A Middle School

Strives to Achieve

Team Leadership Through
Opposition and Uncertainty

Kathleen J. Martin
Janet H. Chrispeels

rom the beginning of her tenure as Paramount Middle School principal,

Chris Morris wanted to involve teachers in the decision-making process
of the school.!= She wanted an “advisory team sharing their knowledge” to
help make important decisions and to gather information rhat would
inform those decisions. Toward this goal, she created the School Leadership
Council (SLC), and from this council emerged the School Leadership Team
(SLT). Under her leadership, Chris envisioned the faculty and staff working
together as a team in which “everyone would have equal weight in therr
decisions.” This was to be the beginning of a new form of leadership at
Paramount Middle School; unlike what reachers and staff had seen in pre-
vious years. Sharing leadership responsibilities is something that “I believe
in. .. .1 really feel the more teachers and staff members are empowered
i decisions, the more you get buy-in,” she said. As Peter Senge (1990) indi-
cates, however, making “changes in infrastructure, like reorganizations and
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changes i reward svstems, often have far less mmpact than expecred”
(5 and can be difficult ro achieve when covironmenral, orgamzanonal,
and intergroup facrors conspire to thwart rhe process.

This ‘naprm focuses on the acnons Chris Morns took as prnapal of &

middle school to fulfill her goal of shared decision making. I also presents the
personai uncertamry she wrestled with as she arrempred to achieve her vision
for Paramount Middle School and the opposinon she encountered from dis-
mmct admumistration, leadership team mcn*he'“, and sraff. We cxanune how
relanionships among the superintendent, prnaipal, and SLT contrnbured to
ambiguity and confhcr for the principal as she endeavored to clanfy her own
role and achieve an empowered school leadership team. Often atcemprs ar
shared leadership are nort as straightforward as imphed, and the concepr of

“team” suggests thar rogether the ream “can accomphsh more than the sum
total of the mdividuals involved™ (Professional Development Semunar, 1996).
We highlight the many complex mreractions thar emerge as the reachers and
principal work to implemenrt botrom-up reforms thar challenge rradinonal

partterns of mteraction and leadership at the school and m the districr.

Wrestling With Shared Leadership

Schools throughout the Umited States and many other counrries are imple-
menting various forms of shared decision making and establishing
site-based management (SBM) teams or commuttees (Clune & White, 1988;
Hargreaves & Evans, 1997; Johnson & Pajares, 1996; Malen & Ogawa,
1988; Wallace & Hall, 1994; Wohlsterter, Smyer, & Mohrman, 1994).
Although the desire to incorporate effective shared decision making 1s wide-
spread and has been presented as the oprumum form of leadership for more
than ten years, school systems continue to wrestle with defining and imple-
menting SBM ro ensure thar school self-governance influences reaching and
learning pracnices Boards of education wanr self-governance that improves
student learning, bur the hink berween SBM and student achievement
has been shown to be tenuous and ofren mdrecr (Malen & Ogawa, 1988;
Marks & Lous, 1997; Smyle, Lazarus, & Brownlce-Conyers, 1994) The
establishment of reacher leadership teams creates new roles and relavon-
ships for teachers and principals within schools and berween the school and
the district. Leadership reams also must cope with mulniple reforms, rapid
changes n district or site leadership, shifung policies, and environmental
factors that affect their schools often in ways beyond therr nmmediate
control. They are expecred to change established patrerns of behavior while
simultaneously running the school and succeeding with students. Such
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changes in social positon can often conmburte to role ambiguity and
role conflict {Bertrand, 1972; Biddle, 1979; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, &
Rosenthal, 1964} Furthermore, if district policies or pracuces are unclear
or contradictory, the conflict can undermine team effectiveness, lead to open
hosnlity or withdrawal, and diminish the potennal of the team to bring
about student learming. If teachers and administrarors display ambivalence
about decision-making opportumues or feel frustrated with the lack of
needed skills and information, the sense of empowerment essennal to effec-
tve decision making may be undermined {(Fuhrman, 1993; Harr, 1994,
Johnson & Boles, 1994; Weiss, Cambone, & Wyeth, 1991).

Efforts to empower teachers and establish shared decision making demands
new knowledge and skills and clarification of rights, obligations, and expecta-
nons of who should be involved. Few studies have invesugated the relation-
ships among team, principal, and superintendent as they each assume new
roles and shift their responsibilities. In addinion, although training 1s seen as
important, research has not explored how training may enhance role clarity
and understanding or contribute to role ambiguity and conflict. In this chapter,
we explore the principal’s, superintendent’s, and team members’ perceptions
about shared decision making and the ways these perceptions impact their
work and their roles at the school. We examine the ways the principal and
School Leadership Team (SLT) cope with issues of confhct and ambiguity as
they attempt to implement school reforms and participate in a three-year team
training program. Most important, we examine a history of district and school
events and the ways these events impact relationships and the potential for the
school to establish shared decision making (Chrispeels, 1997).

Getting Acquainted With School Leadership

Paramount Middle School and
the School Leadership Team Program

Paramount Middle School 1s located 1n a small suburban, semi-rural dis-
trict in Southern Califorma. The district serves 3,100 students in one high
school, one middle school, and four elementary schools. During the late
1990s, the district experienced rapid growrth in the student population and
was beset by a lack of adequarte school facilities. When class-size reductions
were mtroduced, more classrooms were needed in the lower elementary
grades, which further impacted the existing K-8 facilities. With the recent
passage of a school bond measure, the district began construction of a new
elementary school, remodeling an existing elementary site, and repairing
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the aging middle school facithnes Paramount Middle School serves 700

sixth through eighth-grade students, 34% of whom are Lanmo and 45% of
Q

whom are white Of the 33 fullime reachers, 26 are female and 9 muale.
f

3
Four of the teachers are of Latino background, one Aswan, and the reman-
der are white The 9 sixth-grade reachers work m interdisciplinary reams,
bur the 26 seventh- and eighth-grade reachers remain i a more tradivional
departmental strucrure

The School Leadership Team Program was mmnared i 1993 by che
Califormia School Leadership Academy (CSLA) as a statewide capacity-
building efforr to develop a team of reacher leaders who are able ro
lead their schools in ways that will resule in “powerful student learming”
{CSLA, 1996). Each of the 12 CSLA regions in the state recrunt schools to
parucipate in this voluntary program. Schools agree to send a team, usually
composed of reachers, staff, and adminiscrarors, to the regional rraining
sessions five nmes a year. Team-member selection s left to the discretion of
the school, and teams vary in size from 6 to 15 members. Although most
reams remain relatively stable for the duration of the seminars, new ream
members are integrated and welcomed at the training. The teams arrend five
sessions each year for two (or an optional three) years and pay a small fee
each year ro cover materials and refreshment costs. Teams are clustered
at the training sessions mnto groups of 5-10 reams within regions to foster
collaboration across schools. During the all-day sessions, SLT tcams
explore themes such as the change process, shaping school culture ro sup-
port collaboration and contnuous improvement, creating a vision of
powerful teaching and learning, and designing curriculum and assessment
in the service of powerful learming. They learn about group facilitation
skills, including problem solving, decision making, conflict resolution, and
establishing roles for ream members Acnive learnmg approaches engape
ream members in dara collection and analysis, collahoranve acrion research,
and curricular and insrructional restrucruning efforrs (CSELA, 1998).

