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The tapestry of leadership development has a l@stgriy in American higher education. As a
faculty member for the last 26 years of my careaching the history of student affairs and
higher education and studying college student leshie | enjoyed examining perspectives on
the evolution of leadership development and hagvetv from being incidental to the college
experience into the rich, vibrant tapestry it issnantentionally developed in the curriculum and
the co-curriculum.

A Short History of L eadership Development in Higher Education

The dominant narrative begins with the foundinddafvard College in 1636-- the
education of young boys who were college studexpie@ed to assume their leadership
obligations in society. Whether with futures agg@jeor eldermen, those with a college
education assumed government and community leadexdls. Although no specific formal
leadership development was part of their collegeedarnce, the cultural expectation was that
college was creating leaders; these youth did sétitigs and were expected to develop
gentlemanly character. [Note that many colonial-sedective institutions that exist today often
still have a contemporary cultural message thatdw@&ot need leadership development because
all of our students are leaders.”]

As institutional types diversified in the 1800sllege youth studied to enter the military,
business, education, agriculture, and other fialdsmen began to receive college educations in
the early 1800s largely in single sex institutiaie Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 instigated
that the average family could send their sons iege; and minority-serving institutions began
in the mid-1800s largely for African Americans undeseparate-but-equal doctrine (See Thelin,
2003). Many of these colleges, like historicallya&i colleges and universities, made leadership
an unintentional outcome of the college experienagsonishing students to live up to those
expectations but doing little to develop leaderstapacity. Leadership was clearly viewed as a
characteristic or skill of an individual.

Student affairs emerges. Throughout this evolution, in loco parentis was tie facto
institutional-student relationship. The presidemd &éaculty stood in place of the student’s
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parents and acted on their behalf for his welfeeeulty expressed a deep care and concern for
the development of students. As institutions becaraee complex (for example, instituting
graduate studies, creating academic disciplinesgapecting research productivity), out of
concern for student welfare, many faculty intengiynassumed roles away from their teaching
duties in the areas of student academic advisisgiptine, counseling, and as tutors in
residential colleges (Schetlin, 1969). The firstd@is for deans of students, deans of men, and
deans of women emerged in the late 1890s and wesrggns held by faculty members. Over
time (with the emergence of psychology as a disaplthe growth of such fields as the guidance
movement and Dewey’s pragmatism and emphasis onaatitc and experiential learning),
student affairs roles grew to be ones educatorsaped for with graduate degrees in such fields
as guidance and counseling, college student peetaamd higher education administration (See
Dungy & Gordan, 2011; Nuss, 2003). People and edfihat handled these functions were
organized under a dean into divisions of studdiairafor student services. Specializations in
such areas as student activities and student @afgons developed in the early 1900s and by the
1990s specializations included leadership educasenvice learning, and offices for civic
engagement. The accountability movement in thi§%9a led institutions to establish explicit
student outcomes and shape programs (e.g. cretit@amcredit) to build those outcomes.
Leadership, global leadership, civic engagemeriabpstice, and promoting personal
responsibility were often among those outcomessé&lmeitcomes were advanced nationally by
such groups as the Association of American Coll&ggemiversities in their LEAP agenda
(2007) and by the Council for the Advancement @in8ards in Higher Education (CAS; 2012),
a consortium of 42 student affairs associations.

Student affairs evolves. Throughout history, student affairs educators reways
worked with the development of positional studewatders, such as officers in clubs and
organizations, and in such roles as resident assist orientation advisor or with key student
organizations that claimed leadership developmeiincoutcome of membership, such as
fraternities, sororities, the Black Student Unionsports. As | noted in the first chapter of the
Handbook for Student Leadership Developn{&oimives, 2011), until the late 1980s and early
1990s, most co-curricular leadership educationresffwere typically atheoretical including
largely skill building activities focused on thasetraditional leadership positions. CAS
established the first standard on student leadeggloigrams in 1996 sponsored by the National
Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs. Embraciaghkilosophy that all people possess and
can develop their leadership capacity, in the3@syears many colleges and universities did
design leadership programs accessible to any dsttiiugh specialty programs (e.g. emerging
leaders, women in leadership, multicultural resgagxpanded experiential education with
leadership outcomes (e.g. service learning, alte&pring Breaks, internships), and partnered
with academic departments to offer both credit eepees (e.g. leadership courses, minors, or
majors) as well as non-credit credentials (e.gifamte programs).
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Both/And

