrative officers functionegdsng groups,
real teams, or if elements of both existed. According to three models of cogndive a
functional complexity, the administrative groups of all three colleges wentified as
real teams. A holistic review of the results of the study confirmed the reastd a real

team in one of the institutions. However, there was strong evidence that the
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administrative groups of the two remaining institutions combined simplesaterof
working groups with complex interactions characteristic of real teanmsllygithe study
presented practical implications for future research that could enhance thig axjwiell

as broaden the understanding of leadership groups in higher education.
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Appendix A — Consent Form — President

Michael E. Nichols
158 Pebble Dr.
Dayton, TN 37321

January 15, 2010
Dear (Name):

You have been selected to participate in a study that is being conducted by myself
Michael Nichols, a doctoral student in the School of Education at Liberty Uniyersi
Lynchburg, Virginia. The study will focus on presidential leadership teamsall,
private colleges.

The School of Education at Liberty University supports the protection of human subject
participating in research. The following information is provided to agsistn deciding
whether you wish to participate in the present sté@diyninistrative Leadership in Three
Small, Private Tennessee Colleges: Working Groups, Real Teams, or Bothhave

been selected as a potential participant due to the location and certain densographi
elements of your institution. Please know that even if you agree to participate,
participation is voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at any time withouttpemal
without affecting your relationship with the researcher or Libertyéisity.

| am studying administrative leadership groups and how they function. Aasf plais

study, | would like to schedule an in-depth interview with you of approximately one hour
in length. You will be asked to discuss a variety of topics related to leadershipwand y
leadership team. | am also requesting permission to interview the mempeus of
leadership team, as you so designate. This study involves minimal risk for théssubjec
and institutions which will be no greater than experienced in everyday astivithe
information you provide will be analyzed in conjunction with the interviews of y@amt
members and those of two other Tennessee small, private colleges to identifyatheémes
issues related to team leadership. | would also like to observe a meeting of your
leadership team to gain additional perspective regarding how the team functiohs. Wit
your permission, the interviews will be audio recorded. You have the right to have the
recorder turned off at any time you choose.

All information gathered from this study will be kept strictly confidehtiNeither
individuals nor their institutions will be identified by name in any materialgnating
from this study. The contribution of this research to developing an understanding of
presidential leadership teams in small, private colleges may be signifisara similar
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study has yet been conducted. In exchange for your assistance, | willepyoui with a
summary of the research results in the form of the final chapter of thetalisser

Please feel free to ask any questions at this time. If questions arisgeatdate, please
contact the researcher at Michael E. Nichols, 158 Pebble Dr., Dayton, TN 37321,
904.629.7555, mnichols@liberty.edu. The researcher’s advisor is Dr. Barbara Boothe,
who may be contacted at 434.592.3002 or bboothe@liberty.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to
someone other than the researcher or advisor, you are encouraged to contact the
Institutional Review Board, Dr. Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd, Suite
2400, Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at fgarzon@liberty.edu.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Nichols

Please sign your consent with full knowledge of the nature and purpose of the
procedures, the benefits you may expect, and the minimal risk involved. | kincere
appreciate your assistance.

Signature: Date:

Signature of Researcher: Date:

With my signature, | acknowledge that | have received a copy of the Consenfoform
my records.



Appendix B — Consent Form — Group Member

Michael E. Nichols
158 Pebble Dr.
Dayton, TN 37321

January 15, 2010
Dear (Name):

You have been selected to participate in a study that is being conducted by Michael
Nichols, a doctoral student in the School of Education at Liberty University, Lyrgshbur
Virginia. The study will focus on presidential leadership teams in smiadgtercolleges.