Understanding the Work
of the Team and the Role of the Principal

To understand the roles of the Paramount team and the principal, CSTILA
professional development, and the school and district factors rhat shaped
these roles, we began artending and videotaping SI T rraiming seminars with
the team berween January 1995 and May 1997, The purpose of the video-
taping was to observe the ream’s development in the seminars over ume
and to caprure the 1ssues the ream chose to address. We also conducted
audiotaped rerviews with Paramount Middle School tcam members,
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reachers who were not team members, the prinaipal, the vice principal,
and the supermrtendent during the spring and fall of 1997 and winter of
1998. The purpose of the interviews was to understand the impact of
the SLT program on school actions to meer student needs from the percep-
tions of the team members as well as orhers ar the school Interviews were
semi-structured so that similar dara were collected from each person being
interviewed, but they provided ample opportunities for inrerviewees to ralk
freely about their experiences and percepuons In addinon to the focused
data collection at Paramount in 1995 and 1996, 148 teams participating
in the statewide SLT program completed two surveys for each year of train-
ing: a 32-item Team Assessment instrument and a 25-item SLT Imple-
mentation Continuum. The surveys provided perceptual dara abour the
Paramount ream’s progress regarding team functuioning and accomphish-
ment of the program objectives (Chrispeels, Casullo, & Brown, 2000).
Collection and analysis of the videotapes and interviews took place in cycles,
with each round of collection and analysis leading to addizonal data collec-
rion and analysis as new questuons emerged. The videotapes were transcribed
and analyzed using a computer program called C-video, and the rapes were
searched for themes thar were common across seminar meetings. These
included themes such as role definition; ropics most frequently discussed; the
impact of traiming on the team’s funcnioning; and the nature of communication
and interaction within the team and wath the staff and district administrators.

History of Events, Episodes, and
Perspectives at Paramount Middle School

In videotapes of SLT training seminars, team members appeared frustrated
about whar they perceived to be their ambiguous leadership role and their
inability to accomplish the goals they had ser for their school. Key events
or decision ponts repeatedly emerged as defining moments for the team,
principal, and superintendent. A review of documents associated with the
school such as the district’s Tentatve Agreement with teachers, SLT train-
ing materials, and minutes from ream meetings surfaced potential contra-
dictions 1n language about teachers’ decision-making roles. Through the
use of textual analysis and the key events from the videos, we developed
a umechne to purposefully examine events occurring in the district and
school between 1992 and 1998 thar were recognized, acknowledged, and
considered socially significant by the parucipants (Bloome & Egan-Robertson,
1993; Chrispeels, 1997).* Table 5.1 presents and summarizes a brief chrono-
logical history of significant school events that influenced the SLT.
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Table 5.1

Chronological History of Significant School Events Thart Influenced the Paramount School Leadership Team’s (SIT)

Capaciry
School Year School Year School Year — School Year School Year Summer
1992-1993 19931994 1994-1995 1995-1996 1996-1997 1997
SLT Traming Distinguished Paramount SLT tramming.  SLT traming: SLT training
and School School Award mvited to attend Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Awards SLT tramning,
fall 1994
School Paramount Six-period SLT proposes District changes Principal
Structure becomes a day proposed 7th period; Middle School imuiates one
Changes Middle School and accepted rejected designation, lunch period”
superintendent moves sixth
grades
Adwnimistrative Jan "33, new April "93, new New district New assistant
Changes co-principal sole principal superintendent principal
designated designated
Scheduling Two lunch After school Supermtendent Superintendent
Changes periods for tutorial changes school and principal
700 students proposed and start ume; SLT change school
imnated accepted proposes later start nme
start time One lunch
period minated*
Leadership and  School Iminal Tentative New Tentatve
Tentative Leadership Agreement Agreement
Agreemients Council signed signed
imniated

NOTE. ™ The move to 2 one-penod lunch wa

ume. Teachers perceived 1t as a scheduling change

percerved by the principal as a structural change that would promote teacher interacuon and collaborauve
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The table 15 an event map thar provides a broad context for examining
the history of events at Paramount Through this history, we present four
specific episodes that transpired as a result of proposals imiuated by the SLT
and that reflect the team’s effort to define and carry out its assumed role
as decision makers Fast-paced changes and muluple transitions often com-
pheate exssting relationships ar schools and contnibute to a sense of unease
for parucipants.’ Therefore, we also examine the individual perspectives of
the superintendent, principal, and ream.

History of Events

In 1992, Paramount Jumor High School received a Califorma
Disunguished School Award, and ar the same wume the supernintendent
announced that Paramount would become a middle school the following
school year. This meant thar the sixth graders would move to Paramount
and the nminth graders to the high school. (See Table 5.1 for more on the
history of events.) According to interviews with teachers, this announce-
ment about the move came without prior notice or preliminary discussion
and was driven by the lack of space to accommodate the sixth graders at
the clementary schools as opposed ro pedagogy. Over the next several
years, this change in configuration had several implications for discipline,
student achievement, and communication at the school. When mnterviewed
m 1997 about the change to a muddle school, SLT members reported,
“there was huge antagomsm. It was really a hard change for the school . . .
land] we had many discipline problems.”

Chris Morns became co~prmc1pal of Paramount in January 1993 and
dhaaarme sals ramapel ar Anad She anaadaad s ahe faauls she aanaapr of
a School Leadership Council (SLC) to advise her on a wide range of school
1ssues. The teachers accepted the SLC concept and selected representatives
from each department. One of the council’s actions was to develop a pro-
posal for a six-period schedule (five instructional periods plus one prep
period). The teachers viewed this as a major accomplishment for their new
SLC. The six-period plan was accepted by the district and implemented in
the 1993-94 school year.