One of the rich lessons from studying chaos theotle early 1990s was the recognition of the
weaknesses of “either/or” thinking and the richnaéfis%oth/and” thinking (Komives, 2001).
Clearly college students do not learn and devedapérship only in the classroom or in the co-
curricular experience, nor is leadership learndgt on-campus or only in their “real world” life
experience. When our team was developing the docyinearning Reconsidered
(NASPA/ACPA, 2004), we affirmed and promoted thevpdul message that student learning
and development occur across their whole experianddahat the dangers of thinking of
academic learning separate from personal developoneate an inadequate pedagogy for
transformative learning. Learning and developmeat®t opposite sides of a coin, they are on
the same side of the coin. Learning is inherentlyetbpmental and occurs everywhere. As one
of our team members noted, "In our need to pugthin categories, we have classified some
parts of higher education as curricular, and offaets as co-curricular, but students just call it
college” (Keeling, 2006, p. vii). After an era d 8ears of the curriculum and the co-curriculum
being functionally siloed, the educational focisoich areas as leadership development,
multiculturalism, service learning, social justie&d others have brought exciting partnerships
between academic and student affairs educators.

There is a wise African parable (also attributedésop) that sticks tied together in a
bundle are unbreakable. American colleges and tsifies are comprised of many critical
“sticks”: academic disciplines, majors, coursesnguistrative departments like admissions,
student affairs units like student activities, ceelimg, residence life, athletics, and so many
“sticks” more like alumni programs, physical plaamd technology services. Leadership and
multiculturalism are binding constructs servingtees “threads” that belong everywhere in the
institution and serve as “ties” that strengthenlibedle. Leadership is not owned by the
psychology, business, or communications majorsydhé office of human resource
development or the student activities departmesadership should be addressed in every
venue; it belongs everywhere. Again, leadershgp“isoth/and” organizational construct, not an
“either/or” proposition. Every venue is an oppoityno engage students in the study,
development, or practice of leadership. Formirayamt partnerships across these units brings
diverse leadership educators together to advaadeiship as a critical college student outcome
and weaves a rich campus tapestry of leadershiplaf@went for everyone at the institution.

National L eader ship Education Research Agenda

The tapestry of understanding leadership developoantake shape with the inaugural
National Leadership Education Research Agenda (M)ERhe ambitious agenda is a solid
contribution at strategic directions to guide thgagement in scholars and scholar-practitioners
toward evidence-based practice. Although only noetdl in passing, | laud the report for even
mentioning Boyer’s phenomenal 1990 work revising fibcus of scholarship in higher
education. This agenda does indeed seek to hoa@dieresque categories of the scholarship
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of discovery, the scholarship of integration, thiedarship of application, and the scholarship of
teaching and learning. That taxonomy might serveveisto further identify what
mathematicians and scientists describelasses of problemsith definitional and assumptive
boundaries that could guide deeper inquiry.

As we move forward, it will be essential to situtdiess agenda into the tapestry that is
already woven by the research and scholarshipa#dis of work from diverse fields that
directly and indirectly inform leadership; we ar@ starting over. For example, there is a broad
knowledge base in moral and ethical developmeapiiy to the study and practice of
leadership. | am reminded of serving as the De@apresentative on numerous dissertation
committees outside my student affairs field, atiegdaculty colloquia, or attending job talks by
prospective candidates in other programs in myewoéddepartment (e.g. school psychology,
rehabilitation counseling). | was always struckthg similarity in constructs for which we used
slightly different labels so we did not know thedies of parallel work addressing similar
research questions. An author so well known instudent affairs research was unknown to
someone in another discipline and visa versa.

The NLERA is a large and complex agenda. | knowathikors of this document would
be the first to say (as they do in the text) that incomplete, open to critique, and should be
revised on a regular basis—and it is an engagang t&t this process. Although it is not possible
to address each element of the agenda | did wanffenseveral challenges and opportunities |
see for further discussion and use. These suggssii@ directed at student affairs educators but
may apply also to academic researchers.

