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Abstract
Given the rapid changes that 21st century museums must manage, flexible thinking about
leadership forms and purposes is needed. Today’s complex leadership landscape necessitates
that staff engage in enacting leadership with positional leaders. Limited empirical literature
exists that describes how the next generation of museum leaders is being nurtured and
developed. The purpose of this study was to: describe museum professionals’ perceptions of
leadership practices; investigate museums as sites of organizational and leadership learning; and
consider the experiences of museum professionals who have participated in leader development
programs. The study involved an on-line survey with 310 professionals working in U.S.
museums and follow-up interviews with a subset of 13 survey participants. Bolman and Deal’s
(1990) Leadership Orientations Inventory (BDLO) was used to assess museum leadership
practices; Marsick and Watkins (1999) 21-item version Dimensions of a Learning Organization
Questionnaire (DLOQ-A) was used to assess supports for learning in the museum. Findings
based on bivariate correlation and multiple regression analysis show a significant relationship
between ratings for leadership effectiveness at the department and organization levels and scores
on the BDLO and the DLOQ-A. While leadership effectiveness at both levels tended to be
positive, over 60% of middle and non-managers did not perceive their museum’s leadership as
mastering any of the BDLO Leadership Orientations Inventory frames. Statistically significant
differences in the perception of museums as learning organizations were found with decreasing
support from senior managers to middle managers to non-managers. With regard to learning
leadership, findings indicate that the DLOQ-A Strategic Leadership for Learning dimension,
Organization Support, and Peer Support are important for facilitating continued learning and
application of new knowledge and skills derived from leader development programs. Finally,
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most leader development program participants indicated that they were immediately able to
apply some skills learned; however sustaining incorporation of new knowledge was difficult.
Implications for museum professionals, leader development program providers, museum studies
programs, leadership and change, and future research are discussed. A digital introduction
accompanies this dissertation. The electronic version of this dissertation is at OhioLink ETD
Center, www.ohiolink.edu/etd.
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Chapter I: Introduction
We can see that today is already past as we feel ourselves slipping into the near adjacent
future; yet, we have no vantage point to see what lies ahead. We can name the change we
see, but we are too slow to make course corrections. (Roy & Trudel, 2011, para 5)
Museums in a Changing World
With the growing complexity of daily life and the infusion and influence of technologies
that make the boundaries of museums more porous, the distance between museums and their
constituents is shrinking (Cameron, 2010). With that shrinkage comes more opportunities for
sites of connection between not only museum professionals at all levels and their counterparts in
other institutions but also between the professionals and individuals in the community.
According to Johnson and Roberts (2009) “museums are operating in a climate of change that
calls for new ways of thinking about how leaders and followers across the institution take and
support initiatives in service of creating value” (p. 8). Many museum professionals came to their
positions with an interest in a particular area of work; for instance, informal learning, exhibit
design, interpretive planning, visitor services. Sandell and Janes (2007) note that most museum
boards are populated with corporate executives whose understanding of the nonprofit sector
results in a predominant focus on revenues and attendance as measures of success and less
attention to mission. These differences in perspective mean that those overseeing, planning,
carrying out, and leading across much of the work are knowledgeable about and motivated by a
different set of factors than many of those making decisions and leading from the top.
Nonetheless, these different perspectives are essential for leadership in the 21st century museum.
As museum scholar Stephen Weil states in his Forward to Museums and the Paradox of Change
(Janes, 1997)

2
The museum that seeks to survive - no less one that hopes to prosper - must develop and
maintain the capacity to adapt itself to changing conditions. Moreover, it must be able to
do so not only as a sometimes reaction to an occasional crisis but on a built-in everyday
basis. Solely in that way will it have the essential means by which to respond to
inevitable and ongoing change. (p. ix)
According to Sargut and McGrath (2011) how we manage businesses today varies greatly
from 30 years ago (p. 70). This fundamental shift is due in large part to the nature and degree of
complexity people face today. It is important to differentiate the complicated from the complex.
It is possible for organizations to be both, but the difference between the two has implications for
how we manage change, solve problems, and plan for the future (Heifetz, Grashow, & Linsky,
2009a; Morieux, 2011). Complicated systems may have many moving parts, but they operate in
a predictable way; in organizational terms, there may be many levels of hierarchy and a myriad
of work groups in an institution, but the processes of work are very streamlined and rigid. In
contrast, complex systems typically have characteristics such as
•

unpredictable nature of events that before seemed routine;

•

increased number of meetings necessary to coordinate activities across the organization
(and if managers or staff are in meetings, they are not having time to do work);

•

unexpected outcomes (e.g., the program series that always was a success or never caused
problems now appears as a 3-headed, multi-armed monster; you do all of the “right
things” and it still doesn’t work); and

•

procedures that have long passed their usefulness are still used and no one can tell you
why (Lichtenstein et al., 2006; Morieux, 2011; Sargut & McGrath, 2011).

Thus, according to Sargut and McGrath (2011) “most businesses have gone from complicated to
complex: They contain numerous diverse, interdependent parts. This makes managers’ jobs
much more difficult” (p. 71).
What does this have to do with museums? As Johnson and Roberts (2009) suggest:
Museums cannot be totally understood by simply looking at the units of which they are
composed. [They] are complex adaptive systems (CAS), made up of elements
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(individuals, teams, departments, divisions, etc.) that are interdependent. … Museums are
social organisms, and the work in which they engage is exhilarating yet messy.
Complexity science is a frame that enables us to embrace the messiness and see the
strength and creativity that results when systems connect, collide and/or coalesce.
(pp. 4-5)
Janes (1997) suggests that the degree of complexity with which cultural institutions contend
rivals that of organizations in other sectors. He shares this scenario regarding the context in
which arts administrators work:
Cultural executives must operate complex organizations with inadequate resources, while
motivating underpaid staff and unpaid volunteers to perform to high professional
standards. Both executives and staff alike must also answer to governing boards
consisting of individuals whose experience and expertise lie outside the heritage arts, and
who are inclined to apply private-sector, for-profit standards to activities where such
standards are often inappropriate. In addition, we must answer to an unknown number of
publics within the context of changing societal values, all of whom have widely divergent
levels of sophistication and expectation. At the same time, museums must continuously
foster creativity, innovation, public access and the preservation of the historical and
artistic record. (p. xv)
If, as research is showing, leading in today’s organizations requires complexity in thinking and
action (Heifetz et al., 2009a; Morieux, 2011; Sargut & McGrath, 2011), then it seems likely that
how we think about leading and developing future leaders also needs to have an expanded view.
Introduction to the Problem
The understanding of leadership has shifted through the years. Prior to the 1980s the
primary understanding of leadership as “what a person does” led to a focus on leader behavior
and style (Boaden, 2006; Jackson & Parry, 2008). During the 1980s the pace of business
accelerated and with it a need to respond more quickly to changing events. Our understanding of
leadership at that time led to a focus on relationships; transformational leadership theory was
new. Moving into the 1990s, issues of complexity were beginning to be recognized; the
problems of the new decade were resistant to tried-and-true solutions of the previous ones
(Heifetz, Grashow, & Linsky, 2009b; Vaill, 1996). Once again, new understandings of
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leadership emerged to address that landscape. Today we are in the midst of another transition in
our understanding of leadership. Recently, collective forms of leadership (team, shared,
distributed) are being researched to see what promise they hold for meeting the complex
challenges of today and beyond (Al-Ani, Horspool, & Bligh, 2011; Drath et al., 2008;
Lichtenstein et al., 2006; Pearce & Conger, 2003). This shift in the perspective from leader as an
individual doing something to leadership as an influencing process opens up the act of leadership
to all. If leadership is not just the position one occupies, but rather an activity of influencing and
engaging others around common goals, then it is possible for anyone in an organization—from
the mailroom clerk to the CEO—to exercise leadership.
Since 2003 I have been advisor and faculty for the Getty Leadership Institute’s Museum
Leaders: The Next Generation (NextGen) program. This program was designed for junior staff
in a museum, those identified as having promising talent and who are handling increased levels
of responsibility in their institutions. Through my interactions with participants I have become
aware of the struggles they face as they attempt to understand the leadership landscape within
their institutions. All are eager for opportunities to develop their leadership, to exercise their
leadership skills and further their organizations’ goals and missions. They come, or are sent, to
programs like NextGen to develop skills and expand mindsets with respect to leadership and
change. They return eager to implement their new skills and make change; some succeed, some
do not (Avolio, Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa, & Chan, 2009; M. J. Burke & Day, 1986).
According to a report by Bersin and Associates using data based on a survey of 352 companies
in June 2009, U.S. companies spent an average of $2,000 per person on leadership development
and an average per organization cost of $500,000 (O'Leonard, 2009). For the amount of money
spent on these experiences, one would expect organizations would be eager to support their staff
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in applying the new knowledge in the workplace. So what is happening? What do we know
about the process of leadership development that could provide an explanation?
Learning leadership. Rost (1990) pointed out that there are almost as many definitions
of leadership as there are individuals studying the topic. Definitions range from leadership as a
set of traits or skills embedded in an individual who acts in leaderly ways to leadership as a
relational process which produces collective outcomes (Jackson & Parry, 2008; Northouse,
2007). Understanding leadership development presents a similar problem (Barker, 1997;
Dalakoura, 2010; Day, 2000; Hay & Hodgkinson, 2006; Ketter, 2009). Everyone has an idea of
what “it” is and how it should be developed. While it makes sense that one should have a
definition of leadership from which to create a leadership development program, this does not
seem to be how program creation happens. Gentry and Leslie (2007) and Killian (2010)
referring to the leadership as behavior/traits theories suggest identifying leadership competencies
as a way to guide development of a program. However, as Gentry and Leslie (2007) note, “it
may be confusing for some to determine the competencies to be used for leadership development
purposes given numerous theories about leadership and leadership development [and] no clear
‘model’ or ‘framework’ for determining competencies” (p. 38). In the absence of a stated theory
or definition of leadership or a set of specific competencies to develop, some authors frame the
context of development around the challenges facing organizations today that require developing
capacity for leadership and for leaders. These challenges include the increased global nature of
business, growing complexity in society, and shifts in the structures of organizations (Bennis &
Goldsmith, 2010; Heifetz, 1994; Linkage Inc., 2009). Finally, other authors take a different
perspective suggesting that learning leadership is more than just learning skills, new behaviors,
or ways of thinking. According to G. Robinson and Rose (2006), learning leadership is an
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“ongoing process of becoming more and more aware and vigilant. It is a process of continuously
seeking to know yourself, to clarify your thinking, to take responsibility rather than place blame,
and to control only yourself” (p. 19). It is through this process of learning about self that one is
able to better understand the surrounding context and empower others within one’s sphere of
influence.
While there has been an abundance of research on leadership, comparable attention has
not gone into research on leadership development. In fact, what constitutes leadership
development varies across the literature although it typically refers to developing individual
skills, knowledge, and attitudes (leader development) as opposed to focusing on the nature and
quality of relationships and networks that support collective work (leadership). Day, Harrison,
and Halpin (2008) define leadership development as growth of social capital (e.g., relationships,
networks) between individuals and leader development as enhancing individual human capacity
(e.g., knowledge, skills, attitudes). One implication of the distinctions made between leader and
leadership development is that the processes for developing the capacity of the individual may be
(and most likely are) different from those that develop social capital. Social capital is typically
conceptualized as networked relationships which produce some benefit (Claridge, 2004). This
supports the notion that leadership development efforts result in team or organization level
impact while leader development efforts result in individual level impact. The problem seems to
be, however, that department/organization level outcomes are sought via leader development
programs. In other words, there is an underlying assumption that changes in the individual will
result in changes in the department/organizational (Kozlowski, Brown, Weissbein, CannonBowers, & Salas, 2000).
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There are a number of ways to talk about what gets developed in leader development
programs. As noted previously, one way has to do with how leadership is defined. Thus when
leadership is defined as what people do (skill and ability competencies), what gets developed is
about doing. If the understanding about leadership is directed towards what people know (their
level of expert knowledge), then knowing gets developed. And, if the view of leadership is about
ways of being, “the aggregate expression of one’s mindset, emotions, and behavior” then the
emphasis of leader development will be about becoming (Anderson & Ackerman-Anderson,
2001, p. 189). Yet despite these three perspectives or rationales for development, the literature
indicates a continuing emphasis on building individual competencies. The competencies versus
knowledge versus mindset lens on leadership development does not appear to be going away. In
fact, perhaps because of the application of adult learning theory to leadership development, there
is a growing understanding that leader development is a life-long process that entails
developmental experiences and the ability to learn from those experiences (Allen & Wergin,
2009; Day et al., 2008; McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010; Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman,
2010). It is a complex dance of acquiring skills, expanding thinking, and responding to the
dialectic of selective adaptation and transformation. Leader development acknowledges that
experience is a multifaceted event crossing many domains (e.g., inter- and intra- personal,
cognitive, meta-cognitive) and that teaching skills and competencies alone are insufficient for
long-term development of an individual (Day et al., 2008).
The literature on effectiveness of leadership development programs is uneven. Findings
from a set of meta-studies suggest that in general the programs work with regard to
individual-level impact. However, there is a great deal of variation in terms of what works and
why. Despite continued reference to the need for programs to use systematic ways to monitor
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success (for individual and department/organization level impacts), more work is still needed.
Program outcomes remain focused on individual impact (leader development) and less on
department/organizational impact (leadership development). Further, despite increased
application of a constructive-developmental framework in understanding the longer term nature
of leader development, very few longitudinal studies exist (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009;
McCauley, Drath, Palus, O'Conner, & Baker, 2006). The prevailing myth seems to be that if
programs focus on individual outcomes and impact, organizational outcomes will follow (Collins
& Holton III, 2004; Day et al., 2008; Russon & Reinelt, 2004). However, with very few studies
reporting organizational outcomes, this assumption may be misguided. Kozlowski et al. (2000)
suggest the problem has to do with a levels paradox when “training is predicated on contributing
to higher-level group and organizational objectives, outcomes, and results, yet the models,
methods, and tools of training are focused on the individual level” (p. 158). For example, these
meta-studies show that definitional issues continue; programs labeled as leadership development
tended to be about leader development and evaluation is directed more at assessing learning, not
development. Despite urging from M. J. Burke and Day (1986) more than a decade prior,
Collins (2001) found that “research on the effectiveness of leadership development programs
[continues to be] sparse” (p. 51).
What is clear, however, is that evaluating efficacy of leader development programs has
become more complex as time has passed. It may be that the state of evaluation has not kept
pace with the increasing need and desire to understand more about individual developmental
outcomes and organizational outcomes (Riggio, 2008; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009). Nonetheless,
one area where there is consensus on the need for future research is about the application of new
knowledge and skills in the workplace (V. Burke & Collins, 2005; Day, 2010). This process has
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been labeled transfer of learning or transfer of training (Huczynski & Lewis, 1980). V. Burke
and Collins (2005) suggest that deeper understanding of the transfer process and its mediating
factors may assist in designing programs that result in strengthened learning and skills transfer.
Day (2010) writes about developing expertise through experience and notes that experience
alone is insufficient. He suggests that engaging in deliberate practice—the ongoing application
and use of knowledge, skills, and attitudes (KSAs)—is critical for developing leaders and
leadership.
Transfer of learning. With actual leadership development efforts being more
individually focused even though managers expect department/organizational impact, the
conceptualization of leadership development may be incomplete. Attention to the process of
developing leadership capacity needs to go alongside further improvements into the way
researchers and practitioners think about developing individuals.
What we know about successful knowledge transfer from training or development to the
workplace is contradictory and leads to frustration on the part of researchers and training
practitioners (Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Collins & Holton III, 2004; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009).
The construct transfer of learning or learning transfer has been studied for more than 100 years
(Royer, Mestre, & Dufresne, 2005). Initial understanding of learning transfer comes from the
fields of psychology and education and is grounded in motivation theory and cognition (Subedi,
2004). Similar to leadership development, practitioners and researchers describe learning
transfer differently. In general, however, transfer is an individual level construct referring to “a
situation where information learned at one point in time influences performance on information
encountered at a later point in time” (Royer et al., 2005, p. vii). What transfers may be distinct
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skills or generalizations about how and when to do something (Beach, 1999; Judd & Scholckow,
1908; Lobato, 2006; Thorndike & Woodworth, 1901).
Operationalizing the transfer construct for the workplace has resulted in the creation of a
number of models developed to explain direct and indirect contextual factors that influence
individual level transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Foxon, 1993; Holton III, 2005; Kirwan &
Birchall, 2006). All models have in common (1) a focus on participant characteristics, (2)
program design, and (3) the workplace environment. For purposes of this study, the main focus
will be on the workplace environment. The reason for this focus is that while there is an
abundance of literature on participant characteristics and program design elements, there are
fewer studies which look at the context of transfer. In addition, Kozlowski et al.’s (2000) levels
paradox would suggest a closer look at the receiving context (the workplace).
Research focused on workplace application of training assumes that transfer is not a
single event, but a series of activities that support and encourage new ways of thinking and
behaving. Transfer research coming out of the training and human resource development
literatures centers on which variables or combination of variables support the transfer process
and which inhibits or thwarts the process. If we accept transfer as part of the learning process,
then the overall workplace climate, especially in terms of the degree to which learning is
supported, will inform a climate for transfer. For example, Brinkerhoff and Montesino (1995)
found that management support in the form of explicit statements of expectations for learning
positively influenced the transfer process. While Blume, Ford, Bladwin, and Huang (2010)
found that transfer climate was more highly associated with transfer than supervisor support
(e.g., positive feedback and attention) and that the relationship with supervisor support was more
highly correlated than peer support. On the other hand, lack of supervisor support is discussed
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frequently in the literature and includes behaviors ranging from failure to acknowledge and
encourage the efforts by participants to utilize new knowledge to maintaining a low tolerance for
experimentation (Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Lim & Johnson, 2002; P. Taylor, Russ-Eft, &
Taylor, 2009). With respect to organizational goals, the degree to which the training content
supported institutional goals as well as the perception of value related to the training was mixed
(Montesino, 2002).
Transfer processes can be investigated from three perspectives or levels: the individual
level, the unit/team/department level, and the organization level. However, despite this
possibility, much of the research remains at the individual level perspective. Why is utilizing a
multi-level approach important? Organizations are made up of individuals and groups/teams
which interact continuously in a dynamic fashion. Kyriakidou and Ozbilgin (2006) remind
researchers that as complex systems, both micro (individual) and macro (group/team,
organization) processes should be investigated. Accordingly, Ozbilgin (2006) suggest that micro
and macro perspectives are better suited to reflecting “social reality in a way that is true to its
situated, interdependent, intersubjective and layered nature and form” (p. 244). Lim and Johnson
(2002) note that despite the availability of multilevel models not much multilevel research is
being done. The transfer process is multifaceted and complex; research that focuses on this
complexity will enable deeper understanding of the transfer process.
Statement of the Problem
Gaps in the literature exist that can be framed from a number of perspectives. First, much
of the research on leadership has been done in the for-profit and public sectors. Little empirical
research exists which helps understand how professionals in museums think about this
phenomenon. Suchy (1999, 2000, 2004) investigated leadership and change management in
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Australian art museums and seems to be an exception. Two recent dissertations that focus on
museums and organization change (Matelic, 2007) and learning in the workplace (Davis, 2011)
point to, perhaps, a new trend in research that focuses on organization-level-structure issues in
addition to visitor learning, programming and exhibition development. While museum
professionals are engaged in acts of formal and informal leadership every day, there has been no
explicit articulation of the type or forms of leadership necessary for the 21st century institution.
Instead, these professionals are most likely operating on their own implicit theories of leadership
(Keller, 1999; Pavitt & Sackaroff, 1990). This results in a couple of challenges. If how one
enacts leadership is at odds with the team and/or organizational ideals of leadership, then
individual effectiveness is diminished. Staff who participate in leader development experiences
may have a more difficult time identifying what is important for their context.
Second, research on leadership development and learning transfer has focused primarily
on the individual participant. As both constructs have been conceptualized at the level of the
individual it makes sense that research and evaluation focus on this level. However, the primary
reason most organizations invest in this type of development is to realize unit or organizational
goals. As Kyriakidou and Ozbilgin (2006) note “several phenomena are unique to and occur
only in organizations” (p. 2), and these phenomena include knowledge creation,
intra-organizational coordination, and intra-organizational cooperation. As such, there is a gap
in understanding how change at the individual level (leader development and transfer) results in
change at the organization level (enactment of leadership). As Day et al. (2008) note, “the
distinction between leader and leadership development … is important because enhancing [the]
individual … does not guarantee that effective leadership will develop” (p. 159).
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The third gap in the literature pertains to the efficacy of leadership development
interventions. Research in the for-profit sector has shown mixed results about intervention
effectiveness and there is virtually no work done in the cultural institution sector. This makes it
difficult to interpret (let alone apply) findings regarding effectiveness to the cultural sector
(Sandell & Janes, 2007). Becoming a leader is more than just being a good manager or
employee. Given increased organization complexity, developing individual capacity is not
simply about knowledge. It requires action. The basic methods/approaches used to develop
leaders in the previous decades are still used today, but now the focus is on integration. In the
sense used here, integration means linking development objectives with organization objectives
to achieve greater collective impact (Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004). The missing element
may be a lack of understanding about the learning transfer process, the process by which
participants actually begin to use, expand, and adapt their learning and about how individuallevel impact leads to organizational impact. On the one hand participants say they are satisfied
with the training/programs—they liked them, they developed specific skills, etc. However, in
terms of unit or organizational impact, many participants and their organizations are silent
(Avolio, Reichard et al., 2009; Collins & Holton III, 2004; McCall Jr., 2010b; Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2009). After all, individual change does not automatically translate into unit or
organizational change (Kozlowski et al., 2000; Swanson, 2003).
These three gaps provide an opportunity to investigate two distinct but related
phenomena: (a) the processes by which individuals apply learning from leader development
experiences back to the workplace and (b) the workplace context with respect to leadership and
learning.
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Purpose of the Study
Given the nascent status of organization-level research directed museums, this study was
done to accomplish several objectives. The first was to understand how museum professionals
think about leadership and leadership development. The study was designed to identify
leadership practices occurring across the museum field. This was important because when
organizations are clear about the type and forms of leadership necessary for success, decision
makers can select or create a leadership development experience appropriate to the needs of the
organization. A second purpose was to glean information about the museum workplace context
and the degree to which organizational learning occurs. This was important since research has
shown a link between learning organizations and performance (Goh & Ryan, 2008; López, Peón,
& Ordás, 2005). Specific to this study, understanding the larger context was deemed to be
helpful for situating the experiences of individuals who had participated in leader development
programs. The final purpose was to describe the experiences of professionals in applying
knowledge and skills from leadership development experiences to the workplace and to predict
outcomes. This part of the study sought to broaden understanding of organizational (system)
factors that contributed to successful learning transfer.
Statement of the Research Questions
The approaches to research on leadership development and transfer of learning revealed
an interesting dilemma: conflating the difficulty of applying learning back in the workplace with
realizing organization level impact from individual level change. As noted elsewhere, the first
does not automatically lead to the second. Given my contractual work as a guest faculty with the
Getty Leadership Institute and my interest in developing leaders, I was energized to explore
these issues in the museum context. Hence, this dissertation study explored questions relating to
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three populations of interest. The first set of questions relates to museum professionals and their
perceptions of leadership and leadership development. Two questions focused on museum
professionals who had participated in a structured leadership development program and
addressed their experiences returning to the workplace. A final question was directed at
managers/supervisors of leadership development participants. The stages and primary research
questions and primary source of data addressed are presented in Table 1.1.
Table 1.1 Study Stages and Research Questions
Stages
Stage One