In January 1994, the district and the teachers’ union signed a Tentative
Agreement to “affirm their commirment to shared decision making”
schools throughout the district. The agreement language did not specify the
domains of decision making, nor was it clear regarding the nature and extent
of the decisions to be made by the school and/or the district. The agreement
stated:




Leadership Counails st be immediatelh mmplemented Lo endorse the

concept of connnuous improvement for the nsrrucnional programs of the
District by including teachers in those decisions mpacting mstruction A
Sire-Based Governance Commuttee shall deternune which deaisions may be

reserved enurely to the sites, which decisions are shared, and which decisions

are reserved to the rradinonal decision-making structures of the Dserier

The agreement recognized the importance of rranung m deaision makimng,
for both admmstrators and reachers, yet the distnict provided necher rann-
mg nor clarnfymg mformaton. In reflecting back on this period, the
reachers reported that the areas of deciston making nchuded personnel,
budget, and curriculum and represented a shift in cherr role from advisors
ro the principal to one of apparent shared decision makers They reported
feehng uncertain of their responsibihties and confused about how to handle
these new areas.

In the spring of 1994, the Califorma School Leadership Academy {CSLA)
imitiated the School Leadership Team Professional Development Program and
mvited Paramount Middle School to parncipate Chris, a graduare of the
CSLA Principal’s Academy, welcomed the 1dea and proposed 1t to the SLC.
They agreed and anucipated that traming would help them to develop
deaision-making and problem-solving skills. In the fall of 1994, they began
partictpating n the School Leadership Team (SLT) program, regularly send-
ing a team of five SLC members and the principal to the tramimg sessions. The
SLC consisted of four core members who attended each session and a fifth
position filled on a rotating basis by a member of the larger school council.
This approach gave all team members an opporrunity to attend and particr-
pate 11 SLT tramings. Team members attended 15 traming seminars over a
three-year period. Ar the school site, this core group played the lead role in
meroducing the major episodes (ro be discussed below) to the larger SLC.

The 1995-96 school year opened with a new supermtendent, Norm
Green, who was uneasy with the ambiguous language of the 1994 Tentauve
Agreement. He negonated a new contract with the reachers’ umon that
emphasized the prinaipals’ responsibihities and aurhoriry and decreased the

eciston-making power of the school site management reams. The contract
affirmed the following:

The admimistranion 1s responsible for cerram issues on any sne and that
the principal cannor rehinguish those responsibihues 1o other individuals or
commuitrees [Teachers] must be included i decisions related 1o educanonal
programs, budgers, staffing, and instrucnon . |and] teachers may desire 10

paracipate in cerramn areas and not in others
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The ways in which reachers were ro be involved, however, was not
clearly specified. The new contracr sohidified the role of reachers as advisors

5 3
burt

“included on vanous commuttees” and “encouraged to parucipate,’
with httle or no decision-making authority, including whether or not the
school was to mamnrtain the SLC. The Paramount team conunued with a
second and third year of traiming and maintained s leadership role in
defining much of the work of the SLC.

In the 1996-97 school year, the district again proposed reconfiguring
Paramount Middle School and moving all the sixth graders to a new site
due 1o lack of space In the following year, the school board approved the

change and iminared site remodeling

Episodes

We turn now to four specific episodes confronting Paramount Middle
School from 1992 through 1998 as a way of highlighting core SLT-trained
team leadership and problem-solving actions. The episodes represent two
man concerns faced by the school and addressed by the SLT team: student
achievement in Episodes 1 and 2; and scheduling in Episodes 3 and 4. In
each episode, the team presents a proposal designed to change or modify
existing school partterns: (1) a seventh period, (2) a study hall program,
(3) the number of lunch periods, and (4) the school start nme. Together,
these episodes provide msight into the interactions among the superinten-
dent, the principal, and the ream.

Student Achievement (Episodes 1 and 2)

The SLT miuated two projects to help students who were not achieving suc-
cess at school. Interviews with team members indicated that the 1ssue of lack
of student achievement and low grades were a concern. In the first episode,
Superitendent Norm Green rejected the team’s proposal due to legal implica-
tions. In the second episode, the team was able to accomplish its goal by focus-
ing on a more limited solution designed within school and district parameters.

Episode 1. In the fall of 1995, during Paramount’s second year of SLT
training, the team proposed a seventh period to provide instructional assis-
tance for students who were receiving D’s and F’s. Team members and
other school staff volunteered to teach the seventh period “because we were
so anxious to see 1f 1t makes any difference with these kids.” The principal,
as a team member, was involved n the development of this proposal, and
she submutted 1t to Superintendent Green. He rejected 1t on the grounds that
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i violared the Califorma Educanion Code to require some students to stay
at school longer than others

1

They perceived the rejecnion as a lack of distnice suppore. Team members
indicated they did not meet with the superintendent to discuss the proposal
rejection, nor did they look for workable solutions  As wdicared by one
ream member, “We never did really bring him over here and say why
not. .. When [we] hit the wall . we stomped off in frusrranion.”™ Team
members felt the proposal rejecnion from the district was inconsisrent wirh
the Tentanive Agreement to promote school-based leadership, and chey
inrerprered this as a message from the superintendent thar they did not have
deciston-making authority.

Episode 2. The concern over the mcreasing number of students receving
D’s and F’s and their lack of success at school persisted Which encourage-
menr from the SLT training seminars, the team connnued to seck solunions.
According to team members, the staff made repeared efforts ro commum
cate with parents during parent-teacher conferences, but rhey saw no
improvement in students’ performance. As one reacher indicated, *Norhing
1s happening and . . . it doesn’t seem to be working.” As evidenced n the
video data during a SLT traming seminar, the ream discussed the 1ssue and
decided thar poor grades may be due to students’ failure ro complete home-
work. They decided to interview and survey students to try o discover f
this was the case.

In the mrerviews, teachers stated “many of these kids |reported they]
were on the D and F Lists because they didn’t do their homework. .. . There
were huge homework lapses from these particular kids.” Students indicated
that the primary reason why they did not complete their homework was
that “no one was home to assist and support them.” Based on rhese find-
ings, the ream recommended the homeroom penod be shifred ro the afrer-
noon so that students could get tutoring assistance from reachers during
school hours. Additional ruronal assistance was provided to any srudent
untl 4:00 p.s. every day on a voluntary basis. Although all students were
welcomed, students on the D and F Lists were encouraged ro artend the turo-
rial sesstons. By using the homerooms as a tutoral program, the school was

not required to get the district’s approval, thus overcoming the challenges

the team encountered in trying to establish a seventh perod.