Broaden the unit of analysis. The target of learning and development is typictdby
individual college student or a group of individaiéften identified by their gender, race, or
some other social identity). Quantitatively thodentity groups are typically studied with
aggregate data and certainly serve a good purfbseent affairs leadership educators have a
unique opportunity and imperative also to studglézahip in organized groups, particularly
student organizations and systems of organizatiitisough the individual as the unit of
analysis is most common, that leaves gaps, indeashas, in understanding leadership dynamics
in diverse types of organizations, organizatiomainents and processes that lead to high
functioning organizations, and perhaps most impor@imensions of organizations that nurture
and develop leadership within and among membersed&eh priority #4 seeks to address this
domain but | think we must expand and push the dagéurther to truly understand leadership as
a process. For example, individual efficacy fodieship is critical to study, but Bandura (1997)
also notes that collective efficacy is a differphenomena and not the aggregate of the self-
efficacy of individuals in the group. My academgpadrtment was comprised of individuals with
high self-efficacy to lead in their fields, butasinit we had low collective efficacy that we
could accomplish our goals or shared agenda. Wé stugy this phenomenon and others in the
group, organization, and system level of analysis.
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Address definitional challenges. We still need some work on describing the nature of
the scholarship in our field. Some terms we aragusi our shared scholarship perhaps do need
some clear definitions. Is it multidisciplinaryténdisciplinary, transdisciplinary, or all of the
above? What is an area, a field, a discipline,vahat do we mean by leadership studies,
education, development, and training? We have smmanon understandings of those terms
through the work of the International Leadershigdsation (ILA) and the CAS leadership
standard and this agenda could help us attencgtdahguageAlthough many of us use a
definition of leadership like the one in the NLERAa corollary to it that emphasizes
relationships, ethics, and positive outcomes, ielbelwe need to support numerous
philosophies/approaches/definitions of leaderskeigabise numerous perspectives do exist. It is
very dangerous to promote (even inadvertently)raidant narrative or definition. To mix
metaphors, the question to ask may be is it “belgpis seeing” or is it “seeing is believing”
(Komives, 2013)? | have always loved the aphori$finow can the fish describe water?” This
may be the essence of Kegan’s (1994) subject-obfeftt how can we see clearly what we live
with everyday in our own philosophies and beliefsrgensely that we cannot imagine other
views. Are we ethnocentrically so enmeshed in oum giews of leadership (whether that be
Western approaches or other single narrative petisps) that we cannot even see other
approaches, other narratives, as being leader€l@p?ve imagine the counter narratives of those
not in the dominant culture who may view leadergjuge differently. Embracing all these
views will be useful. Those diverse views add wilayato our tapestry. This agenda should also
help us explore those diverse views of leadershiwescan “see” it more clearly.

Get better measures. | concur with the NLERA that leadership can anddset® be
studied through diverse methodologies. Certaindyrsearch question should drive the
methodology chosen to address it. Qualitative arahtitative methodologies and mixed method
studies will help advance this agenda. | want tmm@ment on several research methods items. (1)
Admittedly, much of the research on students isreglort using indirect measures. Although
direct measures are needed, we need not dispaudigect measures, particularly student self-
perception, as much as we often do (Gonyea, 20p) will always be grateful to ALE for the
papers | heard at the 2006 conference that intemtiote to the methodological concept of
response-shift bias (Howard, 1980; Rohs, 2002; Robangone, 1997). Indeed, that ALE
conference was a good example to me of gettinganather field of study (i.e., agricultural
education) and learning about methodology to afgpiny own field. In this case Rohs and other
work made monumental sense to me for the Multitutsdbnal Study of Leadership (MSL) we
had just administered. As a cross-sectional ddgi§h has known limitations, but it actually
may have been a strength to be cross-sectionarapgztives of leadership evolve over time.
Our Leadership Identity Research (Komives, Owemdeasbeam, Mainella, & Osteen, 2005)
clearly showed us a stage-like development in getsges/philosophies of leadership; what a
student may think leadership is entering collegeBatnay be quite different that they consider
leadership to be at 22 as a graduating senioringamessy data to interpret. The cross sectional
design assures they are assessing their retrogpeefpacity in leadership against their currently
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held views. (3) Challenged by measuring studentamues, we need more measures that are
valid, reliable, short, and open-source or freee M#ed measures for such important concepts as
leader identity development stages, developmeetaliness, leader effectiveness, and group/
organizational leadership capacity to name a feanywreaders can stake their dissertation-flag
on one of those and make a valuable contributighisoagenda.

Advancing the agenda. | would boldly assert that this agenda will getditraction
unless associations such as ALE fund researchggtaiaidvance the agenda. If faculty and
student affairs educators could apply for even bsgad funds to help cover data analysis,
transcriptions, and incentives, the agenda woulddwanced. Likewise, student affairs staff
might form thriving partnerships with research fia¢and provide courses releases, seed money,
access to student organizations and other dataesolike the MSL or the Wabash Report data,
to facilitate the meaningful research of academios want to advance the NLERA. In addition
to doing original research ourselves, student &fagople need to find the faculty on campus
with a research agenda centering on student |dageasd partner to advance this work.

Use better what we already know. Too often we reinvent the wheel or think we need
original data on constructs that are already wsthlgished in the literature. There may need to
be a local footprint put on some findings, but v@e edapt/adopt many established research
findings to guide program design. Student affaeesdership educators, for example, can use the
findings from the MSL as a basis for budget reqaest program design.

Conclusion

As leadership educators go forward with this agearthin the related work of further
developing leadership programs at their institigjohwill be critical to approach this work as
shared, collaborative, belonging in every discipliand delivered through diverse institutional
entities as both the curriculum and the co-curdoutogether and separately. Studying and
researching the work we do is essential. This agémtps us advance that agenda.
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