Research question(s) addressed
1. How do museum professionals perceive (a) the
practice of leadership, (b) the environment for
organizational learning, and (c) leadership
development efforts in their organizations?
2. Which aspects of (a) the practice of leadership and
(b) the environment for learning influence these
professionals’ perceptions of the overall
effectiveness of leadership in their organizations?

Source

All respondents

Stage Two

3. How do participants describe their involvement in
these programs?
4. What factors influence the participants’ perception
of their transfer of learning from these programs?

Leadership
development program
participants

Stage Three

5. How do individuals who have referred or
supervised participants in leader development
programs describe their expectations about and
benefits of these programs?

Referring managers
and supervisors of
program participants

The questions above supported gathering data focused on the individual, team, and organization
level. The first two questions address the organization context exploring perceptions of
leadership and organization culture. Question three and Question four focus on the experiences
of leadership development and participant perceptions of success in transferring learning. The
last question is about the experience of those who supervise participants and their perceptions of
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department/organization benefit derived from sending staff for leadership development.
Addressing these questions led to more clarity and articulation of how museum professionals
engaged in and supported leadership development and the transfer process. Improving or
creating mechanisms to support transfer from leadership development programs is important for
any organization because it may result in fewer turnovers or the need for outsourcing as well as a
more motivated, committed, and dynamic workforce.
Nature of the Study
The study consisted of three main stages and was a sequential, mixed methods design.
Partially inspired by Kyriakidou and Ozbilgin (2006), the study was designed to explore the
multilevel elements creating opportunities for and influencing museum professionals’ ability to
make sense of and employ knowledge and skills gained from leadership development
experiences. To that end the design was as follows:
•

Stage One: This was a survey phase designed to explore the museum context
(team/organization level) to illuminate the nature of leadership and perspectives on
leadership development describing the backdrop against which museum managers and
staff work. At the individual level, the survey was used to gather initial information on
the experience of participants of leadership development programs and those who
supervise participants. Survey data informed questions in Stages Two and Three. Data
analysis included descriptive, bivariate correlation and regression results.

•

Stage Two: This qualitative stage examined more closely the learning transfer experience
of professionals. Data collection consisted of interviews with a subset of Stage One
study participants to obtain self-report data. Embedded in the telephone interview
questions were also some close-ended scale type questions. Analysis examined themes
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across all interviews as well as and between leadership development participants and
managers. Analysis of scale-type questions utilized descriptive statistics.
•

Stage Three: This qualitative stage investigated the reasons museum managers (identified
from Stage One) selected staff for leadership development, their expectations about the
training, and strategies for determining success. This stage was also contextual, although
from a more local (team) level. Telephone Interviews were used for data gathering;
analysis examined themes across the interviews.
Study participants were museum professionals whose organizations were members of the

American Association of Museums (AAM) and the Association of Science-Technology Centers
(ASTC). In addition, participants were recruited from various museum-specific leadership
development programs. Approximately 2,000 invitations to participate in the Phase One surveys
were sent in hopes of realizing a robust response rate. For Phase Two, telephone interviews were
conducted with eight individuals. In Phase Three four senior-level and one mid-level manager,
were interviewed. Quantitative and narrative data from the Phase One survey also informed
Phase Two and Three analyses.
Rationale and Significance of the Study
This study was important for a number of reasons. It appears that current discussions
about developing future museum leaders occur without a deeper understanding of how
professionals think about and understand leadership. The first part of the study provided a much
needed snapshot of the perceptions of those working in the field. Second, while there is
commitment for developing leaders, management may be underestimating the process nature of
development. The thinking seems to be that once someone has participated in an experience, all
that is required is for the individual to return and start “doing leadership.” This perspective flies
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in the face of social constructivist and social learning theories which suggest that development of
this nature is a longer term process involving more than just the participant (Cook-Greuter, 2004;
Day, 2010; G. Robinson & Rose, 2006). In addition, it may be that a certain level of
organizational readiness (e.g., an environment conducive to learning) is a precursor for a
successful learning transfer process (Preskill, Torres, & Martinez-Papponi, 1999; Russ-Eft &
Preskill, 2009; Torres & Preskill, 2001). This study sought to identify those factors. Third,
inasmuch as museums have embraced conducting evaluation of the products and services they
offer, the same cannot be said for evaluating the outcomes of leadership development
experiences or the dynamics of the transfer process. This study was an initial attempt to identify
elements that may be salient for future work. Finally, the study enabled me to assess the extent
to which findings from research on leadership development and learning transfer in other settings
apply to and are informed by the museum community.
Researcher Background
I have more than 20 years’ experience in museums as a leader/manager with direct
reports and the responsibility to build individual and organizational capacity. In addition, I have
been a consultant on topics of institutional learning, development, diversity, and accessibility for
a range of organizations. These experiences have had a profound effect on my views of
organizations. For example, the organization through its managers has a responsibility to
develop its staff, not for just the immediate payoff, but as part of an overall organization strategy.
As a result, I have always viewed my role as ensuring that everyone reporting to me is able to do
my job. While acknowledging that this viewpoint is not universally held, it has been a code of
sorts guiding my work. Leadership development and organizations are areas of great personal
interest and the study provided me with additional knowledge to inform my practice.
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While conveying certain advantages like the ability to contact and engage with staff and
directors from small to very large science centers and other types of museums, these experiences
were also a potential source of bias. To minimize the effect of these biases, I engaged
perspectives other than my own in conceptualizing, designing, and conducting this study. I am
grateful to the colleagues who engaged in critical reflection of the ideas that led to the formation
of this body of work.
Assumptions and Limitations
There were a number of assumptions about the nature of organizations, leadership,
leadership development, and success informing this work. First, the world is complex and, as a
result, so are organizations. A second assumption was that organizations rely on leadership
processes to help realize their goals and aspirations. As social, dynamic systems, evolved
thinking about organizations leads to understanding that workplace culture influences
expressions of leadership. Third, complexity means that new ways of conceptualizing and
enacting leadership are needed to keep up with changing societal demands. We know from
research that leadership development practice has a long history primarily as a tool for building
individual capacity. Even though lots of money have been invested in the endeavor, we also
know that impact (success) of leadership development efforts as evidenced in the literature is
mixed. Fourth, it appears that transfer of learning is an important aspect of program
effectiveness. The transfer process is dependent upon (influenced by) program design, the
individual participant, and the organization context. One key challenge in determining
leadership development impact is assessing the degree to which an individual takes something
from the experience to bring back into the organization. Ultimately, in order for organizations to
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capitalize on leadership potential, better understanding of the supports and impediments to
transfer is needed.
As with any study, limitations exist. Despite the research on learning transfer in other
sectors, none has been conducted in the museum field. This meant that generalizability of
previous findings to settings in which organizational factors could be quite different was limited.
The channels through which study participants were sought resulted in the exclusion of some
individuals. Access via ASTC and AAM made it possible for the research to reach a large
number of individuals working in the field, however, the membership rolls are not exhaustive;
they represent only a portion of people working in museums and tend to be skewed to those in
upper and middle managerial positions. This was confirmed in the analysis of the respondent
sample.
Another limitation was related to the number of leadership development programs
serving museum professionals. It meant that the population for the analyses in Stages Two and
Three was limited in size when compared to the general population of museum professionals
represented in ASTC’s and AAM’s member databases. A variety of distribution methods were
used to invite participation and I employed a variety of strategies (e.g., reminder emails) to
encourage completion of the online survey. The degree to which the distribution of study
participants adequately reflected the museum workforce population was checked against known
population characteristics and resulted in some data weights being applied during analysis.
While demographic data such as gender, race, and age were included in the survey, examining in
detail the issues related to gender, race and generation was beyond the scope of this study.
Finally, although explanatory and confirmatory elements were present in the data, this study was
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primarily exploratory in nature. Generalization to the larger population was not appropriate
given the process used for sampling and the resulting distribution of the study respondents.
Organization of the Rest of the Study
The purpose of Chapter II is to position this study in the context of relevant literatures.
These literatures include adult learning, organizational theory, social construction of leadership,
leader and leadership development, and learning transfer. Chapter III explores in detail the
methodological fit and study design. Issues of sampling, instrument creation, and data gathering
approaches are addressed. Chapter IV reports the study’s findings. As this was a sequential,
mixed method study, findings are reported first by stages and then as an integrative whole. In
Chapter V, the discussion highlights themes across the stages and explores the implications of
this study for leadership and leadership development in the museum field.
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Chapter II: Literature Review
The purpose of this chapter is to position this study in the context of relevant literatures
pertaining to leadership development and transfer of learning. The intent of the study was
twofold: to explore the processes by which individuals apply learning from leader development
experiences back to the workplace and the workplace context with respect to leadership and
learning. To that end, this chapter describes a range of empirical literatures thought to be salient
in informing conceptualization and design. These include (a) adult learning and development
exploring how adults take in and make sense of information; (b) organizational theory that
focuses on organizations as social systems, organizations and complexity, and organizations and
learning; (c) socially constructed leadership and how leadership is constructed in organizations;
(d) leadership development, including the historical and current state of practice in organizations;
and (e) learning transfer and the process/system to ensure that information and knowledge gained
from learning experiences is accessed by, applied by, and adapted by those in the work setting.
The combination of these literatures will support the case for examining the process and
supports for museum professionals’ application and construction of knowledge for leading in
their organization. A list of definitions germane to this study is included in Appendix A.
Adults and Learning
Before delving into the literatures on organizations, leadership, and leadership
development, it is important to reaffirm what it is known about adults and learning. The notion
that adults continue to learn throughout their lives is still rather novel. It was only 30 to 40 years
ago that researchers in developmental psychology began to push against the notion that
individual development stopped at adolescence (Allen & Wergin, 2009; Knowles, Holton III, &
Swanson, 2011; Mezirow, 2000a). Whereas at one time organizations hired individuals and
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expected them to be fully formed in terms of their qualifications and expertise, today it is
understood that employees will require further learning given the quickening pace of change
(Kristick, 2009). Therefore, a brief look at what is known about how adults learn is relevant to
this study.
Learning is about continued development. Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (2000) state
“the current view of learning is that people construct new knowledge and understandings based
on what they already know and believe” (p. 10). Knowles et al. (2011) identified 15 different
definitions of learning. Components of learning definitions included “change, filling a need,
learning as product, learning as process, learning as function, natural growth, control, shaping,
development of competencies, fulfillment of potential, personal involvement, self-initiated,
learner-evaluated, and learning domains” (p. 16). Knowles et al. articulated a set of principals
they thought informed all types of adult learning. Called andragogy, these basic tenets form a
transaction-based model of adult learning and include (1) what learners need to know, (2) the
learner’s self-concept, (3) prior experience, (4) readiness to learn, (5) learning orientation, and
(6) motivation to learn (p. 4). Andragogy has been criticized for being so individually focused
that it does not take into account the broader purposes for which learning occurs. According to
Knowles et al., however, the strength of andragogy is that it should “apply to all adult learning
situations … [and that the] purposes for which learning is offered are a separate issue” (p. 2).
Mezirow (2000a) argues that learning is ultimately about making meaning of the world;
therefore, context becomes extremely important in the learning process. As Mezirow (2000b)
states, “adult learning emphasize[s] contextual understanding, critical reflection on assumptions,
and validating meaning by assessing reasons” (p. 3). Becoming aware of and questioning
assumptions requires transformation and can be undertaken intentionally, incidentally, or via
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assimilation (Mezirow, 2000a). In any case, transformational learning is learning that can be
intense and emotional for the learner. Further, transformational learning is both an individual
enterprise as well as a social one (Mezirow, 2000a). It “demands that we be aware of how we
come to our knowledge and as aware as we can be about the values that lead us to our
perspectives” (Mezirow, 2000b, p. 8). In essence, transformational learning is a developmental
process engaged in by adults.
Day et al. (2008) define development as “a longer-term endeavor in which the purpose is
to enhance individuals’ capacity for being able to quickly make sense of the environment and
adapt effectively by learning their way out of problems” (p. 129). Kegan (1994) notes
transforming our epistemologies, liberating ourselves from that in which we are
embedded, making what was subject into object so that we can ‘have it’ rather than to ‘be
had’ by it—this is the most powerful way I know to conceptualize the growth of the
mind. (p. 34)
Both Day et al.’s (2008) definition of development and Kegan’s (1994) framing of
epistemological work form a bridge between learning and development. Learning can happen in
a myriad of ways. Kolb and Kolb’s (2005) work speaks about the experiential nature of learning
which positions learning as a process not a series of outcomes. This may seem at odds with the
norm in organizations that have a focus on creating tangible products every day. Kramer (2007),
Marquardt (2004), and O’Neil and Lamm (2000) describe the benefits of action learning as a
way for adults to learn in organizations. Gibbons (1990) combines three ways of learning into a
model of learning how to learn which he suggests shows that certain kinds of learning may be
better suited to certain types of situations. Table 2.1 shows the three kinds of learning and
aspects of each process.
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Table 2.1 Gibbons (1990) Modes of Learning
Type