Scheduling Issues (Episodes 3 and 4)

Episodes 3 and 4 are reflective of scheduling 1ssues that were a major
component of the team’s work and focus: first, the number of lunch
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periods, and second, the school start ume. In both episodes, Principal Chris
Morris made the final decisions during the summers when most of the
teachers were on vacation and unavailable, and ream members felt excluded

from the decision-making process.

Episode 3. In 1992, with the transinon from a jumor high to a nuddle
school, the former principal ar Paramount structured two lunch periods
into the schedule to minimize supervision concerns. Chris Morrnis preferred
one lunch period so that she had more ime to ralk to all of the teachers and
ease scheduling difficulties. She reported, “Every year there was an ourtcry
for communication, that staff could never meer together, even as simple
as having lunch rogether.” However, due to the vice principal’s insistence,
they decided not to change to one lunch period. The team discussed the
issue at one of the SLT training seminars when the principal was absent,
and they agreed (contrary to the principal’s percepuion) that two lunch
periods were beneficial. One member reported, “It used to be a mightmare
around the lunch room, and now it’s calm and you get your space. ... If
you start talking to people you may find ourt that some people disagree with
lone lunch period].”

In the summer of 1997, the principal hired a new vice principal who
was familiar with one Junch period of 700 students. Chris said during an
merview, “I was really excited, and 1 said we’ve got to do this! This 1s
fantastic—the teachers have wanted one lunch for so long. This 1s going to
go over great!” Chris made the decision to have one lunch period without
mvolving the SLC or teachers in the decision because, according to her,
“they were not involved i supervision.” In fact, “I think 1if every teacher
would have voted, | mean if they were going to vote, which we usually

dull’t vule, {Uthey would fidve wadiled oue fuicd perfod]. ™

Episode 4. The superintendent said that parents in the community
were complaining that all the schools 1n the district started at the same
tume. In fact, “We had a number of complaints from parents. ..
who had to drop off their kids at three different schools. They all start
atr 8:00 a.m. . .. so someone s too early and someone 15 too late.” In the
spring of 1997, the district agreed to stagger the start ume for the fol-
lowing school year, with Paramount to start at 7:45 a.m., fifteen minutes
earlier than previous schedules. Team members were concerned for two
reasons. First, from their experience, they knew how difficult 1t was for
most of their students to start as early as 8:00 a.M. Second, they were
upset that the superintendent did not consult with them as the SLT
before making this decision.
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During the SLT training sermnars, wich the focus on research and dara
collection ro make decisions, team members began collecting research on
adoles students that supported what they observed n thewr school. The
research mdlcared that adolescent students who start their school day lacer
in the morning tend to have better performance than those who start ear-
lier. Based on their findings, team members asked the principal to discuss
the tme-change 1ssue again with the superinrendent The princaipal reporred
that she approached the superintendent, and he sard 1t was impossible to
change the schedule for the coming year SLC members and reachers felr
frustrated and complained to the principal for not having the opportumry
to mfluence the districc’s decision. The principal stated, “There were
reachers who just kind of threw up their hands and said s the diserice
listeming to us? . .. Why are we doing this work 1f they are not hstening to
us?” In addivion, the principal and rthe superintendent also received com-
plaints from several parents who were “just up 1n arms” about the district’s
decision to start the school day at 7:45 a.m.

Principal Morris conunued discussing the school starr-tume 1ssue with
Superintendent Green durmg the summer of 1997, In her nrerview she
reported that the current ume decision “is really against everyrhing we |the
SLC] have been working for. I know 1t may seem like a minor thing but [1t’s
an ndication of how much| the district hstens to us, and whar we do as
professionals.” The superintendent decided to have a meeting thatr summer
with district staff, Paramount admumstrators, and team members and
teachers to study the feasibility of changing the start ume from 7:45 a.m. to
8:30 a.M. During her mterview, Principal Morrnis stated,

[ tried to ger a hold of every leadership team member |and] | couldn’t ger hold

I couldn’t help

of hardly anyone I had ro make the decision and 1 made
that 1t happened during the middle of the summer | based the decision on

things that we had talked abour thar [ felt were important o the whole staff

According to Superintendent Green, 1t was decided thar a change to
8:30 a.m. would be feasible. Principal Morris was excired about the dea
sion. When the new school year began, however, some team members as
well as other teachers were upser over the start-time change. They com
plained that, agamn, the principal did not involve them 1 the decision. As
the superintendent nored, “She was |excired] .. 1t was just wonderful
Then some of the reachers got all [upser| abour that [because] v wasn't
[their] decision.” Team members and reachers believed there was nothing
wrong with the principal’s summer decisions; 1t was the facr that they were
not involved in the decision-making process rhat upset them
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Summary

In the four episodes, the team’s interactions and artemprs to implement
change to improve student learning can be understood as a sequence of
events that built mto an overall perceprion of its decision-making capabili-
nes. In the first episode, team members were thwarted 1 therr efforts. In the
sccond episode, with the help of the SLT tramning, they regrouped and per-
sisted with the issue of concern. Their high sense of efficacy and commirment
to the good of the students as revealed in an SLT evaluation survey 1s an indi-
cator of why they were able to persist. The third episode appeared to have
less importance for the team than the episodes that revolved around student
learning. It did have an influence on communication difficulties berween the

teacher team members and the principal, and it represented an instance when
the team felt inadequately involved in the decision-making process. In the
fourth episode, team members’ frustrations were exacerbated by their lack
of nvolvement in the decision, partcularly when they had complered
research on the 1ssue and their professional judgment was involved.

The following perspectives focus on the superintendent’s, principal’s,
and ream members’ perceptions about therr relanonships, roles, and
responsibilities.

Perspectives

The Supermtendent

Supermtendent Norm Green’s philosophy of management 1s to be sup-
portive of principals and to help them meet the needs of their schools He
does nor believe in managing schools from his office, but rather allowing
principals the autonomy to operate their sites. He used Paramount as an
example of his philosophy by saying that the principal “happens to like the
CSLA traiming . . . |and] 1 don’t want to go over there and muck 1t up,
because that’s kind of micromanaging the school.” He visits a school when
“mnvited to come in and talk about district policy or . . . once or twice a year
on a major issue. |[Otherwise| I think 1t 1s better for me to keep my hands
out of 1t.”