The School of Education at Liberty University supports the protection of human subject
participating in research. The following information is provided to agsistn deciding
whether you wish to participate in the present st@diyninistrative Leadership in Three
Small, Private Tennessee Colleges: Working Groups, Real Teams, or BathPave

been selected as a potential participant due to the location and certain demographic
elements of your institution. Please know that even if you agree to participate,
participation is voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at any time withouttpemal
without affecting your relationship with the researcher or Liberty Uniiye

| am studying administrative leadership groups and how they function. Asf plais

study, | would like to schedule an in-depth interview with you of approximately one hour
in length. You will be asked to discuss a variety of topics related to your legdershi
team. This study involves minimal risk for the subjects and institutions whichewib
greater than experienced in everyday activities. The information you provide wi
analyzed in conjunction with the interviews of your team members and those of two othe
Tennessee small, private colleges to identify themes and issues relasaal to te
leadership. | would also like to observe a meeting of your leadership team to gai
additional perspective regarding how the team functions. With your pesmisise
interviews will be audio recorded. You have the right to have the recorder turnéd off a
any time you choose.

All information gathered from this study will be kept strictly confidehtiNeither
individuals nor their institutions will be identified by name in any materialgnating
from this study. The contribution of this research to developing an understanding of
presidential leadership teams in small, private colleges may be signifisara similar
study has yet been conducted. In exchange for your assistance, | willepyoui with a
summary of the research results in the form of the final chapter of thetalisser

183



184

Please feel free to ask any questions at this time. If questions aris¢eatdate, please
contact the researcher at 158 Pebble Dr., Dayton, TN 37321, 904.629.7555,
mnichols@liberty.edu. The researcher’s advisor is Dr. Barbara Boothe, whmema
contacted at 434.592.3002 or bboothe@liberty.edu.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to
someone other than the researcher or advisor, you are encouraged to contact the
Institutional Review Board, Dr. Fernando Garzon, Chair, 1971 University Blvd, Suite
2400, Lynchburg, VA 24502 or email at fgarzon@liberty.edu

Sincerely,

Michael E. Nichols

Please sign your consent with full knowledge of the nature and purpose of the
procedures, the benefits you may expect, and the minimal risk involved. | Bincere
appreciate your assistance.

Signature: Date:

Signature of Researcher: Date:

With my signature, | acknowledge that | have received a copy of the Consentoform
my records.
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Appendix C — Observation Checklist

College:

Date of Meeting:

Duration of Meeting:

Group Members Present:

Agenda Items Dealt With:

Group Interactions:

Lateral:




186

Leader to Group:

Draw diagram of observation setting.
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Functional Domains Observed:

Utilitarian - providing information, coordinating, planning, making decisions:

Expressive - mutual support, counsel to the president:

Cognitive - questioning, challenging, arguing, multiple perspectives, mioigjtand
feedback:




188

Core Thinking Roles Observed:

Definer - voices a view of the group’s reality (vision, ideas):

Analyst - provides deep examination of the issues defined (analyzing, rbet of t
problem, multiple perspectives):

Interpreter - translates how people outside the group are likely to sesubke (historical
perspective, precedent, outside perception):

Critic - redefines, reanalyzes, or reinterprets the issues (asks wig?if?):

Synthesizer - facilitates a summation of the group’s reality (fostmsensus and
tolerance):
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Frame(s) of Reference Observed:

Structural - structure, organization, setting priorities, making decisionsnooivating
through established lines of authority, correcting actions:

Human Resource - building consensus, team problem solving, loyalty and commitment to
the college, leading by example:

Political - mediation, negotiation, influencing through persuasion and diplomacy,
establishing relationships with constituencies, developing coalitions:

Symbolic - management of meaning, maintaining culture, manipulating synicblas
language, myths, stories and rituals to foster shared meaning and beliefs:
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Observed Group Behaviors vs. Interview Responses:
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Appendix D — Interview Protocol

Interviewee Position
Date Time Place
Interviewer

The purpose of this study is to identify how the administrative leadership groupiworks
a small, private college setting. | am defining the administratagelship group as the
president’s inner circle. (Your president has indicated that you are a mehtiber
leadership group at .) You and the individuals
with whom you work most closely will be interviewed to determine the group’sarale
function and your role on the group.
1. There are no right or wrong answers.
2. Confidentiality will be strictly maintained — only myself and transaripst will
know the actual identity of the colleges. The identity of the school and personnel
will not be revealed in the study.
3. You will be given the opportunity to review the transcript of your interview and
suggest revisions.
4. You will receive a summary of the results of the entire study.