Source

Natural learning

Interactive:
Individual interacts
spontaneously with the
environment

Available:
Content selected by
interest from
available
environment

Formal learning

Directed:
Individual is directed
though the learning
procedure

Assigned:
Content assigned
by educational
authority

Personal
learning

Self-initiated:
Individual designs
desired learning
procedure

Chosen:
Content selected
and organized by
learner

Method
Transactional:
Process occurs between
accidental influence of the
environs and the inner state of
the individual
Presented:
Content presented
systematically to student for
learning
Enacted:
Individual enacts and
monitors his/her own learning
procedures

Note: From Learning to Learn Across the Lifespan (p. 72), by R.M. Smith (ed.), 1990, San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass. Copyright 1990 by John Wiley and Sons, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

Finally, Peter Vaill (1996) takes the notion of learning from an institutional or formal process to
a way of being. For him “learning as a way of being is a whole posture toward experience, a
way of framing or interpreting all experience as a learning opportunity or learning process”
(p. 51).
Research shows definitively that adults are engaged in an ongoing process of learning.
Learning as a social process involves not only experience but also reflection on that experience.
Life-long learning, which occurs in and outside of the workplace, is one of the building blocks
necessary for leadership and leadership development. It is important to know more about the
context in which many adults do much of their learning—the workplace. If, as Mezirow (2000b)
suggests, context is important for learning, then understanding more about the workplace system
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will help to illuminate the affordances and constraints for capitalizing on leadership development
experiences for that setting.
Organizational Theory
Organizations are filled with people who have their own interpretations of what is and
should be happening. Each version contains a glimmer of truth, but each is a product of
the prejudices and blind spots of its maker. (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 17)
People in organizations spend a lot of time together; the “American Time Use Survey for
2010” indicates that the average person spent 22% of the total time in a week engaged in work
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). The work of an organization requires that people from
all walks of life “get along” at least for the time period encompassing work hours. In addition to
a more diverse workforce is the increasing complexity of society, which makes the work of
organizations more difficult. Hatch and Cunliffe (2006) state that all organizations are made up
of “social elements including people, their positions within the organization and the groups or
units to which they belong” (p. 134). Bolman and Deal (2003) note that organizations can be
exciting and dynamic places, yet they are simultaneously complex, surprising, deceptive, and
ambiguous (p. 27). Regardless of the sector, however, increased societal complexity requires
that organizations be nimble and flexible in order to stay competitive and/or meet the needs of
their constituencies. Bolman and Deal offer new ways of understanding the workplace and its
challenges, while others, including Senge (2006), have long pointed to the need for organizations
to become learning organizations. By learning organization, Senge means
Organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create the results they
truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective
aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning to learn together. (p. 3)
Organization level dynamics are important considerations when thinking about how to support
application of individual learning to the organization (group) system (Kozlowski & Salas, 1997).
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Organization as social system. Symbolic-interpretive and postmodern theorists view
“structures as human creations [that] are dynamic works-in-progress that emerge from social
interaction and collective meaning-making” (Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006, p. 126). Adopting this
viewpoint means there is no “organization” per se, only the ongoing process of “organizing.”
Both perspectives depart from a modernist view of one reality “out there” and support the social
construction of realities via interactions between individuals embedded in particular contexts
(Dachler & Hosking, 1995; Gergen & Thatchenkery, 1996). It is through organizing that the
social structures become codified as institutional practices and procedures (Dachler & Hosking,
1995; Gergen & Thatchenkery, 1996; Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006). Rogers (2003) defines a social
system as “a set of interrelated units [individuals, groups, organizations, or subsystems] that are
engaged in joint problem-solving to accomplish a common goal” (p. 23). Similarly, definitions
of social systems articulated by Luhmann (1996), Mayrhofer (2004) and Senge et al. (1994) also
include units or members, interaction, relationships, and a shared goal.
Thinking of organizations as social systems as opposed to machines has evolved over the
past five decades. Mayrhofer (2004) describes the evolution of systems theory and its
application to organizations beginning with the Weberian bureaucracy model of organizations,
moving to the influence of cybernetics and recently focusing on non-linear dynamics and
complexity theory. This change occurred in large part due to the shift in our society from an
industrial to a knowledge economy. A systems perspective of organizations can help reveal how
individual change might lead to organizational change. Participation in a leadership
development experience is an instance for the potential of individual change; it results in there
being new knowledge available within the system for its use. However, as Bolman and Deal
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(2003) note, due to constantly shifting dynamics and asymmetrical relationships that exist, it is
possible for knowledge and skills to remain hidden in the system.
Organizations and complexity. An early application of systems thinking was embodied
in the general systems theory (GST) which had an “emphasis on relationships, structure, and
inter-dependence” (Schneider & Somers, 2006, p. 352). However, applying GST to
organizations presented problems when trying to accommodate for particular chaotic patterns of
interaction. Subsequently, researchers and practitioners turned to complexity theory for answers
(Evans & Thach, 2000; Schneider & Somers, 2006).
Complexity theory is a “science of complexly interacting systems; it explores the nature
of interaction and adaptation in such systems and how they influence such things as emergence,
innovation, and fitness” (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001, p. 389). When applied to organizations
complexity theory uses complex adaptive systems (CAS) as the unit of analysis and posits that
there are certain events that are unknowable until they happen. According to Lichtenstein et al.
(2006), CAS are made up of elements (individuals or groups) that are interdependent and
emphasize the relationships and interactions between the elements. Through these interactions,
which are based on each person’s shared knowledge, goals, previous history and worldview, new
learning, creativity, capabilities and adaptability surface. It is important to note that what
surfaces is the result of the interactions among elements and not the particular actions of an
individual or a group. In addition, for all complex adaptive systems history cannot be revisited,
order is emergent (it is created out of the interactions), and the future is typically unpredictable
(Lichtenstein et al., 2006; Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001; Sargut & McGrath, 2011). In comparison
with GST, complexity theory was seen as a better fit for understanding organizations.
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Wheatley (2005) takes a more organic view of the organizations as living systems. An
organic view implies dynamism—life that creates and connects to other life through pathways
called relationships (p. 40). In this sense, organization is a process of connection, not a static
structure and as such “organization arises from the interactions and needs of individuals who
have decided to come together” (Wheatley, 2005, p. 26). Living systems self-organize and use
energy for that activity. For organizations as living systems, the energy is change; change is a
driver, the “giver” of organizational life.
Based on this view, organizations (CAS) come into “being” as a result of people
interacting who share a common purpose. Within the social system there are numerous
individuals interacting with others creating more organizing processes and new relationships.
Diffusion of innovations and information (like knowledge from a leadership development
program) occurs through these relational pathways. What structures need to be in place to
support the non-directed interactions of individuals in the system? Here, it is useful to think of
structures as social structures or the “pattern of interrelationships among components of the
system” (Senge et al., 1994, p. 90). The patterns may be hierarchical, attitudinal and/or
perceptual. They support or inhibit the ability of individuals to interact with others and form
new relationships which in turn connects more of the system to itself. In an organization one
pattern or social structure is the division or department boundaries. From the systems
perspective, the inability of person A to do something results in a reaction (action or non-action)
by person B and the cycle repeats itself. Therefore, someone in the system (e.g., the positional
leader) needs to create the space for cross-boundary interactions. This might mean modeling the
desired behavior or being explicit with support and encouragement for traversing boundaries.

30
Olson and Eoyang (2001) suggest that the role of the formal leader in a CAS is to create a
container for the work, shed light on the opportunities in the system, and enable meaningful
exchanges (p. 33). In other words, leadership in complex systems “involves creating the
conditions that enable productive, but largely unspecified, future states” (Marion & Uhl-Bien,
2001, p. 391).
Organizations and learning. Now, more than ever, organizations are faced with the
imperative to stay relevant and competitive in a knowledge economy (IBM Institute, 2010).
Organization scholars and practitioners alike speak of the need for organizations that are in a
continual learning mode (Bryan & Joyce, 2005; Catmull, 2008; Milway & Saxton, 2011; Senge
et al., 1994; Stacey, 2010). As Bolman and Deal (2003) note “the increasingly turbulent, rapidly
shifting environment requires contemporary organizations to learn better and faster just to
survive” (p. 27). In his argument for the concept of a learning organization, Senge (2006)
reminds us that while learning from experience may be best for an individual, it is possible for
the individual to never see the consequences of an informed decision s/he makes (p. 23).
Therefore, from an organizational perspective formal and informal mechanisms must exist to
enable the organization as a system to continually learn. Wenger (2000) supports this view
saying that the “success of organizations depends on their ability to design themselves as social
learning systems and also to participate in broader learning systems such as an industry, a region,
or a consortium” (p. 225). Senge (2006) outlines what he feels are necessary ingredients for
building a learning organization. These include micro (individual; personal mastery and mental
models), macro (organizational; shared vision and systems thinking) and meso (team/group;
team learning) activities. Milway and Saxton (2011) suggest that to overcome the challenges of
creating a culture of learning, four elements need to be in place: (a) supportive leaders,
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(b) intuitive knowledge processes, (c) a culture of continuous improvement, and (d) defined
learning structure(s).
Watkins, Yang, and Marsick (1997) describe a learning organization as one in which
“critical changes which must occur at the individual, group, organizational, and system levels”
(p. 543). Marsick and Watkins (1994) state:
Learning is a continuous, strategically used process, integrated with and running parallel
to work. Learning is continuous, linked to daily work, developmental, strategic, and just
in time. Learning is built into work planning, career paths, and performance rewards.
Employees at all levels develop a habit of learning, asking questions, and giving
feedback. … They are empowered to make decisions that affect their jobs. Learning is
rewarded, planned for, and supported through a culture open to risk taking,
experimentation, and collaboration. (p. 354)
With so much that organizations already have to do, how important is becoming a learning
organization?
Research indicates that there are positive benefits for institutions with a learning
orientation. For example, a study conducted by Egan, Yang, and Bartlett (2004) found that an
organization’s learning culture was associated with employee job satisfaction and the intention to
apply new knowledge and skills. Ed Catmull (2008) of Pixar talks about the critical necessity of
learning and the creative processes that continue to make that company successful. Catmull says
an important element of a learning organization is the questioning of assumptions that enable
employees to push on the status quo. In their 2010 survey of global CEOs and future business
leaders (current graduate and MBA students), the IBM Institute for Business Value found that
both groups identified creative leadership and organization learning as key for managing work in
an era of complexity. In the CEOs view, “creative leaders [are] determined to shed long-held
assumptions and upset the status quo” (IBM Institute, 2010, p. 2). According to future leaders,
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“companies should have adventurous spirits and get out of the constraints of traditional thoughts
and operating patterns” (p. 2).
Hannah and Lester (2009) suggest that leaders should think of organizational learning as
a systems activity that cuts across multiple levels—individual, group/team, and the organization.
They found that attention to independent multi-level factors was more likely to result in
increased learning capacity for the organization. Many researchers have worked to further our
understanding of organizational readiness or factors that influence an institution’s ability to
capitalize on individual and group learning activities. These include individual readiness,
organization climate, content, senior leadership support, relevance of the change and
individual/team learning practices (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Holt, Armenakis,
Feild, & Harris, 2007; Preskill et al., 1999; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009). While much research is
done in the for-profit sector, Milway and Saxton’s (2011) work clarifies how non-profits of all
sizes are implementing organizational learning tenets.
Summary of organizational theory. The shift from the industrial to the knowledge age
means that continuing to think of institutions as static entities with strict hierarchy and structures
that support the manufacture of a tangible product or are led by a single great leader may be to
the detriment of organizational success and survival. This section began by describing
organizations as entities that are more organic and dynamic than static. Viewed as a social
system, much of the work in institutions is a process of organizing, of becoming. Becoming is a
process that occurs in the interactions between individuals and groups in the system. Complexity
theory applied to organizations enables us to see how difficult it may be to manage these
intersecting and multifaceted interactions. An organizational ethos of learning is proposed as a
solution to navigating the complex, dynamic entities our institutions have become. The changing
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nature of society and work along with the speed of change has underscored the need for new
forms of leadership.
Leadership
A self does not amount to much, but no self is an island; each exists in a fabric of
relations that now is more complex and mobile than ever before. Young or old, man or
woman, rich or poor, a person is always located at “nodal points” or specific
communication circuits, however tiny these may be. (Lyotard, 1984, p. 15)
Leadership in the 21st century. Just as our understanding and notions of organizations
have shifted, so too have our notions of what it means to lead. Rost (1990) pointed out that there
are almost as many definitions of leadership as there are individuals studying the topic. Through
the years, however, the underlying social narrative of leader as hero persists, despite recent and
current events that have shown flaws in the narrative (Grint, 2005b; Heifetz, 1994; Heifetz et al.,
2009b; Stacey, 2010).
Prior to the 1980s the primary understanding of leadership as what a person does led to a
focus on leader behavior and style (Boaden, 2006; Jackson & Parry, 2008). These perspectives
were grounded in rationality and belief that individuals responded in predictable ways to external
stimuli (Gergen & Thatchenkery, 1996; Schwartzman, 1993). When applied to management and
leadership, this meant that an individual simply needed to develop specific competencies such as
problem solving or communication in order to lead. The work of leadership resided in the
individual leader.
During the 1980s the pace of business accelerated and with it a need to respond quicker
to changing events. The role of leader-as-superhero was becoming problematic. Business
practices like total quality management (TQM) as drivers for employee output, and therefore
leader success, were not being realized as the panacea they were purported to be (Gergen &
Thatchenkery, 1996). Leadership scholars and researchers began to look at the interactions of
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leaders and their followers. This focus on interactions influenced burgeoning theories like
transformational leadership and leader-member exchange (Blanchard, 2009; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995; Northouse, 2007). During the 1990s the shift to interactions between leaders and
followers was mirrored by a growing awareness of societal and organizational complexity. It
was becoming apparent that the problems of the new decade were resistant to tried-and-true
solutions of the previous ones (Heifetz, 1994; Vaill, 1996). These challenges required different
thinking and, once again, new understandings of leadership emerged to address this dynamic
landscape (Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Bennis, 2007; Hosking, 2006; Vangen &
Huxham, 2003).
Today we are in the midst of another transition in our understanding of leadership in light
of even more complex challenges. These challenges include the increased global nature of
business, growing complexity in society, and shifts in the structures of organizations (Bennis &
Goldsmith, 2010; Heifetz, 1994; Linkage Inc., 2009). Collective forms of leadership (team,
shared, distributed) continue to be explored to realize the promise they hold for meeting the
complex challenges of today and beyond (Archer & Cameron, 2009; A. Harris, Leithwood, Day,
Sammons, & Hopkins, 2007; Huy, 2001; Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001; Pearce, 2007; Uhl-Bien,
Marion, & McKelvey, 2007). Collective forms of leadership are grounded in theories that
support the notion of leadership as a meaning-making activity embedded in groups (Palus &
Drath, 2001, p. 1).
Social construction of leadership. The adherence to a narrow definition of leadership as
residing in the individual has potentially limited the responsiveness of organizations as
globalization and technological advances have increased (Boatman & Wellin, 2011; Heifetz et
al., 2009a; Heifetz et al., 2009b; Roberts, 2007; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007). Thinking of leadership as
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a process which can be enacted by more than one or a few individuals underlies more recent
research and scholarship on the topic. These relational approaches are premised by social
constructionist theory which suggests that there are multiple ways of seeing reality and that
reality is co-constructed in the interactions between individuals (Meindl, 1995; Roberts, 2007).
According to Dachler and Hosking (1995),
The relational perspective views knowledge as socially constructed and socially
distributed: not as mind stuff constructed or accumulated and stored by individuals. …
that which is understood as real is differently constructed in different relational and
historical/cultural settings. From a relational perspective the true value of knowledge
becomes a matter of assessing meaning with respect to interwoven narratives recounted
within a cultural community. When knowledge and truth are viewed as a social
endeavour then constructions of what we variously shall call understandings,
descriptions, or meanings (i.e., knowledge), are always a part of ‘what is going on’ in any
social relational process. Whether the social process is leadership, management,
networking, or negotiation, knowing is an ongoing process of relating. (p. 4)
In her seminal work on a theory of relational leadership Uhl-Bien (2006) differentiates between
traditional and relational perspectives of leadership and emphasizes the social construction
process in the activity of leadership:
The more traditional orientation, which can be called an entity perspective … approaches
relationship-based leadership by focusing on individuals (e.g., leaders and followers) and
their perceptions, intentions, behaviors, personalities, expectations, and evaluations
relative to their relationships with one another. A relational [perspective] does not focus
on identifying attributes of individuals involved in leadership behaviors or exchanges, but
rather on the social construction processes by which certain understandings of leadership
come about. (p. 655; emphasis added)
She acknowledges that both entity and relational approaches are interested in the relationships
but also differ in meaning and implementation.
Entity perspectives (e.g., relationship-based leadership) emphasize the importance of
interpersonal relationships, while relational perspectives (e.g., relational constructionism)
emphasize the importance of ‘relating’ and relatedness. The former focuses primarily on
leadership in conditions of already ‘being organized’ while the latter considers leadership
as “a process of organizing.” (Uhl-Bien, 2006, p. 664)
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Uhl-Bien (2006) goes on to define relational leadership as a “social influence process through
which emergent coordination (i.e., evolving social order) and change (e.g., new values, attitudes,
approaches, behaviors, and ideologies) are constructed and produced” (p. 655). Blakundi and
Kilduff (2005) stress that the “management of social relationships” is a necessary activity of
leaders and leadership (p. 956).
Along similar lines, Drath et al. (2008) proposed shifting the focus from the individual
leader to the outcomes of leadership which they describe as direction, alignment and
commitment (DAC), defined as:
•

Direction: “widespread agreement in a collective 1 on overall goals, aims and mission;

•

Alignment: the organization and coordination of knowledge and work in a collective; and

•

Commitment: the willingness of members of a collective to subsume their own interests
and benefit within the collective interest and benefit” (p. 636).