In 1995, when Superintendent Green assumed his position, he believed
the Tentative Agreement, signed by the former superintendent and the
Teachers’ Federation, “wasn’t really clear [about] how things were
supposed to work.” It “was interpreted as any deasion dealing with per-
sonnel, budget, and curriculum” and was open for discussion. According
to Green, this lack of clarity in the language of the contract regarding the

<
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decision-making authoroy of the leadership counails at disnict schools led
to different iterpretanions. In some schools, the staft arrempred to have

commuttees manage areas of rounne admimistranve decision-making pro-
cedures such as “what kind of paper ro order for the [copv] machine.™ The
superintendent beheved this limired the aurhoniey of prmumiﬁ ro perform
their jobs effectively, and principals “felt handcuffed by the [Tentative
Agreement] ™ He also reported that some reachers 1 the dxsmcr fele they
should nort be makmb decisions about the dailv management of schools,
and they were comng to these meetings upset, [saying| why are we wasr-
ing our ume " Therefore, one of hus first goals as superintendent was to
clarify the ambiguity through negoniations berween the districr and che
Teachers’ Federation
According to Norm Green, the new contract clanfied the responsibilivies
and authority of reachers and admimistrarors. It defined the concepr of
shared decision making as “having people who are going to be affected by
decisions be involved to the degree thar they would hike to and the degree
that 1t1s helpful i the process.” Under this contract, reachers were included
in decisions related to educational programs, budget, personnel, and
instruction. The ulumate decision, power, and responsibility, however,

3

remamed with principals who “cannot relinquish those responsibilities to
other individuals or commuttees.” The superintendent felr that establishing
clear parameters of decision making was necessary and that the previous
contract led to a greart deal of frustranon and mistrust. He caunioned, “The
worst thing to do 1s [delegate responsibility for| decisions and then after the
decision 1s made say that’s not the nght decision.” He believed 1t°s the prin-
apal’s responsibility “to define and make 1t clear what decisions are bcmg
made . .. |and] figuring out how you’re going to make |a decision], what

mformanion you need, and who 1s going to be involved.”

The Principal

Iminally, Paramount’s principal, Chris Morns, wanred to mnvolve teachers in
the decision-making process of the school She said, “[} wanted| information
before I made decisions, you know  an aav;s‘ory kind of siruanon .|
believe m thar kind of style. | really feel the more reachers and staff members
are empowered n decisions, the more you get buy-in ™ Furthermore, under the
former superintendent she was encouraged to involve teachers im a wide range
ofdcuszons as part of the “umon contract that there will be a leadership coun-
" She created the SLC. Chnis stated, “I had this grand vision that teachers

and everybody on the ream would have an equal weight in their decisions, and
I'have come to find this 1s not realisnc.” Chris learned from Supcerintendent
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Green that her role as prinaipal was ro have a distnicr perspective mstead of
a school perspective and thar she would make the “ulnmare decisions” for
the school. In her interview Chrnis said, “1 was a hietle bit nervous when that
kind of proclamation, if you will, came down, bur acrually 1t seemed to be a
relief to some of the teachers. . . . {Ir was] finally clear thar when an ulumate
decision needs to be made the principal does 1t ” She believed she had “to rake
the front in decisions,” and rhat Superintendent Green’s pnmarv goal “in the
last three years has been consistency and the reason is all based on [student
performance].”

Chris Morris felt thar the reachers were nor always familiar with the dis-
trict’s perspective on issues such as scheduling and personnel, and she found
herself in the middle of the teachers and the district. She beheved that “ofren-
nimes thar has been a problem with the leadership team, 1t’s not like they are
anu-district, but maybe |[without| a clear understanding.” Yet, she believed
that the district approved the team’s proposal to start the day at a later nme
because she had considered the district’s perspecuve, and they worked
together toward finding a solution. Chris now recognized the challenge to
implementing her initial goals for the leadership team in decision making.

School Leadership Team

At the beginning of the Paramount SLT training seminars, the interview
and video data suggest confusion and uncertamty among team members
regarding their responsibilities as a decision-making team. The team consid-
ers lack of communication the primary source of misunderstanding between
admimstrators and themselves, and members hope “to be perceved as a

hadv rhar wnll neamare cammunicanon ” Through the rrammime. thev hoon TO
yain rniew insights into their role as leaders in school restructuring, and t

importance of “raking the responsibility to be an active participant in [thelrj
work.” One team member noted, “1 see the development of a strong team as
changing who . .. get|s] access to ... the information by having a larger
group of people thar make decisions.” During the training, the team
addressed questons of purpose such as: “What brings [us] together as a
team? What 1s |our| purpose for working together as a team [at the
school]?” Another activity provided them with the opportunity to complete
a “school systems graph” that encourages team members to look at roles
and responsibilities.

During the SLT seminars, teams were provided with process and educa-
nonal content knowledge, and they gained facilication, communication, and
problem-solving skills. They used their developing skills to research and
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nd develop new programs for thew school Siular ra
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idennfy problems
sther reams that recerved three vears of ST traming, the ream reporred
improvements {significant ar the 95% confidence level on a vearly evalua-
non survev) 10 their use of dara and focus on ssues of teachimg and learn
mg. The ramming senunars provided the ream with muluple opporruniries o
engage m a dialogue abour sigmficant educanonal issues away trom rthe
pressures of their school in an armosphere of support and encouragement—
condinions of professtonal developmenr idencified by Licele (1993) as essen-
nal 1f a school staff 1s to be able to implement meanmgful school reform.
This focused time enhanced thewr skills in identifying problems, collectng,
dara, and using research ro propose solunons Through the traming,
the team actively defined s role as problem solvers, addressing issues
they percerved would enhance student learming Team members reported
that when the superitendent made decisions wichout consulting them, “a
lor of people got really frustrated . . [and asked|, why are we going to all
these commuttee |meetings|?”

Inconsistent and confhicning messages and expectations from the two
superitendents and the principal contributed to ream members’ confusion
about their new role as school leaders. As one member nored, 1 think the

role of the team right now 1s vague . . . my attendance at these meetimgs just
confuses me. . .. You go to a meeting and you think thar the 1issue has come

to some conclusion when 1t [hasn’t].” Another team member said, “Maybe
things were already decided somewhere else by the ime we gor there . . . 50
some people weren’t sure why |we| were there.” Team members believe
that at this ime 1t 1s difficult o say whar the actual role of the leadership
ream 1s at the school. One team member explaimed part of the difficulry
“seems to be a lot of newness. We have a new super, new budget person,
and the principal 1s new and she 1s nor used 1o jumor high school ”

In the next secnion, through rthe mulnple lenses of history, episodes,
and frameworks, we examine the roles of the primcipal and the team from
an ntegrated conceprual perspective as a way of looking at the social
phenomena of schools

Integrating Perspectives
to Explore Principal-Team Dynamics

Many authors have attempred to describe the inherent complexity of
orgamzatons and systems in which mdividuals parncipare These deserip
tions have rended to present organizations as somewhat static, more or less




impervious to merpersonal relavions, and with discreet boundanies berween
the inside and ourside of the organmizanion. These tradinonal cheories
of organizations are ymportant for furthering our understanding. Yer, as
changes occur in the dynamics of organizations and the roles individuals
are expected to play, the partterns of behavior have nor always followed rhe
same course. Often individuals within schools connnue to perceive the

working of schools and the role they are to play in a hierarchical way with
top-down decision making and direct instrucnons from superintendents
and principals. With the advenr of SBM and SLTs, individuals 1n schools
{e.g., superintendent, principal, teachers, and staff) must readjust therr
behavior patterns and assumpuions of the role they are to play in governing
the school. Both SBM and SLTs call for a botrom-up decision-making
process that asks teachers, staff, and others to make decisions imporrant
for their school.