Interview
1.0. What does the concept “leadership” mean to you? How do you define good
leadership?

2.0. What does the concept “team” mean to you? What would you say are the roles
and most important functions of a leadership group? In what ways do you find
your leadership group to be most useful? Least useful?

3.0. What role do you play in the leadership group? (Ask each member about the role
of other members.)

3.1. Most leadership groups develop a pattern of behavior or a way of doing business.
Sometimes this is referred to as the group’s operating style. Could yoibdescr
the most apparent aspects of the leadership group’s operating style here at
?

3.2. How often does the group meet together? For what purposes does the group meet?

How is the meeting agenda constructed?

3.3.  What makes your meetings important?



4.0.

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

4.5.

4.6

4.7

5.0.

5.1.

6.0
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How would you describe the quality of the communication within the group?
What does your president (or you) do to make sure that every voice is heard, even
opposing ones?

How is conflict handled within the group? How do you feel about it? What gets in
the way of effective groupwork?

How would you describe your president (or yourself) as the group’s?eader

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being the highest, what score would you assess to
the level of your groupwork within the group? Why? What score would you
assess to the groupwork of the group as a whole? Why?

What do you think most contributed to the forming of the current leadership
group here at ? What are your concerns about
how this group functions?

From your experience, what kinds of things should the members of a leadership
group have in common? How should members of the group differ from each
other?

What do you get personally from membership in this group?

If a newcomer to your leadership group were to ask you, What are the unwritten
rules for the leadership group here at , the
unspoken things | really need to know to get along and to be effective in the
group?, what would you say?

I would like to learn a little more about how this group works by asking you to
think of a recent, important issue that the group had to deal with. Could you tell
me what it was about, and how the group handled it?

How did the group’s performance compare with your expectations? What did you
learn from the experience?

Is there someone else (other than the group members) that | should consult to
learn more about the administrative group and how it functions?

Thank you for participating in this study. Reassure him or her of confidgntiali
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Appendix E — Prefigured Coding Scheme

Functional Domains

Code Concept
utl Utilitarian

exp  Expressive

cog Cognitive

Frames of Reference

Code Concept
str Structural

hur  Human Resource
pol Political
smb  Symbolic

Core Thinking Roles

Code Concept
def Definer

Key Behaviors
controlling, decision making, information giving, planning,

coordinating

supporting, counseling, socializing, connecting,
communicating, feeling

creating, thinking, questioning, challenging, arguing,
providing feedback, monitoring, talking, discovering,
perceiving

Key Behaviors

organizing, setting priorities, making orderly decisions,
communicating via established lines of authority,
exercising power and control

consensus building, problem solving, leading by example,
demonstrating loyalty and commitment to the college,
empowering, demonstrating equality

monitoring the internal and external environments,
influencing, establishing relationships, coalition building,
compromising

emphasizing and reinforcing values, history, language,
myths, stories, rituals, and culture; sharing meaning and
belief

Key Behaviors
visioning, agenda building, idea generating, concept
building



anl

int

crt

syn

Analyst

Interpreter

Critic

Synthesizer
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analyzing, seeing from different angles, exploring,
projecting effects and impacts, seeing the core of the
problem or the heart of the issue

providing historical perspective, figuring out how things fit
with precedent, translating how outsiders will perceive the
issues

redefining, reanalyzing, reinterpreting, stratelioking,
asking radical questions like “why” and “what if’

eliciting viewpoint and ideas, drawing diverse ideas into a
whole, facilitating a climate of tolerance, engaging
participation