Because social constructionist approaches emphasize language as a means of constructing reality
(Hosking, 2006), this shift in the elemental language of leadership better serves leadership
practice because it acknowledges work in support of these functions, rather than work done by
certain individuals.
Extending our notions of leadership. Following from a social constructionist
perspective, rather than understanding leadership in terms of the traits or qualities of the leader, it
may be viewed as a phenomenon situated in context and available to everyone. Moving away
from the heroic, “great-man” theory to this more collective viewpoint, leadership is envisioned
as a “multi-directional social process … aimed at collective outcomes” (Fletcher, 2004, p. 649).
Leaders, then, are not solely those who are assigned to formal positions of authority. Equally
important are the emergent leaders who establish informal authority based on how others
1

“Collective” means a group of people who share work.
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respond to them in a given situation (Heifetz, 1994; Lichtenstein & Plowman, 2009). When all
are engaged in the work and take responsibility for direction, then our organizations will achieve
alignment and balanced pursuit of goals (Drath et al., 2008).
From a social network perspective, the process of leadership embodies four principles:
1. Leadership can be understood as social capital that collects around certain individuals
– whether formally designated as leaders or not.
2. Investment in social relations with others is important and necessary.
3. Embeddedness in one’s social networks creates a paradox such that management of
social relations outside the immediate network may be difficult.
4. The social structure of the organization establishes the means for leadership
emergence, control of the structure does not rest with any particular individual.
(Balkundi & Kilduff, 2005, pp. 943-44)
These ideas strengthen the case for leadership viewed as a role. As such it can be positioned as
an activity along a continuum with leadership at one end and followership at the other end. As
Kelley (1992) and Baker (2007) note, even assigned leaders are followers in a different context.
The concept of active followership (Baker, 2007; Chaleff, 2003; Kelley, 1992) supports the idea
that behaviors needed to fill a leader’s role at a particular time are not limited to leaders alone;
followers can also engage in those behaviors. According to followership, leader and follower are
complimentary roles both contributing to the well-being of an organization (Baker, 2007; Kelley,
1988; Riggio, Chaleff, & Lipman-Blumen, 2008). Due to the complexity within and surrounding
organizations, Vanourek and Vanourek (2009) posit what constitutes great leadership today runs
counter to traditional views.
No single person can or should be the leaders at all times. Of course, every organization
has a hierarchy, but leadership should ebb and flow among people with and without
authority, among collaborators and committed followers. (p. 13)
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After all, according to Kelley (1992), 20% of organizational success can be attributed to the
leader and 80% to the followers.
The organizational frames work of Bolman and Deal (1984, 1992, 2003) is also helpful
here. In addition to using the frames to assess the culture of an organization, the frames or
worldviews also inform managerial and leadership thinking. In general, leaders operating out of
the Structural frame attend to rules and policies. The leader operating from a Human Resource
frame attends to the people and feelings. When negotiation and alliances inform thinking, the
leader is operating out of the Political frame. Finally, the Symbolic frame is concerned with
stories and rituals that contribute to cohesiveness. As Bolman and Deal (1992) explain
“leadership is contextual: different situations require different patterns of thinking” (p. 315). No
one frame is better than another; all are important for successful leadership. In their research
Bolman and Deal (1991) found that overall effectiveness as a leader is linked to the use of the
Political and Symbolic frames while effectiveness as a manager is linked to the Structural and
Human Resource frames (p. 525).
Leadership and problems. Complexity theory states that solutions to problems are not
as apparent as one would assume. An important aspect of leadership in the 21st century is not
only problem identification but also creative generation of solutions. Grint (2005b) proposes a
typology for understanding the kinds of problems leaders face today. His model is explicit about
the nature of power and uncertainty which influence the construction of leadership. In his view,
the social construction of leadership is about the identification and definition of problems which
are constructed by decision makers. These problems (tame, wicked and critical) suggest the role
of the leader, the forms of authority most appropriate for problem management, and the type of
power needed to resolve the problem. Table 2.2 summarizes his work.
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Table 2.2 Grint’s (2005b) Typology of Problems
Problem Type

Associated Authority
Form

Leader Role

Power type needed
to resolve problem

TAME
(low uncertainty)

Management

Provide process

Calculative
Compliance

WICKED
(high uncertainty)

Leadership

Ask question(s)

Normative
Compliance

CRITICAL
(no uncertainty, at least to
the decision-maker)

Command

Give answer(s)

Coercive Compliance

Key: Calculative - power of total institutions like prisons or army; Coercive – power related to “rational”
institutions like companies; Normative – power related to values-based groups/organizations (Grint, 2005b,
p. 1476).

Grint’s (2005b) model has implications for leadership construal in organizations, specifically
who is recognized as leader, the nature of work, and the nature of problems are continually
formed and re-formed in the interactions embedded in the organization. Therefore, Grint’s
model should not be assumed to be static nor should it be applied in a one-size-fits-all manner.
Instead it should be used with flexibility in the dynamic, constantly changing context of work.
Summary of leadership. Crevani, Lindgren, and Packendorff (2010) state that we “have
seen the emergence of the postheroic leadership ideals suggested in order to emphasize the
relational, collectivist and non-authoritarian nature of leadership practices in contemporary
organizations—opposing against unreflective mainstream perspectives that sustain heroic,
individualist and authoritarian leadership norms” (p. 78). The changing nature of society and
work along with the speed of change has underscored need for new forms of leadership.
Whereas previous goals of leadership and measures of leadership effectiveness resided in the
ability of designated leaders to influence actions of followers, recognition is growing that
managing change is a primary function of leadership. To that end, process-oriented and
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collective approaches may be more appropriate for enacting leadership. With the shift towards a
more process view of leadership, the nature and quality of workplace relationships become
increasingly important. Leadership is seen as an activity available to staff at all levels of the
organization and not limited to just a few in positions of authority. These shifts also bring
increasing attention to the role of context as an important element in leadership. What works in
one setting may not work so well in a different setting. Social constructionist theory helps us
understand how processes such as leadership are co-constructed in the interactions between
people in the workplace (Hosking, 2006; Plowman et al., 2007). It may also help us understand
dynamics in play when participants of leadership development programs return to the workplace.
Leader and Leadership Development
Leadership development is a continuous, systemic process designed to expand the
capacities and awareness of individuals, groups, and organizations in an effort to meet
shared goals and objectives. (Allen, 2006, p. 18)
This section will explore the foundations of the main approaches to leadership
development. It will cover definitions, trends, content, and impact related to leader and
leadership development.
A problem of definition. One thing that becomes evident in reading the literature on
leadership development is the problem of definition. While it makes sense that one should have
a definition of leadership from which to create a leadership development program that does not
seem to be how program creation happens. Whether talking about current trends (Riggio, 2008)
or describing an overview of the past 20 to 30 years in the leadership development field (HernezBroome & Hughes, 2004) many authors fail to state up front the definition of leadership that
informs their work. Instead most articles tend to jump right in to talking about leader and
leadership development as if a common understanding existed. One exception was Ardichvili
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and Manderscheid (2008) who identified a set of leadership theories “which often form a
foundation of leadership development practices in today’s organizations—theories and models
[that] are based on impressions [we] gained from our own practical work in industry and
discussions with industry practitioners” (p. 621). They go on to list Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX), servant leadership, complexity theory, authentic, situational, and transformational
leadership as theories which seemed to be used by their clients. The literature supports the
implicit use of these theories in developing many programs.
Some authors (Gentry & Leslie, 2007; Killian, 2010) suggest identifying leadership
competencies, as opposed to theories, as a way to guide development of a program. However, as
Gentry and Leslie (2007) note, “it may be confusing for some to determine the competencies to
be used for leadership development purposes given numerous theories about leadership and
leadership development [and] no clear ‘model’ or ‘framework’ for determining competencies”
(p. 38). They undertook work to identify which competencies appeared to have resonance with
the industries in which they worked and then, more importantly, for leadership development in
those sectors. As one might anticipate, their findings indicate that what is important for
leadership development is unique to an organization.
In the absence of a stated theory or definition of leadership or a set of specific
competencies to develop, some authors frame the context of development around the challenges
facing organizations today that require developing the capacity of leaders and leadership. These
challenges include the increased global nature of business, growing complexity in society, and
shifts in the structures of organizations (Bennis & Goldsmith, 2010; Heifetz, 1994; Linkage Inc.,
2009).
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What’s in a name? Issues of definition are not limited to what defines leadership.
Distinguishing leader development from leadership development and training from development
are problematic across the literature. Regarding the latter, while the terms training and
development are often used interchangeably, the prevailing sense in the education and
development fields is that training refers to the acquisition or expansion of a set of skills or
practices (growing what one knows) whereas development is about altering one’s way of making
meaning (Boyatzis, 2008; Cook-Greuter, 2004). Or as Day et al. (2008) state,
Training can be thought of as those procedures and processes used to teach proven
solutions to known problems … [whereas] development is a longer-term endeavor in
which the purpose is to enhance individuals’ capacity for being able to quickly make
sense of the environment and adapt effectively by learning their way out of problems.
(p. 129)
Hence, even though authors are intent on describing leadership development research and
practices, there appears to be a heavy reliance on training as opposed to development (Kegan &
Lahey, 2009).
Leader development and leadership development typically refer to the same thing across
the literature—a focus on the individual. However, with the advent of leadership theories
incorporating the perspectives of followers, there has been a trend towards distinguishing
between the terms. Day et al. (2008) articulate the differences in these constructs in this manner:
•

Leader development is about enhancing individual human capacity. It is the
“acquisition or development of within-individual attributes (i.e., human capital) such
as knowledge, knowledge structures, skills, abilities, and competencies” (Day et al.,
2008, p. 159);

•

Leadership development is about the growth of social capital between individuals and
refers to “a function of between-individual processes [and] involves the creation of
social capital primarily at the group, team and organizational level” (Day et al., 2008,
p. 159).
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Leader development is thought to precede leadership development because “individuals must
first have the basic kinds of skills to be able to build effective relationships with others before
social capital that is embedded in those relationships can be realized” (Day et al, 2008, p. 26).
The Center for Creative Leadership (CCL) also differentiates between the two constructs. They
view leader development as “the expansion of a person’s capacity to be effective in leadership
roles and processes… [while] leadership development is the expansion of the organization’s
capacity to produce direction, alignment and commitment” (Van Velsor et al., 2010, p. 26).
One implication of the distinctions made between leader development and leadership
development is that the processes for developing the capacity of the individual may be (and most
likely are) different from those that develop social capital. Nonetheless, regardless of the label
used, they tend to focus on the individual and therefore are about developing individual capacity.
For example, Palus and Drath (2001) note that the Center for Creative Leadership “has
historically focused on individual development; we paid relatively less attention to the evolution
of processes of leadership as embedded in [organizations]” (p. 25). Consequently, the remainder
of this section will focus primarily on individual leader development.
Trends in leadership development thinking. When looking at the evolution of
leadership development practice Hernez-Broome and Hughes (2004) note that the most salient
issues and trends of the past 20 years fall under two general headings: (1) proliferation of
leadership development methods and (2) importance of a leader's emotional resonance with and
impact on others. With respect to the former, the authors identify a shift in what constituted
development from a sole focus on classroom training to the inclusion of developmental
experiences. The goal of leadership at the early advent of leader development practice was about
producing more and better leaders. They see the second trend arising from the fact that early on
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there was not really a distinction between leading and managing, so development was directed at
positional leaders. In the past, the general approach and understanding of leadership was
transactional and focused on leadership tasks and relationships. Over time, there has been a shift
to thinking about transformational leadership which meant tapping into follower values,
supporting a sense of higher purpose and engendering higher level commitment (Hernez-Broome
& Hughes, 2004, p. 26). According to Hernez-Broome and Hughes, the human potential,
behavior, and training literatures informed the creation of leader development practices. Success
was based on productivity—the leader’s ability to get followers to do more. The researchers also
note the rise of the work of CCL which builds on the energy of the human potential and raised
the importance of self-awareness as a tool for leaders to develop and increase their effectiveness.
With the advent of new leadership theories that shift the focus from behavior (what
leaders do) to leadership as relational process, the present day challenge becomes one of program
design. There is increased attention to experiential learning in context (Day, 2010; DeRue &
Wellman, 2009; McCall Jr., 2010a). There is also recognition that leader development is an ongoing process, not a series of one-shot events (Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004, p. 28; Linkage
Inc., 2009, p. 19).
Another trend Hernez-Broome and Hughes (2004) identify is increasing critical reflection
on the role of competencies in leader development practice. As they put it, “although the field is
moving away from viewing leadership and leadership development solely in terms of leader
attributes, skills, and traits, leadership competencies remain a core dimension of leadership
development activities in most organizations” (p. 28). Using a critical reflective approach to
competencies means a realization that not all leaders within an organization need to develop the
same competencies—what is to be developed is specific to the needs and challenges being
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addressed. This shifts the outcomes of leader development from tasks/behaviors of leadership to
outcomes. This focus on leadership outcomes is also evident in the view CCL takes with respect
to leader development. Specifically, the leadership roles and processes to which they refer in
their definition of leader development are those that “facilitate setting direction, creating
alignment, and maintaining commitment in groups of people who share common work” (Van
Velsor et al., 2010, p. 2).
And what about the future? Heifetz et al. (2009b) see the need for leaders who can deal
with adaptive challenges. There is and will continue to be less of a need for the “Lone Ranger”
type of leader and more need for an individual who can motivate, coordinate and connect within
a continually changing environment. The work of leadership will be done in contexts of
ambiguity and uncertainty and this will require different roles for leaders at different times
during an organization’s lifecycle (Bennis & Goldsmith, 2010; Heifetz et al., 2009b; HernezBroome & Hughes, 2004). Hernez-Broome and Hughes (2004) suggest four new roles: master
strategist, change manager, relationship/network builder and talent developer (p. 29). This shift
in required roles, along with increased recognition of the need to develop organizational capacity
and individual capacity “will require a deeper understanding of the role of organizational
systems and culture in leadership development” (Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004, p. 31). With
regard to whether there are new methodologies or approaches to leader development, Riggio
(2008) notes that while he found no “significant methodological breakthroughs” (p. 387) on the
horizon, the rise of new and emerging technologies offers potential for changes in the way the
current approaches are delivered. Fueled by the evolution and emergence of new leadership
theories and definitions, societal trends (increased pace of change, globalization, increased
complexity and new technologies), and new literatures from which to draw in creating programs
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(identity and social identity theory, adult development, organization theory, and cognition) the
practice of leader development continues to evolve.
Leader development: What gets developed? It has been noted several times that there
are two general perspectives on leadership, leadership as what people do or know and leadership
as a total way of being (a mindset). Alternatively, there are those who are more concerned about
the outcomes of leadership (Anderson & Ackerman-Anderson, 2001; Drath et al., 2008). These
two drivers of curriculum (leadership definition vs. leadership outcomes) influence the design
and content of leader development. Even though each of the curriculum drivers might imply
distinct content for training and development across the literature, emphasis on building
competencies was most prevalent. Whether talking about authentic leaders (Avolio, Griffith,
Wernsing, & Walumbwa, 2010; Garger, 2008; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), change leaders
(Anderson & Ackerman-Anderson, 2001), or managerial leaders (Gentry & Leslie, 2007;
Horwitz, 2010; Kotter, 1990) the bulk of leader development programs/activities focus on skills
or competencies. There is great variability in what those competencies might be and Table 2.3
lists the most common ones found in the literature.
Table 2.3 Competencies for Leadership Development
Competency

Reference

Interpersonal, facilitation, and dialogic skills

(McGonagill & Pruyn, 2010)

Communication, conflict management, team
building

(Killian, 2010)

Delegation, idea generation, communication,
listening, collaboration

(Gentry & Leslie, 2007)

Relationship and team building

(Hirst, Mann, Bain, Pirola-Merlo, &
Richver, 2004)

Strategic thinking, communication,
relationship building, talent development

(Linkage Inc., 2009)
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Leading self, leading others, leading the
organization

(Van Velsor et al., 2010)

Mastering context, knowing yourself, vision
creation, communication, building trust,
intentional action

(Bennis & Goldsmith, 2010)

Several challenges of adhering solely to a competency approach to leader development are: (1)
the components that support building capacity are often not in the same place; (2) the impression
of a single set of attributes that one needs for leadership is perpetuated; and (3) the relational and
influencing complexity of leadership is often overlooked (McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010;
McCall Jr., 2010b). Moreover, the design of the program may be such that there is no
integration or scaffolding of competencies in a way that results in optimal transfer of learning.
Therefore, it is often the case that what results is leader training, rarely leader development.
When a developmental lens is applied instead of, or along side, a competency lens then
the focus of leader development shifts. According to Day et al. (2008), the act of leadership
requires “applying appropriate competence and expertise in addressing complex challenges,”
(p. 171) so preparation for leadership is more than just learning technical skills. Achieving
leadership expertise or mastery requires the “process of outgrowing one system of meaning by
integrating it as a subsystem into a new system of meaning” (Allen & Wergin, 2009, p.10). Just
as with adult development, leader development is a life-long process that entails developmental
experiences and the ability to learn from those experiences (Allen & Wergin, 2009; Day et al.,
2008; McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010; Van Velsor et al., 2010). Adopting this perspective
results in the following implications for leader development:
•

Programs need to emphasize dialectic nature of work: developing leaders need to
“appreciate the importance of balancing forces in their lives – challenge and support,
connection and independence” (Allen & Wergin, 2009, p. 9).
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•

One’s developmental stage will determine best how one approaches learning and
change. It will also limit what one perceives and how one makes meaning.