By integrating perspectives, we see this as a “systemic-structural
perspective” (Alrichter & Elliote, 2000), not as “orthodoxy,” bur n
combinanon with micrepohucal analysis (Mawhinney, 1999; Wallace,
2000). For achieving these ends, we draw on conceprs from a systems and
structural perspective of orgamzanons {Hanna, 1997; Hardy & Clegg,
1996; Scortt, 1992; Senge, 1990) and micropolitics (Blase & Anderson,
1995; Mawhinney, 1999; Wallace, 2000). Core concepts from these
theories allow us to view the work of the principal and SLT from the
macro-organizational level of school structures, environmental influences,
and role theory that shape and define the actions of the team. The micro-
perspective, which encompasses intergroup factors and mucropolitics,
helps us ro understand the imphcit cultural prescriptive that guide parnc-
sranse’ astwne Inteerarimp rhese perspectives offers insights into ways
that school leadership reams lead their schools in the reform process
because reforms tend to politicize schools and threaten existing roles,
relavionships, power, and resources. These dynamic relationships are
portrayed in Figure 5.1, an Integrated Perspectives Model, which encom-
passes systems theory (Hanna, 1997; Scott, 1992; Senge, 1990) and a
micropohrtical perspective (Blase, 1991; Datnow, 1998; Mawhinney,
1999). Systems theory includes three components and indicates the rela-
tonships among (1) environmenral facrors, (2) organizational factors,
and (3) intergroup relations.

Environmental factors, by definirion, are everything outside the system’s
boundary. In this study, we perceived demographic changes in the school
district as an objective environmental factor influencing and challenging the
school and the leadership team ro think in new ways about its students and
the ssues they faced. The SLT tramning was also viewed as a environmental
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Environmental Factors

-
Growth and School

ST Tramming
Demographics anng

Principal
Boundary Spanner

School Leadership Team
Focal Group

Superintendent £ 77

Primary Role Determiner

Figure 5.1 An integrauve perspective model of environmenral, organizational,
and micropolitical factors that influence school leadership ream
decision making, power, and authority.

factor because 1t provided the team with an expanded perspective of irs
potennial to lead the school and ro learn needed knowledge and skills to
assume 1ts new role.

Organizational facrors include strucrure, policies and procedures, nime-
hne and deadlines, role requirements of position, purposes and goals, and
leadership transinons that influenced the team and the ream’s funcooning,
Team members had to further their understanding of the structure of leader-
ship at their school, learn the pohcies and procedures that would affecr what
they were able to do and how they could do it, gain new responsibilinies, and
adopt new roles.

Research using mtergroup and interpersonal facrors includes elements
of chmate and structure that surround rhe focal group (the team) in an
orgamzation For this case, crinical intergroup factors are the mode of com-
munication, the frequency of interaction, physical location, feedback, and
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participation {Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981) among the superintendent,
the principal, and the school leadership team We found that infrequent
interaction, indirect mode of commmxcation, and perceived neganve feed-
back from the superintendent adversely affected the ream and 1its sense of
accomplishment. The focus on the team as a whole 1s supported by the
work of Hackman (1991), who argues “the way a group relates to other
groups sometimes [1s] more important 1o 1ts effecuveness than the way
members relate to each other” (p. 2)

Systems and Role Theory

Through a systemic perspective incorporated with role theory, we gained
msights mnto the 1ssues faced by the Paramount SLT as they assumed new
roles and responsibilities at the school. A common understanding of sys-
tems {(Hanna, 1997; Scotr, 1992) 1s thar there 1s interdependency berween
organizations and their environments. An open systems approach seeks to
identify components, understand the nature of interaction between them,
and examine the influence of the external environment on internal organi-
zatuonal functioning (Hanna, 1997). Although this separation of compo-
nents 1s possible in theory, as we see in the Paramount case, the boundaries
among components and participants are not so clearly defined in actualiry.
As Clegg and Hardy (1996) suggest, boundaries break down and 1ssues
merge and blur as actions occur in a complex system. In attempting to
understand this complexity, role theory can provide insights into existing
organizational structures and systems.

Lantinvtanmeo of Rale Thear " lmderstandme Oreamzational Conflicts
Role theory seeks to describe “patterned forms of behavior, social posi-

tions, specializations, and divisions of labor” (Thomas & Biddle, 1966,
p. 3) as well as the processes by which members communicarte, learn, and
are socialized. The roles thar individuals play include a ser of prescriptions
that define the behavior of partcipants within the social system.
Furthermore, roles are not limited to “one person’s behavior, but must
include the behaviors of others which provides the rights enabling those
actuons” (Lopata, 1995, p. 1). For instance, members of the Paramount
ream assumed the role of leadership with the definitions of that role as pre-
sented by the first Tentauve Agreement, the SLT training seminars, and the
principal. Each individual team member defined and integrated their role as
a teacher, member of the team, and school leader. With changes in super-
mntendents, uncertamty and ambiguity was introduced into the relation-
ships. When roles are in transition or new roles are introduced, individuals’
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past behaviors and patterns of interacnion may not be appropriate, and new

behaviors and partrerns need to be learned. This learnmg occurs through
communicatons and repeated mreractions of different members wichin
the system and with ourside forces such as the leadership ream traming
(Kahn et al., 1964} As these new roles are bemng learned, there 1s a strong
likelthood of borth role ambiguity and role conflict

Challenges When Roles Are Ambiguous and Conflictual. Role ambiguity
and conflict have been widely researched as a way ro understand the stresses
associated with membership in orgamzanons (Miles & Perreault, 1976;
Netemeyer, Johnston, & Burton, 1990; Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981).
Role ambiguiry and role conflict “have been established m orgamzacional
hirerature as important, influennal facrors in the work serning™ (Olk &
Friedlander, 1992, p. 389). Role ambiguiry 1s defined as “a lack of clarry
regarding the expectations for one’s role, the merhods for fulfilling those
expectations, and the consequences for effective or ineffective performance”
(Olk & Friedlander, 1992, p. 390). Although the sources of role ambiguiry
vary, they can occur our of three general condinions: “organizational com-
plexity, rapid orgamzational change, and managenal philosophies” (Kahn
etal., 1964, p. 75). Individuals at Paramount Middle School were confronted
with muluple aspects of ambiguous and new crcumstances that demanded
a change mn their roles and behaviors. They worked to redefine the way the
school functions with a leadership team; however, their attempts were in
direct opposition to the hierarchical nature of the district.