•

Programs need to meet people where they are which may require differential
approaches even within one group of participants.

•

Learning about adult development and associated theories can aid in participants’
reflection of self.

•

Individuals need to understand the influences of their life experiences.

A leader development program based on developmental concepts will include activities that
•

provide for assessment of one’s developmental level (Allen & Wergin, 2009; Van
Velsor et al., 2010);

•

recognize that perspective-building is as important as skill building (Cacioppe, 1998;
Kegan & Lahey, 2009);

•

provide for intentional modeling of behavior (Allen & Wergin, 2009; Day et al.,
2008; McCall Jr., 2010a);

•

focus on self-efficacy and sensitivity to balance between challenge and support (Allen
& Wergin, 2009; Kegan, 1994);

•

emphasize and distinguish leader and leadership development (Day et al., 2008; Van
Velsor et al., 2010); and

•

acknowledge that development requires intentional change (Day et al., 2008; Day,
2010).

Leader development is not linear nor is it mechanistic (McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010). It is a
complex dance of acquiring skills, expanding thinking, and responding to the dialectic of
selective adaptation and transformation. Leader development acknowledges that experience is a
multifaceted event crossing many domains (e.g., inter- and intra-personal, cognitive, metacognitive) and that teaching skills and competencies alone is insufficient for long-term
development of an individual (Day et al., 2008). Participants of leader development programs
draw not only from their everyday work experiences, but also from the program experience.
When returning to work, the extent to which the group/team or the organization climate is

49
conducive to learning will impact the individual’s ability to integrate new and old knowledge,
skills, and attitudes (KSAs) (Cook-Greuter, 2004; Kegan & Lahey, 2009; Palus & Drath, 2001;
Senge, 2006; Watkins & Marsick, 2003).
Leader development: Does it work? M.J. Burke and Day (1986) conducted a metaanalysis of 70 published and unpublished managerial training program studies covering the
period 1952-1982. Its purpose was to “determine the effectiveness of managerial training” (M. J.
Burke & Day, 1986, p. 232) as there was a lack of evaluative research on such programs at that
point in time. The study attempted to answer questions about the general efficacy of programs,
program type (e.g., classroom, roleplay, discussion), and program focus (e.g., self-awareness,
problem solving, decision-making). They also sought to understand the relative effectiveness of
combinations of program type and focus (M. J. Burke & Day, 1986, p. 233). Across studies,
success was evaluated in terms of improved job performance and knowledge. The results from
their study indicated that “different methods of managerial training are on average moderately
effective in improving learning and job performance” (p. 243). In addition, M. J. Burke and Day
note that researchers need to do a better job in reporting their evaluation/research statistics since
the lack thereof limited their ability to conduct follow-up analysis.
Following M. J. Burke and Day, Collins (2001) and Collins and Holton III (2004)
conducted a meta-analysis of published leadership development studies covering 1982-2000.
The purpose was to “determine if leadership development programs have changed from a focus
on individual performance to a focus on performance at the organizational level” (Collins, 2001,
p. 44). Collins (2001) found an increase in the number of studies in the analysis for which
organizational impact was a stated outcome (30% of the sample as opposed to 3% in the M. J.
Burke and Day sample); even so, the predominant focus continued to be individual performance.
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Collins (2001) also noted that strategic leadership and team management appeared as new
content in leader development programs. This makes sense given the emergence of new
leadership theories during the period between studies. In terms of efficacy, Collins and Holton
III (2004) found that “managerial leadership development programs varied widely; some
programs were tremendously effective, and others failed miserably (p. 232). However, despite
urging from M. J. Burke and Day more than a decade prior, Collins (2001) found that “research
on the effectiveness of leadership development programs [continues to be] sparse” (p. 51).
Avolio, Reichard, et al. (2009) conducted what appears to be the third major metaanalytic review incorporating the impact of leader development programs. Their study differs
from the previous studies in that Avolio, Reichard, et al. (2009) specifically identifies published
and unpublished studies in which leadership interventions are explicit and the inclusion criteria
was sorted for experimental and quasi-experimental leadership studies. Studies selected span
from the 1920s to the 2000s.
Avolio, Reichard, et al. (2009) were interested in comparing the various methods used for
leader development to determine not only the overall efficacy but also “by what models or
methods and with which outcomes” (p. 766) were programs successful. To that end, their
research questions investigated (1) training/development approach versus all other approaches
(e.g., roleplay, scripts, scenarios), (2) underlying leadership theory (traditional, new, Pygmalion),
and (3) degree to which a specific theoretical lens influenced program outcomes (affective,
behavioral, cognitive). They defined traditional theories as those that were dominant up to the
1970s such as behavioral or contingency theories. New theories were defined as theories
dominant in the 1980s including charismatic and transformational leadership. Finally,
Pygmalion theory states “leader expectations for subordinate performance can subconsciously
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affect leader behavior and subordinate performance” (White & Locke, 2000, p. 389) and is
sometimes known as self-fulfilling prophesy.
Avolio, Reichard, et al.’s (2009) findings support the general effectiveness of leadership
development interventions. Specifically, “participants in the leadership treatment condition
broadly defined, had on average a 66% chance of positive outcomes compared to only a 34%
chance of success for the comparison group” (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009, p. 778). Regarding
the type of intervention, Avolio, Reichard, et al.’s analysis showed a stronger effect for nondevelopmental approaches. They surmise that this may be due to the amount of work required
for intrapersonal change (Avolio, Reichard, et al., p. 779). According to the analysis, there was
little difference in whether a traditional or newer theory informed the program; both had
moderately positive impact. What was surprising is that Pygmalion style leadership had the
largest effect when compared with traditional and new leadership styles. However, they note
that due to wide variation in effect sizes this latter finding should be interpreted with caution.
When analysis includes dependent variables (affective, behavioral, & cognitive outcomes), the
impact of theory type on program effectiveness changes. Programs built upon newer theories
showed larger effects for affective and cognitive outcomes than ones based on traditional
theories. Those based on traditional theories had larger effects on behavioral outcomes. This
seems to make sense given traditional theories’ focus on the behavior of leaders. Finally,
programs utilizing Pygmalion leadership had larger effects for behavioral and cognitive
outcomes than either new or traditional theories but were similar to newer theories when looking
at affective outcomes. These findings support the suggestions of Day et al. (2008), Riggio
(2008), and others for using theory to inform program design in order to better realize desired
outcomes and impacts.
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These three meta-studies provide a broad understanding of the impact of leader
development programs since the 1920s. In general, leader development programs work,
although there is a great deal of variation in terms of what works and why. Despite continued
reference to the need for programs to use systematic ways to monitor their successes, more work
is still needed (Black & Earnest, 2009; Gentry & Martineau, 2010; Hannum, Martineau, &
Reinelt, 2007). Program outcomes remain focused on individual impact and less on
organizational impact. The continuing and prevailing myth seems to be that if programs focus
on individual outcomes and impact, organizational outcomes will follow (Collins & Holton III,
2004; Day et al., 2008; Russon & Reinelt, 2004). However, with very few studies reporting
organizational outcomes, this assumption may be misguided. In their meta-analysis of training
effectiveness, M. J. Burke and Day (1986) identified only two of 70 studies for which
organizational performance was an explicit outcome. In Collins’ (2001) meta-analysis only six
of 54 studies had organization performance as an outcome. These meta-studies also show,
however, that definitional issues continue; programs labeled as leadership development tended to
be about leader development. In other words, the design and program implementation tools
continue to target the individual and do not make the connection to team or organization-level
objectives (Kozlowski et al., 2000).
Leader and leadership development summary. Evaluating leader development
programs has become more difficult over time. There have been shifts in who is selected for
leadership development, how leader development takes place in terms of approaches and
techniques, content, outcomes, and even locations for development. Table 2.4 from Fulmer
(1997) summarizes these shifts.
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Table 2.4 The Evolving Paradigm of Leadership Development
Past

Transition

Future

Participants

Listener

Student

Learner

Program design

Event

Curriculum

Ongoing process

Purpose

Knowledge

Wisdom

Action

Period

Past

Present

Future

Players

Specialists

Generalists

Partners

Presentations

Style

Content

Process/outcome

Place

University campus

Corporate facility

Anywhere

Note: From “The evolving paradigm of leadership development,” by R.M. Fuller, 1997, Organizational
Dynamics, 25, p. 60. Copyright 1997 by Elsevier Science Publishing, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

Shifts in the content and what constitutes appropriate impacts for leader development programs
have lagged behind our understanding of leadership such that we know little about program
effectiveness in terms of team and organizational level impacts (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009;
Collins & Holton III, 2004; Van Velsor et al., 2010). Research about transfer informs our
understanding of individual impact and may shed light on the degree to which
department/organization-level impacts might be realized.
Learning Transfer: A Critical Component of Leadership Development
The primary goal of leader development programs is to provide the information and tools
for individuals to support people and manage change in today’s complex organizations.
Individuals and organizations put a lot of faith and money into leader development programs.
According to a report by Bersin and Associates using data based on a survey of 352 companies
in June 2009, U.S. companies spent an average of $2,000 per person on leadership development
and an average per organization cost of $500,000 (O'Leonard, 2009). Despite high monetary
investments, substantive evidence about the department/organization-level impacts of these
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programs is lacking (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009; Black & Earnest, 2009; Collins, 2001;
Riggio, 2008). For example, Russon and Reinelt (2004) reporting the results of a study of
leadership development programs commissioned by the W.K Kellogg Foundation, found
disconnects between program goals and program outcomes. In addition, while many programs
wanted to be able to measure long-term impact, insufficient resources, lack of expertise, and time
constraints resulted in most of the programs evaluating short-term outputs (Russon & Reinelt,
2004, p. 105). As Hannum et al. (2007) note “leadership development is a particularly complex
process; it is not something that is fully knowable in a short period of time” (p. 8).
Evaluating leader development programs has become more complex over time and it
appears that the state of evaluation has not kept pace with the increasing need and desire to
understand more about the connection between individual developmental outcomes and
organizational outcomes. This comes at a time when it is essential that leader/leadership
development practitioners and providers “justify [their] existence” (Riggio, 2008, p. 389). There
is consensus across the literature that more effort needs to go into designing and implementing
longitudinal studies (Avolio, Reichard, et al., 2009; Gentry & Martineau, 2010; W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, 2002) as well as the specific techniques used in programs (Avolio, Walumbwa, et
al., 2009; Day et al., 2008; S. Harris & Cole, 2007). Program impact (i.e., effectiveness) is
typically viewed as being realized via a construct called transfer of learning. However, despite
the history of work on transfer, the “paucity of research dedicated to transfer of [learning] belies
the importance of transfer issues” (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009, p. 97). To truly capitalize on
investments made for leadership development activities, organizations need greater
understanding about how new knowledge and skills are integrated in the workplace (V. Burke &
Collins, 2005; Day, 2010). The main themes found in the transfer literature including
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definitions, models for conceptualizing transfer in the workplace, and factors that are currently
thought to influence transfer will be examined.
Evolution of the transfer construct in education. Transfer of learning or learning
transfer has been an area of study for over 100 years and stems from the psychology and
education literatures (Royer et al., 2005). In general, transfer refers to “a situation where
information learned at one point in time influences performance on information encountered at a
later point in time” (Royer et al., 2005, p. vii). However, as will be seen, definitions do vary and
their unique articulations influence how transfer is researched and what constitutes evidence of
transfer.
Thorndike and Woodworth (1901) are noted as two of the earliest researchers to examine
transfer. Their work sought to improve the efficacy of training experiences by understanding the
elements of the training and target (school, work) settings. Behavioralism influenced how
Thorndike and Woodworth conceptualized transfer. Evidence of transfer was found if the
learning situation contained elements that were the same as (identical to) the target situation.
They labeled their construct specific transfer. When transfer did not occur, it meant that the
target setting was dissimilar to the training one.
Judd and Scholckow’s (1908) work ran counter to Thorndike and Woodworth’s (1901)
view of transfer as dependent on identifying identical elements and put forth a view of transfer
based on broad generalizations. According to Tuomi-Gröhn and Engeström (2003), Judd and
Scholckow’s broad transfer “occurs when the same general strategy or principle that was
previously learned in a task A is also required in learning or performing task B” (Tuomi-Grohn
& Engestrom, 2003, p. 20). Learning as reflection versus learning as reflex defines the basic
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differences between the transfer perspectives of Judd and Scholckow and Thorndike and
Woodworth (Tuomi-Gröhn & Engeström, 2003, p. 21).
Various researchers (S. Barnett & Ceci, 2002; Lobato, 2006; Royer et al., 2005) identify
the Thorndike perspective and its derivatives as classical transfer approaches (Lobato, 2006,
p. 432) for which “transfer between tasks is related to the degree to which they share common
elements, although the concept of elements must be defined cognitively” (Bransford et al., 2000,
p. 78). In the latter part of the 20th century as “researchers began questioning the
conceptualization of transfer by bringing to bear the assumptions about knowing, knowers,
learning, and context from the theoretical perspective of situated cognition,” (Lobato, 2006,
p. 434) dissatisfaction with the classical approaches grew. Critiques of the classical approach
tend to fall into five areas as identified by Lobato (2006):
•

Assumes a “right” answer or way of doing something.

•

Assumes a functionalist view of knowledge such that it is detached from experience.

•

Context is often seen as the task with the result that structure is analyzed independent
of how one makes meaning.

•

Because the application of knowledge is viewed as separate from the situation in
which it is developed and used, understanding transfer is limited.

•

Transfer is a static, unidirectional event (p. 434).

Recent thinking about transfer in the education research arena moves away from the
“common elements” theories to those that acknowledge the social and dynamic nature of
learning, and thus transfer. Building on situated and socio-cultural perspectives of learning,
these transfer theories attempt to make up for the shortcomings of the classical approaches by
emphasizing a focus on knowledge and performance (not one or the other) and the individual in
context as part of transfer. The goal of the new theories is not to supplant the classic ones per se,
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but to explore a different, underlying phenomenon depending on how transfer is reconceived. In
essence, these newer perspectives view transfer as a dynamic process, not a product (Foxon,
1993; Holton III, Bates, & Ruona, 2000).
For example, Greeno (1997) describes transfer not in terms of knowledge from task to
task, but instead as “consistency or inconsistency of patterns of participatory processes across
situations. These patterns have contents and structures of information that are important features
of social practice” (p. 12). In this view, knowledge is not static, but is a process of knowing. As
Lobato (2008) notes, this perspective “removes [transfer] from the sole domain of the cognitive
structures of the individual and distributes it across people, artifacts, and situations” (p. 172).
Transfer success or failure is determined by the extent to which the affordances and constraints
that influence the patterns of participation are consistent across settings and the degree to which
learner is attuned to these (Greeno, Smith, & Moore, 1993, p. 102). In other words, if the
environment is supportive of learning, transfer is more likely to happen; if the environment is not
supportive, then transfer is limited.
Beach (1999) conceives of transfer from the perspective that “learning, development, and
education are inherently cultural as well as personal enterprises, and, by extension, so is the
phenomenon of transfer” (p. 103). According to Beach the classic notion of transfer is a
holdover and incorrect because it put too much emphasis on the individual. Beach agrees with
Lobato (2006) regarding issues related to the classic transfer metaphor and proposes a view of
transfer as generalization. In this sense, generalization refers to “the continuity and
transformation of knowledge, skill, and identity across various forms of social organization and
involves multiple interrelated processes rather than a single general procedure” (Beach, 1999,
p. 112). Generalizations are the changing forms of the relations between people and activities;
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for example, making the transition from staff to manager, student to teacher, or negotiating one’s
identity between work and home. These experiences may “involve transformation, the
construction of new knowledge, identities, ways of knowing, and new positioning of oneself in
the world. They are consequential for the individual and are developmental in nature” (Beach,
p. 113). For Beach, these types of experiences go beyond simple transfer; they are consequential
transitions and reflect changes in the individual, the activity, or both.
Tuomi-Gröhn and Engestrom (2003) take a step beyond Beach’s focus on individual
developmental trajectories to focus on collective developmental trajectories. They take activity
theory as a starting point for conceptualizing transfer as propagation of collective practices
through expanded learning and developmental transfer (Tuomi-Gröhn & Engeström, 2003,
p. 30). They identify expanded learning as a process of questioning the status quo. In this sense,
expanded learning links to adult development and leader development which is also predicated
on being able to identify alternatives to existing conditions and expand one’s mindset.
Lobato’s (2003) view of transfer shifts the focus from a comparison against predetermined outcomes to how the participant constructs meaning from the training/development
experience. Her alternative to classic transfer is termed actor-oriented transfer and is defined as
the “personal construction of relations of similarity across activities” (Lobato, 2003, p. 20).
Actor-oriented transfer attempts to uncover the underlying phenomenon occurring in the transfer
process. From this standpoint, transfer is the generalization of learning, similar to Beach (1999).
Yet it goes further by incorporating the “influence of learner’s prior activities on their activity in
novel situations, which entails any of the ways in which learning generalizes” (Lobato, 2006,
p. 437).
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This brief overview of the evolution of transfer highlights a number of key points. First,
the primary work on understanding the conceptualizations of transfer come from researchers
working in fields of education and psychology. Second, changes in the understanding of
cognition and cognitive processes result in changes in understanding how people learn. This has
led to a change in how transfer is conceptualized from a primarily cognitive activity to task-only
re-production to learner actions in context and in relation to their contexts. Third, new
perspectives on transfer enable viewing it from different angles which recursively requires that
we conceive of transfer in different ways. Table 2.5 presents perspectives of transfer discussed
so far.
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Table 2.5 Conceptualizations of Transfer
Evidence
/nature of
transfer

Research
question(s)
or approach

Specific
transfer via
memorization

Behavior in
one task can
be duplicated
in another
similar task

Classic;
individual;
cognitive

Broad transfer
via
generalization

Application of
learning

Did transfer
occur?
What
conditions
facilitate
transfer?
Same as
above

Transfer as
preparation for
future learning

Situated,
cognition view

Extended
learning;
“knowing
with”

Initial learning Ability to
trajectories
learn in
knowledgerich
environments

Greeno (1997)

Transfer as
affordances and
constraints

Situated,
cognition view

Transfer of
social
participation

Interaction
between
agents and
material
resources

What are the
patterns of
participation?
How do they
change?

Beach (1999)

Transfer as
consequential
transitions

Socio-cultural

Individual;
developmental
transfer

Changes in
relationship
between
individual and
social context

How are
KSAs
transformed
across
contexts?

Lobato (2003,
2006, 2008)

Actor-oriented
transfer

Situated, sociocultural

Production of
sameness

Generalization
of learning;
indication of
influence from
previous
activity

How do
learners
construct
relations of
similarity
across
situations?

Author

Name/Approach

Perspective

Mode of
transfer

Thorndike and
Woodworth
(1901)

Theory of
identical
elements

Classic;
Individual/task
behaviorist

Judd and

Learning transfer

Bransford and
Schwartz
(1999)

Scholckow
(1908)

Source: (Lobato, 2006, 2008; Tuomi-Gröhn & Engeström, 2003)

An additional and important point is that all conceptualizations of transfer are defined at
the level of the individual. Whereas in education and psychology, the work around transfer has
been on further refining the construct, in the workplace and training literatures the focus is on
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models for program effectiveness where “effectiveness” is equated with transfer. Thus, the next
section describes the various models.
Evolution of the transfer construct in business. While researchers in education have
been working to operationalize transfer for the school setting through reconceptualization and
redefinition, the efforts in the human resource development and management training arenas
have been activated towards operationalizing the concept as a way to explain/predict the
effectiveness of training and development programs. In the training and management literatures
transfer has been called transfer of training or training transfer. One of the first frameworks or
models used by human resource and training professionals to evaluate program effectiveness was
from Donald Kirkpatrick (1994). Specifically, the four areas in his model are:
•
•
•
•

Level 1—Reaction (e.g., satisfaction; program perception)
Level 2—Learning (e.g., knowledge/skills acquired; change in attitudes)
Level 3—Behavior (e.g., performance; application of knowledge in real setting)
Level 4—Results (e.g., impact to department/organization)

Reaction is about satisfaction as it pertains to the instructor, course/program, and environment.
Learning focuses on changes in knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Behavior is about the
application of the new knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Results are about the impacts or the
outcomes of the program. Levels 1 and 2 are primarily the domain of the learning environment
while Levels 3 and 4 pertain to the work environment (Clark, 2009). Most notably, training
researchers have focused on Level 3 and use the terms transfer or performance instead of
behavior (Clark, 2009). While the Kirkpatrick’s model for evaluation is still used today for
assessing training effectiveness, many researchers have noted limitations of the model (Baldwin
& Ford, 1988; Holton III, 1996; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009). As Russ-Eft and Preskill (2009)
note, the Kirkpatrick taxonomy’s “lack of diagnostic capability and its inability to account for
factors that affect the outcomes at each level are just two of its inherent weaknesses” (p. 101).
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However, the Kirkpatrick taxonomy prevailed for many years as the starting point for much
evaluation research. Still, Holton, Voller, Schofield, and Devine (2010) suggest instead that
transfer of learning from management development and training experiences “requires more than
just memory and recall; it involves the interaction of a suite of variables” (p. 5).
During the late 1980s a number of models were developed to describe the transfer of
training process and by extension, program effectiveness. Most notable is the work of Baldwin
and Ford (1988) who set out to create a systematic way to investigate what was known about
transfer. They articulated a three part model to explain the transfer process. The model included
training inputs, training outcomes, and the conditions for transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988) and
this model is displayed in Figure 2.1 below.
Figure 2.1 Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) Model of the Transfer Process

From “Transfer of training: A review and directions for future research,” by T.T. Baldwin and J.K. Ford, 1988,
Personnel Psychology, 41, p. 65. Copyright 2006 by John Wiley and Sons, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

Trainee characteristics included variables such as ability, personality and motivation; training
design included the underlying learning principals, the sequencing of activities and relevance of
the training content; and work environment included support and the opportunity to use the new
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skills and knowledge (Baldwin & Ford, 1988, p. 65). Transfer conditions were thought to
comprise two dimensions, generalization and maintenance. Blume et al. (2010) provided
expanded definitions for transfer conditions in a follow up review:
•

generalization—the extent to which the knowledge and skill acquired in a learning
setting are applied to different settings, people, and/or situations from those trained;
and

•

maintenance—the extent to which changes that result from a learning experience
persist over time (p. 1068).

Baldwin and Ford (1988) used their model as a tool to assess the training transfer research in
light of the three components. In the next section the major findings across the training/learning
transfer literature will be described. For now it is sufficient to know the major components of
this model.
The Baldwin and Ford (1988) model, along with that of Noe (1986), dominated the
research in the 1990s as studies sought to test variables associated with transfer (Cheng &
Hampson, 2008). Similar to Baldwin and Ford (1988), Holton III (1996) also worked on a
model for understanding transfer. He was much more critical of the four levels evaluation work
of Kirkpatrick, stating that it was more of taxonomy, not an evaluation model, specifically that
“research is needed to develop a fully specified and researchable evaluation model. Such a
model needs to specify outcomes correctly more, account for the effects of intervening variables
that affect outcomes, and indicate causal relationships” (Holton III, 1996, p. 5). Holton III’s
(1996) model included new variables such as motivation to learn and job attitudes which were
thought to mediate and better explain the transfer phenomenon since previous research had been
mixed on the effectiveness of training interventions. Seeking a more encompassing explanation,
Holton III (1996) created the HRD Evaluation and Research Model as a way to understand the
“complex system of influences on training outcomes that must be measured if training is to be
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accurately evaluated [and provide a mechanism for] practitioners to diagnose correctly barriers to
training effectiveness” (p. 8). A simplified version of the model is shown in Figure 2.2.
Figure 2.2 Holton III (1996) HRD Evaluation and Research Model

From "The flawed four-level evaluation model," by E.F. Holton, III, 1996, Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 71, p. 17. Copyright 2006 by John Wiley and Sons, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

As the Figure 2.2 shows, Holton III’s (1996) model includes three outcomes: learning, individual
performance, and organizational results. Each outcome measure is further defined respectively
as
(a) achievement of the learning outcomes desired in an HRD intervention;
(b) change in individual performance as a result of the learning being applied on the
job; and,
(c) results at the organizational level as a consequence of the change in individual
performance (Holton III, 1996, p. 9).
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Ultimately then, the main outcome is individual performance which is influenced by the
learning outcomes and is used to drive organization outcomes. Holton III’s (1996) model
assumes the following with respect to main influences on each outcome measure:
•

Learning = (a) trainee reactions, (b) motivation to learn, and (c) ability.

•

Individual performance = (a) motivation to transfer, (b) transfer conditions, and
(c) transfer design.

•

Organizational results = intervention (a) is linked with organizational goals, (b) has
utility or payoff to the organization and individual, and (c) is subject to influences of
factors outside HRD (pp. 10, 12, 15).

The model also accounts for secondary factors—motivation, ability, and environment—which
influence outcomes. These are expanded such that:
•

Motivation elements = (a) motivation to learn, (b) motivation to transfer, and
(c) expected utility.

•

Environmental elements = (a) reaction, (b) transfer climate, and (c) external events.

•

Ability/Enabling elements = (a) ability, (b) transfer design, and (c) connection to
organization goals (Holton III, 1996, p. 17).

It was hoped that by investigating these variables researchers and trainers could better
understand how learning (Kirkpatrick, level 2) could occur and still result in no performance
improvement (level 3) or organizational impact (level 4).
Whereas the 1990s might be characterized as the decade of model development, in early
2000s research efforts emphasized model testing. Holton III continued to work on the 1996
model exploring ways to measure the variables within it in order to test the model’s fit.
Holton III et al. (2000) proposed a new term transfer system which they defined as “all factors
in the person, training, and organization that influence transfer of learning to job performance”
(p. 336). They wanted to bring a more nuanced understanding to the study of transfer and
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distinguish between transfer climate as an environmental factor and the totality of factors
influencing transfer. In further work to test their model of a transfer system, Holton III and
colleagues developed the Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) (Holton III et al., 2000,
p. 338). Based on this work they revised the original model further clarifying the secondary
factors (Holton III, 2005).
Kirwan and Birchall (2006) were also interested in the problem of transfer but with a
focus on management development programs. Using the LTSI they tested Holton III’s (1996)
model offering their own slight modifications. For example, there were constructs defined in the
LTSI that were implied, but not explicated in Holton III’s (1996) original model (Kirwan &
Birchall, 2006). One other difference is that in the Kirwan and Birchall model, motivation takes
center stage mediating the relationship between performance self-efficacy and capacity for
transfer (Figure 2.3). The model highlights numerous factors influencing motivation for transfer
and thus provides more detail about the complex dance of factors resulting in transfer.
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Figure 2.3 Kirwan and Birchall (2006) Model of Transfer of Learning from Management
Development

From “Transfer of learning from management development programmes: Testing the Holton model,” by C.
Kirwan and D. Birchall, 2006, International Journal of Training and Development, 10, p. 265. Copyright 2006
by John Wiley and Sons, Inc. Reprinted with persmission.

One final model in this overview is Foxon’s (1993) stages model of transfer which departs from
the transfer-as-product perspective. Acknowledging the all-or-nothing result when transfer is
defined as a product or outcome (e.g., it either occurs or it doesn’t), Foxon sought to
conceptualize transfer as a developmental process in which one must progress through lower
stages before moving on to the next (Figure 2.4).

68
Figure 2.4 Foxon (1993) Stages of the Transfer Process

From “A process approach to the transfer of training. Part I: The impact of motivation and
supervisor support on transfer maintenance,” by M.J. Foxon, 1993, Australian Journal of
Educational Technology, 9, para. 6. Copyright 1993 by M.J. Foxon. Reprinted with permission.

Stages are defined thus:
•

Intention to transfer = participant decides to apply new knowledge/skill

•

Transfer initiation = participant begins to apply new knowledge/skill

•

Partial transfer = adoption of new knowledge/skill is intermittent

•

Transfer maintenance = similar to Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) transfer conditions
dimensions

Applying Lewin’s (1951) force field theory of organizational change, Foxon situates her stage
model within a systems context. In this manner intention to transfer, the first stage, is influenced
by inhibiting and supporting factors (Foxon, 1993, section 5, para 2), but so too are all other
stages. The risk of failure to transfer is greatest at the lower stages (e.g., intention to transfer),
but is never reduced to zero.
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Summary of transfer models. While there were several other models developed, those
described here are good examples of the ways training and management researchers are
conceptualizing the factors that influence transfer in the workplace. As with much of the early
work on transfer in the education arena, the focus on model development positions transfer
primarily as a product or outcome, even when the models are labeled process models. The
research does not seem to incorporate the alternate conceptualizations of transfer proposed by
Beach (1999), Lobato (2003, 2006) or Tuomi-Gröhm and Engestrom (2003). Even so, the
examples provided point to the evolving need to explicate more of the complex nature of the
transfer system. Whereas research in the late 1980s and 1990s focused on variables as discrete
influencers of transfer, more recent studies seek to understand the intersection and combination
of sets of variables.
Across all of the models presented here are three common categories of input factors
which are thought to influence transfer (and program effectiveness): participant characteristics,
program design, and the work environment as well as some articulation of the outcomes of
transfer (e.g., learning and retention). Each model has expanded and/or refined the thinking of
variables within each of the three categories. For example, in the Baldwin and Ford (1988)
model, individual characteristics had to do with motivation, ability and personality. The Holton
III (1996) model added self-efficacy and prior experiences to the individual characteristics
category and expanded motivation to include two forms, motivation for learning and motivation
for transfer. It also makes clearer primary and secondary influences on the outcomes of transfer.
Kirwan and Birchall (2006) conducted a further investigation of the relationships between the
factors in Holton’s model such that factors implicit in Holton III’s model (e.g., personal capacity
for transfer) were made explicit (p. 264). Finally, Foxon’s (1993) model zeros in on intention to
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transfer (a participant characteristic in the aforementioned models) as a driver in realizing
transfer outcomes.
It is important to note that moving out of the education domain to the workplace, the
conceptualization of transfer makes a major shift. In the education and psychology domains,
transfer is defined as an individual level construct. In the training and HR literatures transfer
appears to be synonymous with training effectiveness. In essence, transfer is defined such that it
represents a combination of Kirkpatrick’s (1994) level 3 (individual impact) and level 4
(organization impact) outcomes. It moves from being an individual-level only construct to one
that implies dual outcomes even though leader development approaches typically target the
individual.
Learning transfer research. Two ways that learning transfer has been defined are
associated with (a) understanding transfer as a process and (b) transfer as the product of some
intervention. As noted in a previous section, researchers in education are trending more towards
work in understanding transfer processes. Researchers in training and management still tend to
look at transfer primarily through a product-oriented lens, as an indicator of training
effectiveness. However, more attention is being paid to the receiving context in which transfer
occurs and the work environment and the barriers and supports that influence transfer. The
number of variables that have been studied is quite numerous and the evolution of models for
conceptualizing program effectiveness via transfer continues. Therefore, I return to Baldwin and
Ford’s 1988 model since all subsequent models can be reduced to the three main drivers of the
transfer process they present: trainee characteristics, training design and work environment. A
focus on training design is outside the scope of this dissertation study. Instead the focus will
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primarily be on the receiving context—the work environment with some attention to participant
characteristics.
Individual characteristics and transfer. Individual characteristics studied include
motivation to learn, motivation to transfer, personality and ability or capacity to transfer (Blume
et al., 2010; T. Brown & McCracken, 2009; 2010; Ji & Kolb, 2009; Nikandrou, Brinia, & Bereri,
2009; Van den Bossche, Segers, & Jansen, 2010). Relationships between predictor variables are
used to understand individual performance (e.g., effectiveness, skills acquisition) and behavior
change (Blume et al., 2010; Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009). Russ-Eft and
Preskill (2009) present findings from evaluation studies of training programs occurring between
1982 and 2006 and note that with respect to participants’ learning a number of factors were
found to be positively associated with learning outcomes. These include: “trainees’ general
attitude about training, their motivation for the specific course of training, learning self-efficacy,
management experience, and analytic learning strategies” (Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009, p. 89).
Baldwin and Ford (1988) found that the use of learning strategies like goal setting was positively
related to learning outcomes. However, Blume et al. (2010) found a small effect between goal
setting and transfer with respect to learning outcomes. T. Brown and McCracken (2010) on the
other hand suggest that the type of goal matters. In their study, setting shorter term goals,
specific learning goals, and/or behavioral goals influenced training transfer more than setting
long-term goals only (T. Brown & McCracken, 2010).
From an organizational perspective, the goal of training/developing an individual is to
realize some benefit for the organization. The assumption is that transformation of the individual
will translate into transformation for his/her group, team, department and/or the organization
(Day, Zaccaro, & Halpin, 2004). Holton et al. (2010) suggest that if this goal is to be realized,
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then “it might be useful for participants to specify with their line manager and/or business head
the range of potential benefits – ideally before the start of the programme” (p. 10).
Work environment characteristics and transfer. The other heavily researched area is the
conditions or the environment for transfer, also known as the receiving or target context.
Department/organization level factors may include commitment, communication climate, climate
for learning, and resistance to change. In other words, organizational climate will include not
only the people, but also the structures and processes for how things get done. Individual level
work environment factors include supervisor interactions, opportunity to use, and the nature of
supervisor feedback. The sets of factors most often reported on are transfer conditions, transfer
supports, and transfer barriers.
Transfer conditions. In some studies, “conditions” can include those that exist within the
individual, those in the training setting, and those in the workplace. Findings discussed here are
focused on workplace conditions for transfer. Generally research focused on workplace
application of training assumes that transfer is not a single event, but a series of activities that
support and encourage new ways of thinking and behaving. Thus, it is a process that continues
well beyond the initial training intervention. Variables of interest include organizational climate,
supervisor and peer support, opportunity to transfer, and organizational commitment (Baldwin,
Ford, & Blume, 2009; Blume et al., 2010; Cheng & Hampson, 2008). Research centers on which
variables or combination of variables support the transfer process and which inhibits or thwarts
the process.
Transfer supports. Brinkerhoff and Montesino (1995) found that management support
positively influenced the transfer process. Blume et al. (2010) found in their meta-analysis that
transfer climate was more highly associated with transfer than supervisor support and that the
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relationship with supervisor support was higher than for peer support. Van den Bossche et al.’s
(2010) research suggests “the number of people providing feedback and the helpfulness of this
feedback are positively related to the motivation for and actual transfer of training” (p. 81).
Martin (2010) found positive main effects for workplace climate 2 and peer support in the form of
follow up peer meetings. In addition, interaction effects showed that peer support mediated the
relationship between workplace climate and transfer especially when workplace climate was
perceived as negative. Sookhai and Budworth (2010) investigated how training the supervisor
on how to provide opportunities for transfer influenced the transfer process for participants.
They found that those participants whose supervisors attended the training were more likely to
perceive a positive workplace climate and engage readily in transfer activities (Sookhai &
Budworth, 2010, p. 266). Another way to view managerial and peer support comes from Bill
Sternberg of the Center for Creative Leadership speaking about support participants should
consider following the March 2011 Museum Leaders: The Next Generation program,
You cannot take this journey alone. Well, you can, but you shouldn’t. You need to invite
people along—your boss, your co-workers. You need to bring them along on your
journey.
Holton III, Chen, and Naquin (2003) talk about the overall concept of “fit” in their discussion of
transfer climate. They suggest:
Transfer system factors may operate together as a constellation to influence transfer.
Some elements might be interchangeable or compensate for missing elements. For
example, strong reward systems might compensate for poor peer support or transfer
design. Alternatively, a fit perspective might be more appropriate, whereby certain
cultures require certain elements of a transfer system to be stronger than in other cultures.
This perspective would explain why supervisor support is essential in a bureaucratic
structure (such as a government agency), but peer support is less salient. (p. 460)