Role conflict typically “arises when a person 1s faced with expectations
requirmg behaviors that are mutually competing or opposing” (Olk &
Friedlander, 1992, p. 389). Van Sell and colleagues (1981) indicate that
some consequences of role conflict are unsausfactory work group relation-
ships, madequarte perceived leader behavior, and unfavorable atnrudes
{(p. 49) roward those i posinons of power and who are imtiating new roles.
In orgamzations, this person generally plays a cenrral role m intergroup

“w

relatons as a “boundary spanner,” someone who helps facilirate commu-
micanion berween groups (Friedman & Podolny, 1992). As can be scen i
Figure 5.1, the principal was in the role of boundary spanner and was most
likely to encounter role conflict as a result of membership in mulnple

groups (Van Sell et al., 1981).

Types of Role Conflict. Five major types of role confhct are relevant to this
study (Kahn et al.,, 1964; Miles & Perreaulr, 1976, Van Sell er al., 1981):
(1) intrasender conflict: the extentr to which two or more role expecrations
from a single role sender are mutually incompatible (e.g., the superintendent’s
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understanding of the principal’s role as one of management, in contrast to
her belief 1n shared decision making as a responsibiliry of all members ar the
school); (2) intersender conflict: the extent to which two or more role expec-
tations from one role sender oppose those from one or more other role
senders {e.g., the superintendent and leadership ream both communicared
opposing expectations to the principal); (3) mterrole conflict- pressures
associated with membership 1n one organizanon thar are in conflict with
membership i other groups {e.g., the principal experienced confhct i her
role on the SLT and n her role as principal as defined by the superintendent;
these roles had opposing perspectives and associated behaviors); (4) person-
role conflict: the extent to which role expecrarions are incongruent with the
orientations or values of the role occupant (e.g., the principal whose value
orientation supported shared decision making, but whose formal role was
defined as authoritarian); (S) owerload: the extent to which the various
role expectations exceed the amount of tme and resources available for
them to be fulfilled (e.g., as extubited by the principal and the team members
regarding the ume frame for their decisions).

Useful for understanding the Paramount case 1s the Kahn and colleagues’
(1964} role theory model thar depicrs the interpersonal process berween
rthe person being sent role expecrations and those sending the expectations.
(See also Van Sell er al., 1981.) The district superintendent plays the most
important role in defiming the team’s role and sers expectations for the
team. According to this model, the principal 1s an important boundary
spanner recerving messages from the superintendent and communicating
them to the team.

NMicropolitical Ferspecuves

Micropohucal perspectives of organizations offer the potennal for
msights to the relational and power 1ssues faced by school leadership teams
as they assume new roles and responsibilities and negoniate their place in the
system. According ro Blase (1991), “Micropolitics refers to the use of formal
and mformal power by individuals and groups to achieve their goals i orga-
mizations” (p. 357). This perspective emphasizes that “school reform 1s
rarely a polincally neutral event ... teachers often have one overnding
concern—the preservation of a stable sense of personal and professional
identities” (Datnow, 1998, p. 21). Unlike organizanons in which environ-
mental and external forces may be reduced by strategies designed to mim-
mize influence, schools are more open to relational factors from muluple
constituents who have the ability ro influence or change them. Micropolitics
turns our attention to the sources and use of power “to determie which
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issues and questions are seen as relevant and crincal and which wall be
viewed as irrelevant and illogical” (Mawhinney, 1999, p. 164).

In this study, two sources of power are parnicularly sigmheant. (1) power
derived from legiimare authoriry 0 make decistons as a leadership ream,
and (2) power acquired through expert knowledge gained through che SUT
sermnars The pohincal dynamics of team members encompasses the acrions
of the team, the norm of equirable relationship among colleagues, as well
as the mteractions of the ream within the hierarchical district serucrure.
Thus, a micropolinical perspective can help to investigate how power 1s used
by the team in conflictual situations as well as how power s used ro “build
support to achieve their ends™ (Mawhinney, 1999, p. 168)

In a study of reacher leadership roles, Harr (1994) found rhat
periods of change, roles and social systems may exert a powerful influence,

“

during

particularly as coahnions are being formed and a new interpreranion of real-
ity 15 emerging” (p. 494). As Paramount developed new role configuranions
as a leadership team for decision making, adjustments in behavior and
expectations affected organizatonal functionmg. As the team engaged in
leadership tramning, new perceprions and mterpretanions of their role at
the school emerged, contributing to frustration and even conflict. Thus,
attempts to make structural changes—such as implementing a new school
leadership team, reconfiguring an organizaton, and shifung role relavion-
ships—need ro be viewed as significant undertakings and as pohtical events.

What We Learned From an Integrated Perspective

By adopting the lens of an Integrative Perspective Model (Figure 5.1}, we
idennfy crincal facrors contributing to role ambiguiry and role conflicr for
Paramount’s principal and leadership team Through a historical perspec:
nve of environmenral and orgamzational facrors, we surfaced condinons
contributing to role ambiguity and role conflicr and idennfied key microp
olinical dynamics. The analysis of intertexrual relanonships among wrirten
policies, interviews, and SLT traiming seminars created a basis for assessimg,
the congruence among texts and ecxamining how the ream recognized,
acknowledged, and found the texts socially significant (Bloome & kgan-
Robertson, 1993; Chrispeels, 1997). As Bloome and kgan-Robertson
(1993) argue, “itertextuality 15 socially constructed by members of a group
and thus nvolves more than juxtaposinon of rexts by a rescarcher”
(p. 332) By examining a series of episodes, we explored how elements of
mtertextuahiry as understood by the ream and principal defined rheir
role vis-g-vis the district policies and the SLT training. The model helps to
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highlight the complex and embedded narure of school systems thar must
conrinually respond to environmental pressures