2

“Trainees' perceptions about characteristics of the work environment that influence the use of training
content on the job” (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000, p. 681).
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The “fit” perspective shifts the frame from workplace climate factors at the individual level (e.g.,
supervisor or peer support) to the collective level. Aligned with this perspective is Swanson
(2003) who puts transfer in the systems domain. Finally, Lim and Johnson (2002) make the
strong assertion that “ensuring a supportive work climate may be the single most important
requirement for the successful transfer of learning” (p. 46).
Transfer barriers. As one might expect, the absence of any of the supports for transfer
can be viewed as barriers. For example, lack of supervisor support is discussed frequently in the
literature with behaviors ranging from failure to acknowledge and encourage the efforts by
participants to utilize new knowledge to maintaining a low tolerance for experimentation (Cheng
& Hampson, 2008; Lim & Johnson, 2002; P. Taylor et al., 2009). An organizational climate
which is resistant to change is another often cited impediment to transfer (T. Brown &
McCracken, 2009; Ji & Kolb, 2009). Holton, Voller, et al. (2010) describe eight challenges to
transfer in organizations including lack of time, accountability, and a message that learning is not
part of one’s job. In addition, they found that the seniority of the individual may be a factor; s/he
may not have the authority to make the changes necessary that are a part of the transfer process.
Other organizational factors include the degree to which the training content supported
institutional goals as well as the perception of value related to the training (Montesino, 2002). In
their study of Korean trainees’ perceptions about transfer, Lim and Johnson (2002) found
additional factors not seen in previous studies. These included limited budgets, insufficient
coordination between and across departments, lack of onsite expertise, and “the psychological
burden regarding one’s ability to apply the new learning” (p. 44).
Summary of transfer. The research on knowledge transfer to the workplace has a long
history and mixed results. This situation has challenged researchers and training practitioners
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working in this area (Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Collins & Holton III, 2004; Russ-Eft & Preskill,
2009). For example, while some findings have been significant, they may run counter to the
predicted direction: Colquitt et al. (2000) found that skill acquisition was indirectly associated
with conscientiousness. The continued revision of models and testing of variables (Holton III,
2005; Kirwan & Birchall, 2006; Lim & Johnson, 2002) as well as new and emerging
conceptualizations of transfer (Beach, 1999; Lobato, 2006; Tuomi-Gröhn & Engeström, 2003)
may be contributing to the appearance of inconsistencies when in fact researchers are just getting
better at clarifying the conceptualizations of the variables. Another reason for the inconsistency
of findings may be that the variables being tested have not adequately been defined.
Kozlowski et al. (2000) have argued that training effectiveness is predicated on two types of
transfer, horizontal and vertical. Horizontal transfer is that which occurs at the same level, for
example, as when a participant of a training or development experience returns to work and starts
implementing their new KSAs. Kozlowski et al. posit that this is the type of transfer referred to
in the aforementioned models. Vertical transfer, on the other hand, “is concerned with the link
between individual-level training outcomes and outcomes or results at higher levels of the
organizational system” (p. 159). Conflating these two foci creates what Kozlowski et al. call a
levels paradox, the “presumption that individual-level training outcomes aggregate and emerge
to create values outcomes at higher levels” (p. 158).
Thus the transfer process is multifaceted and complex which would seem to lend itself to
investigation at a variety of levels—from the individual level perspective and impact to the
department/organization level. Supports and impediments to transfer do operate at the
individual, group, and organizational levels (Kozlowski & Salas, 1997; Lim & Johnson, 2002;
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Yamkovenko & Holton III, 2010). For example, with respect to the transfer climate factor, Saks
and Belcourt (2006) note in their review of research attempting an organization level perspective,
Although the data for transfer climate were aggregated at the unit level, the measure of
transfer was at the individual level and for a particular training program. Thus, although
some advances have been made in transfer research at the group level of analysis, the
focus has remained on the transfer of individuals following participation in a particular
training program rather than transfer at the organizational level. (p. 631)
Research that engages the complexities of transfer will enable deeper understanding of the
transfer process. Such research will also help to broaden understanding of the degree to which
organizations are receptive environments for transfer.
Museums, Leadership and Training Transfer
We must answer to an unknown number of publics within the context of changing
societal values, all of whom have widely divergent levels of sophistication and
expectation. At the same time, museums must continuously foster creativity, innovation,
public access and the preservation of the historical and artistic record. (Janes, 1997, p. vx)
According to Matelic (2007), “museums worldwide are now realizing that their
traditional activities of collecting, preserving, researching, and exhibiting are simply no longer
adequate. Instead, they are now challenged to justify their existence and support in terms of their
public service value, or the positive contribution that they make to their communities” (p. 2). In
a similar vein, Welsh (2005) notes that the conceptualization of museum practice evolved
through a number of circuits (phases) which are discrete and overlapping in the same moment.
Welsh includes museums as repositories, educational spaces, stewards, and learning centers in
his list of circuits and notes that they are becoming collaborative and reflexive. Each of these
turns or overlapping phases has required something different of museums not only in terms of
the products they make, but the way they do business. In attempting to meet these shifting
demands, museums have become savvier at visitor engagement and exhibition development.
What has been learned about visitors, exhibitions, and learning, however, has not necessarily
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been turned inward to inform organizational and staff development. Some of the literature
described thus far has relevance for museums. The constructivist perspectives on transfer, for
example, align well with museums’ understanding that visitors create meaning through their
experiences with exhibitions and programs.
Up to now, the discussion of adult learning, organizations, leadership, and learning
transfer have been presented without specifically calling attention to the industry context. The
literature covers work done nationally and internationally, primarily in large companies. Even
the work done in the public and non-profit sectors occur in larger organizations. Missing, or at
least invisible, is the participation from the cultural sector and institutions like museums.
Although there is little empirical research on museums and leadership, it is a topic of
considerable discussion at conferences, on online forums, and in our professional magazines.
Thought leaders like Robert Janes (1997), Sandell and Janes (2007), Elaine Heumann Gurian
(2010), Stephen Weil (1999, 2002), Russell Taylor (2007), Emlyn Koster (2010), and John Falk
and Beverly Sheppard (2006) have written essays on the challenges facing museums—most
often from the perspective of how these institutions connect with audiences and their
communities. Implicit in these treatises is the message of change and leadership necessary to
bring about change. Therefore, this section ties together the previous literatures through the lens
of museums.
Leadership dilemmas and current practice. Events occurring in the business sector in
the 1980s resulted in
Frameworks [for nonprofits] that heavily emphasize cost-effectiveness, accountabilities,
internal competition and goal-oriented behaviors. This has increasingly made clear the
need for administrators to demonstrate social, cultural and educational vision, moral
reasoning and ethical judgment, creativity, intellect and exemplary character – in other
words, leadership. (Samier, Bates, & Stanley, 2006, p. 79)
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Today the leadership landscape and purposes are more complex, necessitating that staff engage
with positional leaders in enacting leadership. Because museum directorship has become more
about efficiencies and achieving measurable performance-based goals (F. Robinson, 2004;
Schwarzer, 2002), the need for leadership from the middle becomes an essential element in
achieving the mission of the institution (Garvin, 2003; Riggio et al., 2008). Jackson and Parry
(2008) distinguish between these two leadership styles as the managerial and soulful natures of
leadership. These styles can reside in the same individual with or without authority. However,
both ways of leading are necessary in organizations.
Museums, like other non-profit organizations, are faced with financial challenges that
factor into every type of decision about how they operate. Funding sources have shifted in a way
that parallels an inward to outward movement of the past four decades. Before 1960 most
museums were supported primarily by wealthy individual donors; by the mid-1970s the funding
mix included individuals, corporations, foundations, government sources, and earned income
(Alexander, 1996). The professionalization of museum staff was also a factor; most early
museums were staffed by volunteers. With the advent of paid staff and the need to hire for
specialized skill sets, the financial needs of the institutions changed. In the 1990s, an increased
pressure for greater self-sufficiency led to efforts to operate non-profit organizations more
entrepreneurially bringing greater dependence on earned revenues (Suchy, 2004). This created a
financial motivation to be attentive not only to traditional visitors, but to the larger public (Weil,
2002). At the same time, in 1995, almost 30% of museum income in the United States was from
government sources.
Like other organizations, both private and public, the motivation and understanding of the
role of museums in society is shaped by practical forces in the external environment. The
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external pressures pointed out by Alberta Sebolt George (1999) still resonate: market forces,
need for audience growth, competition for leisure time, and desire to expand audience
demographics. Today we add to the list increased financial and accountability pressures.
Museums have been forced to pay greater attention to all aspects of funding: earned income;
government grants; and private and corporate donations. In some ways, this very real need for
attention to funding sources supports the direction of the "new" museum. Reliance on the box
office and on government and corporate funding encourages greater attention to attracting
audiences by better reflecting what they want (Rice, 1999; Weil, 1999). While acknowledging
the positive contributions of the role of finances in increasing attention to audiences, it is
important also to recognize the threats inherent in following this path.
Those charged with maintaining the financial health of organizations often merge the
notions of "audience growth" and "audience development" (McLean, 1999). Increasing the
number of paying customers does not always align neatly with an organizational mission that
promises a commitment to reaching underserved audiences and enlarging the universe of those
who are served by museums. For example, there seems to be a trend towards commercialization
around creation of exhibits and programs designed to appeal to mass audiences. This could work
against the achievement of care-based goals, which risk being seen as drains on the museum's
financial resources (McLean, 1999; Pitman, 1999). As educator Danielle Rice (1999) has
observed, “If the public is treated as consumer, the museum will target very different audiences
than if the public is seen as citizens equally deserving of opportunity” (p. 46). Again, much of
this thinking and theory applies to visitor learning and engagement; the potential benefit to
museum staff has not been realized.
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Still, publicly supported organizations like museums cannot define their worth by service
only to those who consume their products; they must provide products and/or services that are
deemed valuable by the citizens who authorize their public support. This has been brought home
clearly as evidenced by recent anti-museum legislation (AAM, 2011a) and the annual Museum
Advocacy Day organized by the AAM (AAM, 2011b). One of the leadership challenges for
museums is balancing the tension between mission and margin (Sandell & Janes, 2007). If
customer attraction is the sole driver then using a business/earned income framework is
justifiable, but if the museum is responsible for creating value beyond the products it “sells” to
“customers,” then resource-based decisions must be made with a broader eye towards purpose
(mission) and the public good. This process may require the internal application of principles of
collaboration and shared decision-making in order to achieve ultimate value externally.
Shifting the view of the nature of leadership. Despite the empirical and popular
literatures expanding our notions of leadership, museum professionals still quite often use the
term leader as a synonym for “director” or “senior manager.” Those at the top of our
hierarchical structures (Boards, CEOs, and senior managers to some extent) are often seen both
internally and externally as having sole authority and responsibility for the direction and
character of our institutions. This structure sets up a situation where staff members across the
institution treat the identified leader with such deference that they abdicate their own power to
make a difference in achieving organizational outcomes. Those who are not in positions of
assigned authority may tend to wait for vision and direction from “on high,” rather than taking
initiative to create positive change (Heifetz, 1994; Vanourek & Vanourek, 2009). In a sense, this
holding back phenomenon may reinforce personal theories of what it means to do leadership
(Keller, 1999; Kenney, Blascovich, & Shaver, 1994).
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Like their fellow non-profit organizations, museums today are operating in a climate that
calls for new ways of thinking about how leaders and followers across the institution take and
support initiative in service of creating value. While it may be less stressful for those without
positional power to give over responsibility to those with formal authority, the organization
ultimately becomes less creative and connected (Fletcher, 2007; Kelley, 1992; Milway & Saxton,
2011). This represents a danger for museums if they wish to remain vibrant contributing partners
in their communities.
Museums operate in a world of complexity. As they have grown, matured, and
weathered many a storm, they too have become complex organizations. This complexity is both
a source of strength and frustration. The strength of a complexity perspective is that it allows
museums to explore new territory, serve new and broader audiences, and respond in different
ways to the needs of their surrounding communities. Lou Casagrande, former Boston Children’s
Museum President and CEO, articulates one of the frustrations:
The corporatization of museums, the cookie-cutter mentality, the shift to a blockbuster
and an audience emphasis, the team process - all things I admit I was part of - have made
museums de-emphasize the horsing around and kookiness that resulted in so many
innovations. (Schwarzer, 2002, Museums as complex organizations section, para. 3)
According to Ulh-Bien et al. (2007) it takes complexity to deal with complexity and positional
leaders must create environments where this can occur. Hence an additional challenge for the
field is navigating the change towards organizations with more inclusive forms of leadership.
Schwarzer (2002) notes the “task of improving the long-term health of museum leadership
reaches beyond the position of the director” (Nurturing and sustaining talent section, para 1).
Yet without clear career paths and lines of succession, without leadership training and attention
to the mid-level ranks, and without organization level data on the sector, museums will continue
to be challenged with respect to leadership (Schwarzer, 2002).
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To what extent are museum practitioners aware of the nuances of leadership in the
workplace? If they adhere to more traditional views of leadership, how do they understand those
dimensions within their organizations? Further, how do museum practitioners think about
developing leadership capacity? Despite growing evidence of the need for organizations to let
go of the command-and-control forms of leadership, these views remain in practice. How do
personal theories of leadership intersect with traditional and/or organization views? Although
not a focus for this dissertation, in depth exploration of the above questions could serve as a
starting point to identify pathways for moving towards more distributive forms of leadership.
Preparing the next generation of museum leaders. Given the history and current
practices around leadership, what is known about how the next generation of museum leaders is
being nurtured and developed? AAM and ASTC, national professional associations for
museums professionals, have recently launched a series of dialogues, forums, and new training
opportunities for those aspiring to be museum leaders. ASTC, in conjunction with the Noyce
Foundation, has developed the Noyce Leadership Institute, a year-long leadership development
experience for professionals in science, science-related, and children’s museums. The Getty
Leadership Institute’s (GLI) Museum Leaders Institute, a three-week summer intensive program,
is one of the longest running executive development programs for senior museum professionals.
These programs are focused primarily on leadership of individuals at the top of the organization
or those aspiring to assume the director position. In contrast, AAM’s Mentoring Online is a
virtual platform for connecting museum professionals across skill level and domains. GLI’s
newest program, Museum Leaders: The Next Generation, is focused on professionals in the
middle of their organization; it is a week-long intensive program. ASTC’s Diversity and
Leadership Fellows Program targets diverse staff working at the non-senior levels of the
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institution. It operates over a three-day period prior to and following ASTC’s annual
professional conference. Bank Street College in New York City offers the program Leadership
in Museum Education for museum educators who have been in their positions for a minimum of
three years. It is a two-year Master’s degree program that prepares museum educators for
leadership roles in museums or other cultural institutions. The Center for Curatorial Leadership,
as the name implies, focuses on developing curators so they can step into management and leader
positions. It is a six-month program which results in a certificate.
Beyond these formal programs, the picture of how leadership development takes place is
unclear. Little to no empirical work has been done on museums as organizations. Instead, most
of the research and evaluation work being done in the field focuses on the visitor experience,
visitor motivation, and program/exhibition effectiveness. Investigations into organization
structure and culture have rarely been conducted. A few notable exceptions include a master’s
thesis which explored the need for more representation by African Americans in museum
leadership positions (King, 2009), a doctoral dissertation on organizational change in history
museums (Matelic, 2007), and a current dissertation underway on organization-wide adoption of
universal design principals in the daily work of science museums (C. Reich, personal
communication, July 12, 2011). Davis’s (2011) dissertation explores how knowledge is applied
in the museum workplace following learning from continuing professional education. In an
unpublished study of the perceptions of museum professionals with respect to leadership and
leadership development, Johnson (2009) found that senior managers, managers, and frontline
staff differed in their conceptualizations of leadership, what counted as leadership activity, and
precursors for leadership. Results also showed that the absence of a common understanding of
the criteria for leadership, lack of time, mentors, and professional development offerings were
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barriers to leader development at the museum (Johnson, 2009). The study was done in only one
organization but the findings were one of the drivers for this current study.
During early 2011, I engaged professionals (CEOs and Human Resource staff) from five
science museums in informal conversations to understand how they think about leadership and
leadership development for/in their organizations. Each institution had distinct ways of
approaching building individual and institutional capacity. Two of the museums have no formal
programs, but use every day work opportunities to build capacity; the other three have at least
one formal program. Colleagues were initially asked to talk about some challenges for which
leadership is needed and the type or style of leadership necessary in their institutions. With
respect to the challenges CEOs mentioned needing to shift the cultures of their organizations to
ones that embrace, or are at least not adverse to risk taking, increasing staffs’ understanding of
the museum as a business, and building individual and institutional capacity to move their
missions forward. The HR colleagues spoke of the financial vitality of the organization needed
whether societal economic issues exist or not, staffing, and training. The descriptions of the type
of leadership needed focused mainly on skills and behaviors such as listening, communication,
and business acumen. Two colleagues talked about the need for ease with taking risks and for
developing expanded mindsets. The need to engage more than just the senior team in enacting
leadership was evident across the conversations.
Similar to other research (Dalakoura, 2010; Day et al., 2008; Hernez-Broome & Hughes,
2004), these professionals use the terms leader development and leadership development
interchangeably with most of the activity focused on growing individual capacity. Like their
counterparts in other sectors, what museum CEOs labeled as leadership development was often
really management or general skills training. All colleagues expressed concerns about
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organizational structure issues that impacted their ability to establish activities beyond the
occasional seminar or one-off training. While it was apparent that the CEOs thought about the
need for professional development and have figured out some creative ways to support efforts
internally, the nature of the informal and formal programs varied to such a degree that all that
can be said is museums are trying. On the other hand, serendipity (in the form of donations) is
also a factor in whether or not museums can deliver programs internally. Even so, there
appeared to be some level of satisfaction with the program elements designed and delivered.
Measures beyond satisfaction did not appear to be used. In fact, one colleague commented that
while other types of measures such as organizational impact should be used, s/he was unsure of
how to make that happen.
When pressed to distinguish between activities focused on skills and knowledge
acquisition versus those focused on mindset shifts, there was mixed response. Only two
colleagues were explicit in stating how the activities they offered were developmental in nature.
An area for further study would be to explore how museum managers/directors/supervisors
understand developmental experiences and their use in the workplace.
Two implications arising from these conversations and supported elsewhere in the
literature are the importance of the organization climate or environment for internal leader
development activities and the need for more research (Dalakoura, 2010; Ellinger & Cseh, 2007;
Vardiman, Houghton, & Jinkerson, 2006). These include the organization learning climate and
support for learning transfer. An area of particular interest would be on the role of the CEO and
senior leadership in internal efforts of leader development. It was clear that the HR colleagues
from institutions which did not have senior level involvement in the internal offerings felt this
could eventually undermine current and future efforts. Colleagues also referred to external
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programs that are available for senior museum professionals and admitted that while helpful, are
limited to only a few people each year. While they saw the benefits for the individual
participants, there was less clarity about organization level impact. Thus, these conversations
served as a second driver informing this dissertation study.
Summary: Museums, leadership and transfer. Vaill (1989) suggests that people work
in environments of rapid change which he calls permanent whitewater. Navigating in permanent
whitewater requires an approach to leadership that differs from that exercised in more stable
environments. Museums are faced with the same pressures and demands as organizations across
all sectors. What is known about how museum professionals think about leadership is limited.
However, there is interest in understanding and creating experiences to develop leadership across
the field. A serious problem, however, is that the type of leadership and the purposes for which
it is being developed have not been clearly articulated in the field. Thus what constitutes success
at the individual level (transfer) and the impacts for the department/organization level are
amorphous. And, since museums vary in content focus, size, and geographic location,
conceptualizations of both leadership development and transfer are likely to vary across
organizations as well.
Research indicates that an organization climate for learning and development is a
necessary ingredient for supporting leader and leadership development (Dalakoura, 2010; Hotho
& Dowling, 2010; Riggio, 2008; Van Velsor et al., 2010). Given many museums’ focus on
education and developing engaging learning experience for visitors, one might assume a climate
that supports organizational learning already exists. By extension, one might also assume the
ingredients for supporting learning leadership also exists. This assumption remains to be tested.
Even though funds are being allocated for building individual leadership capability, how
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institutions understand success in terms of application to the workplace is not known. Gaining a
broader understanding of what is happening across the museum field seems to be the next logical
step to undertake.
Implications from the Literature Review for this Study
There are a number of gaps in the empirical literature with respect to leadership and
leadership development in museums. Given the nascent status of organization-level research
directed at museums, this study was designed to accomplish several important purposes. As
noted previously, there is scant research which helps understand how professionals in museums
think about these phenomena. Therefore, one purpose was to understand how museum
professionals think about leadership and leadership development by inquiring about leadership
practices occurring across the museum field. This was important because when organizations are
clear about the type and forms of leadership necessary for success, decision makers can select or
create a leadership development experience appropriate to the needs of the organization. A
second purpose was to glean information about the museum workplace context and the degree to
which organizational learning occurs. This was important since research has shown a link
between learning organizations and performance (Goh & Ryan, 2008; López et al., 2005).
Specific to this study, understanding the larger context enabled me to situate the experiences of
individuals who had participated in leader development programs. The final purpose was to
describe the experiences of professionals in applying knowledge and skills from leadership
development experiences to the workplace and in an effort predict outcomes. This part of the
study sought to broaden understanding of organizational (system) factors which contribute to
successful learning transfer.
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The research questions supported gathering data focused on both the individual and
organization levels. Addressing these questions led to more clarity and articulation of
engagement in and support of leadership development and the transfer process. Improving or
creating mechanisms to support transfer from leadership development programs was important
for any organization because it may result in fewer turnovers or the need for outsourcing as well
as a more motivated, committed, and dynamic workforce.
Conclusion
This review explored various literatures thought to influence thinking about the dynamics
and processes occurring when professionals engage in implementing KSAs in the workplace as a
result of some form of leadership development activity. The literature on transfer appears to
focus most centrally on what happens after an individual participates in a training/development
program. However, Holton III et al.’s (2000) notion of a transfer system combined with
complexity theory (Boyatzis, 2008) could be used to provide a wide-angle view of leadership
development and subsequent transfer, not as two distinct events, but as a continuum of learning
and change (Klein & Ziegert, 2004). The change begins in the individual, as supported by the
constructivist and developmental theories (Cook-Greuter, 2004; McCauley et al., 2006). The
training event, particularly if done well, launches the participant into a realm of disequilibrium
during which s/he must engage in re-making meaning about self and the nature of leadership in
their work (Carroll & Levy, 2010). Upon returning to work, the individual continues with selfchange. This last stage in the continuum is referred to as transfer of learning/training in the
literature. It is participants’ experiences of this process and the juxtaposition with the receiving
organization’s climate that interest me. A further question arises as to how individual change
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leads to department/organization change. Currently the research is less clear on how this occurs
even though leadership development programs imply this end result.
The world is complex and our organizations reflect that complexity every day. The need
for adults to be lifelong learners is not only a nice idea, but essential to organizational life
(Catmull, 2008). Organizations have relied on leadership to help realize their goals and
aspirations. Evolved thinking about the workplace has led to understanding how culture
influences expressions of leadership and vice versa. The leadership development and transfer
literatures highlight the importance of organization climate as a factor in obtaining transfer
(individual impact).
Research connecting complexity and leadership theories has uncovered alternate ways in
which leadership can be enacted to help organizations keep pace with changing societal
demands. The recent and emergent conceptualizations of leadership require new ways to think
about developing individual leaders and leadership capacity in the department/organization.
While it is clear that businesses are willing to invest in development, there is much that is still
unknown about what really works and why.
Across the literature it is clear that context matters. As Ketter (2009) states, one size does
not fit all when it comes to leadership development. The organizational theory literature helps us
understand why success in one organization may look very different in another (Bolman & Deal,
2003; Hatch & Cunliffe, 2006). With respect to leader development program effectiveness,
while participants report general satisfaction, many participants and their organizations are silent
on the degree to which department/organization impacts are realized (Avolio, Reichard, et al.,
2009; Collins & Holton III, 2004; McCall Jr., 2010b; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009). Kozlowski et
al.’s (2000) work suggests that the linkage between individual outcomes and organization