This chaprter illustrates the ways role theory provided insights into the
frustranons experienced by the principal and team as they arrempred to carry
out theirr work. Role theory drew attention 1o the crinical role of the principal
as a boundary spanner in sending, receiving, and responding ro messages. Use
of the Episode Model with organizauonal history and individual perspectives
was useful 1n examuining the work of the team over ume as it struggled ro
implement shared decision making. A cham of episodes illustrated and docu-
mented the development of patterned responses. They portrayed partcipants’
perceptions, future mnteractions, and their sense of power, control, and rela-
nionships to others in the orgamizanon. However, the episodes took on therr
full mearung only when they were placed in the larger historical context. In
addiuon, our analysis suggests the value of combining muluple perspectives
and frameworks to analyze complex phenomena. Systems theory, with 1ts
greater artention to orgamzational and environmental facrors, contributed to
our understanding of why there was evidence of role conflict and role ambi-
guity. Examining orgamzauonal factors highlighted the clash between a
new order of teacher empowerment and the “old order” (Chion-Kenney &
Hymes, 1994) of hierarchical decision-making structures and thinking. This
district operated with the best of intentions to empower teachers and gave
them greater say in a wide range of decision-making areas. [t 1s not enough,
however, to implement shared decision making at the site without taking into
account 1ts consequences and implications for other levels of the orgamzaton.
Combining systems theory with event mapping helped to illuminate the tur-
bulent environment over time and provided “a longitudinal examination of
hrstorical contexrs for interpreting the acnons and responses of particular
groups” (Chrispeels, 1997, p. 457). In essence, event mapping made visible
the historical context and political variables that contributed to role conflict
and ambiguity.

Implications For School Leadership

A number of implicatons for policymakers and practtioners who are
implementing site-based management and establishing school leadership
reams emerge from this study. First, systems thinking s critical when imple-
menting a major innovation such as site-based management. Schools are
complex systems that need to encompass environmental, orgamzational,
and intergroup factors, and teachers cannot be empowered without con-
comitant changes in the district admimistraton. Relationships with the
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district are @ kev facror i a ream’s abilicy to assume new responsibihines,
implement change, and successfully accomplish goals (Chrispeels, 1996;
Sez;;ge, 1990). The superintendent negonared, with the reachers’ umon,
language (0 clanfy the conceprs of reacher empowermenr and roles and
responsibilinies of leadership reams. He did nor, however, examune other
aspects of the system, such as rramng, relanonships wich principals, and
nteraction with the ream  Withour knowledge of rthe training and direct
dialogue with the leadership ream, the supennrendent was not able ro facil-
irate and support the work of the team. This lack of mteracnion and under-
standing helped the superintendent to mamntamn the tradinonal hierarchical
model, and at the same rime, stymued his efforts 1o promore shared decision
making His management style empowered the principal bur undermined
her efforts to empower the leadership ream, leading to role conflict for the
principal and role ambiguity for the ream.

Second, enacting a policy to empower teachers and include them 1n deci-
sion makig does not predetermine how reachers will mterprer and take up
the new roles. This chapter indicares the need for specificity and clarity in
defiming how and in what ways teachers and orhers are to be mnvolved
decision making. Furthermore, the experiences of Paramount’s team sug-
gest negoriations must be ongoimng as district admuustrators, principals, and
ream members gan confidence and knowledge in how ro lead. It also con-
firms the value of training for enabling team members to suggest innova-
nons for thewr school, use research to guide their decisions, and pursue
solutions. However, the district and leadership team were unable to capi-
talize fully on these new abilities and help the district accomplish 1s
mission of improved student learning. This finding implies the need for the
district and team to coordinate and integrate the trainimg to meet districe
and site goals

Finally, relacionships, roles, and responsibilines need to be speaific and
coupled with opportunities for ongoimg negonarion and refinement 1o over-
come mconsistencies berween beliefs and pracrices in ways thar can impact
student learming. Relationships with the district remained a key factor i the
ream’s abihity to assume new responsibilinies, to implement change, and 1o
successfully accomplish goals for the school Paramount’s ST, afrer three
years of traiming, was poised to address important issues of reaching
and learming. Yer neither the team nor the superintendent, with all commu-
nications being filtered through the principal, were able to sufficientdy
align policies and practices and give the ream a sense of accomplishment
and effecuveness. This points to the need for congruence berween policy and
practice when implementing strucrural changes or shared decision making
(Chrispeels, 1996, 1997; Fuhrman, 1993) In conclusion, the good intentions




i

of the superintendent, prinaipal, and school leadership team were not sufficienr
to overcome the incongruence berween behefs and pracuices. This mimmized
the school’s and the district’s abihty to capiralize on the SLT training so as to
enhance the team’s ability 1o lead 1ts school in the process of reform in ways
that could dramancally impact student learming,

Notes

1. Research presented in this artcle was supported by a granr from the Spencer T
and Ann W Olin Foundation A portion of this paper was presented ar the 1998
annual meeung of the American Educanonal Research Association, San Diego,
Califorma.

2 This chapter 1s a revised version of an arucle origially published m the
Journal of School Leadership, Vol 9, September 1999, ennrled “Role Conflicr and
Role Ambiguity. The Challenges of Team Leadership at a Middle School.”
Permission to reprint obtained Ocrober 28, 2002, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

3 Pseudonyms are used for the school and all parncipants i this study. The
authors would like to thank the superintendent, the principal, and the School
Leadership Council and School Leadership Team members who allowed us to fol-
low therr work. We hope thar the 1deas presented assist them and others in the chal-
lenging rasks they are undertaking to improve their schools. The authors also wish
to thank Iramar Harari, Cheryl C. Strait, and Marisol A. Rodarte who provided
rescarch assistance useful in clarifying 1ssues and 1deas for this chapter and the orig-
inal arncle in the Journal of School Leadership.

4. See Bloome & Egan-Robertson, 1993, p. 311, and Chrispeels, 1997, for a
derailed descripnion of this method of intertexrual analysis and of historical analy-

sis. (e concepts tform syscenmseutieenyy  [THanng 1997 Scory .1992). role theory
(Kahn eral,, 1964; Van Sell er al., 1981), and inrtertextual analysis (Bloome & Egan-
Robereson, 1993) provided a framework for reanalyzing and mterpreung the darta
presented in the research.

5. For more detailed information on conflict and ambiguity arising from norm
conflict, sec Bertrand, 1972; for typical antecedents leading to role conflict and role
ambiguirty, see Kahn er al., 1964; and Van Sell er al., 1981.
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