90
objectives is based on three assumptions: “that individual-level learning occurs, that cross-level
(horizontal) transfer of KSAs takes place, and that the effects of individual on-the-job behaviors
emerge to yield outcomes at higher levels” (p. 174). Unfortunately how this vertical transfer
occurs has been neglected in the literature. In order to capitalize on the potential of leadership
development in museums, we need to better understand how transfer (from training/learning
context to other contexts) and the multi-level impact of training/development programs that
target individual change occur.
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Chapter III: Methodology
Chapter II summarized research on organization theory, adult learning, leadership and
development, learning organizations, and learning transfer and then situated these in the
organizational context of museums. This chapter describes in detail the methodological fit, study
design, and data collection procedures and analysis associated with this study. Ethical
considerations as well as limitations will also be discussed.
This study sought to (a) identify how museum professionals perceive leadership,
workplace climate, and leadership development occurring in their organizations, (b) explore the
experiences of professionals in applying knowledge and skills from formal leadership
development experiences to the workplace, and (c) describe managers’ expectations and overall
perceptions of the process of learning transfer associated with developmental experiences. In
other words the study describes what leadership looks like and broadens understanding of
organizational (system) factors which contribute to successful learning transfer.
Re-Statement of the Research Questions
Organizations that are clear about the type and forms of leadership necessary for success
are better able to select or create leadership development experiences appropriate to their needs
(Cacioppe, 1998; Holton et al., 2010). The main research questions guiding this exploratory and
explanatory study were:
1. How do museum professionals perceive (a) the practice of leadership, (b) the
environment for organizational learning, and (c) leadership development efforts in
their organizations?
2. Which aspects of (a) the practice of leadership and (b) the environment for learning
influence these professionals’ perceptions of the overall effectiveness of leadership in
their organizations?
3. How do participants in leader development programs describe their involvement in
these programs?

92

4. What factors influence the participants’ perceptions of their transfer of learning from
these programs?
5. How do individuals who have referred or supervised participants in leader
development programs describe their expectations for and benefits of these programs?
Discussions about developing future museum leaders whether in museum professional journals
or at conferences, occur without specificity regarding how individuals think about and
understand leadership. Based on my conversations with museum presidents, senior managers,
staff, and association representatives, such insights were thought to be helpful in furthering
conversations and informing decisions about leader development efforts. Hence, one thing this
study accomplishes is providing a much needed snapshot of the perceptions of those working in
the museum sector. While there is commitment for developing leaders senior management may
be underestimating the process nature of leadership development. There may also be an
assumption that leadership does not exist below the senior level in an organization. In addition,
it may be that a certain level of organizational readiness in terms of a supportive climate is a
precursor for supporting development and a successful learning transfer process (Preskill et al.,
1999; Russ-Eft & Preskill, 2009; Torres & Preskill, 2001). This study explored these issues.
Methodological Fit
In general, researchers have a range of options for initiating an inquiry about a problem
of interest. One of the first important things to consider is the worldview guiding the
researcher’s beliefs concerning the nature of reality, knowledge, and evidence (Bentz & Shapiro,
1998; Creswell, 2006, 2009). Four to eight worldviews have been described in the literature:
positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, constructivism, participatory, pragmatism, and
dialectical (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998; Creswell, 2009; Greene & Caracelli, 1997; Guba & Lincoln,
2005; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). These basic beliefs influence the researcher in terms of who
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informs, who forms, and who benefits from the inquiry. These assumptions also influence the
mode or strategy of inquiry (also known as research traditions) selected and frames the
relationship between the researcher and the focus of the research. The three overarching
strategies are quantitative (arising mainly from positivism and postpositivism), qualitative
(mainly coming from critical theory, constructivism, and participatory paradigms) and mixed
methods (from the pragmatic and dialectical paradigms); within each is a subset of specific types
or approaches for conducting a study (i.e., survey research, ethnography, sequential mixed
methods, etc.). The strategy of inquiry selected suggests guidelines for the ways in which
questions are formulated, data is collected, and data is analyzed.
Inquiry strategies available for conducting research. In research guided by the
quantitative (QUAN) tradition the goal is most often confirmatory in nature with overarching
theories that are tested. However, research can also be exploratory seeking to understand the
associations between variables or identifying attributes that may exist in a population. Typically,
questions are more deductively oriented than inductive, the researcher seeks confirmation and
explanation, and the design is pre-planned and unchanged through the course of the study
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 95). In comparison, research in the qualitative (QUAL)
tradition is primarily exploratory in nature, although it can also be confirmatory. Here the
purpose is to uncover hidden aspects of a phenomenon and gain clarity about individual
experience. Questions in this tradition are typically inductive arising from an understanding that
meaning is constructed in the interactions between people and thus multiple realities may exist.
Therefore, the design may be more flexible to allow for understandings and additional questions
to emerge.
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Whereas the QUAL researcher tends to employ inductive logic and the QUAN researcher
deductive logic, a researcher guided by the mixed methods tradition opts for deductive and
inductive logic in an integrative fashion (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). In the mixed methods
tradition, questions may be both pre-determined and emergent. By focusing on the problem over
the method, the MM researcher can take advantage of what each of the other traditions has to
offer. As Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) note, “in the real world of research … continua of
philosophical orientations, rather than dichotomous distinctions, more accurately represent the
positions of most investigators” (p. 94). They suggest three reasons or criteria for when mixed
methods research may be more suitable than a single approach inquiry:
•

Ability of mixed methods research to address a range of questions (exploratory,
explanatory, confirmatory) simultaneously;

•

Stronger inferences can result from mixed methods research; and

•

Mixed methods research provides the options for a diverse array of divergent views.

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) offer this perspective:
Mixed methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as well as
methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical assumptions that guide
the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the mixture of qualitative and
quantitative approaches in many phases in the research process. As a method, it focuses
on collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single
study or series of studies. Its central premise is that the use of quantitative and qualitative
approaches in combination provides a better understanding of research problems than
either approach alone. (p. 5)
Appropriateness of research method. A dialectical paradigm informed this study
(Greene & Caracelli, 1997). The application of mixed methods allowed me to mitigate the
limitations of one strategy of inquiry (QUAN or QUAL) with the benefits of another. For
example, using survey method to elicit responses about the museum context was balanced by
using interview method to obtain a deeper on-the-ground perspective. In the former, greater
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breadth was achieved; in the latter, greater depth. With a single inquiry approach it is possible
that a key understanding may be missed and lead to incorrect or incomplete inferences being
made. It is also possible that findings from QUAL and QUAN phases might be contradictory
especially given the likelihood that vantage points from which the study participants operate will
differ. However, the researcher operating from a dialectical position understands that different
voices and perspectives are a source of richness. Furthermore, contradictory results indicate that
the researcher needs to remain open to multiple meanings and may have to reexamine his/her
underlying assumptions.
Study Design Decisions
Once the mixed methods approach is identified the next decision point concerns at what
stage in the design the integration of methods (QUAL and QUAN) occur. Teddlie and
Tashakkori (2009) identify three stages where mixing can occur: the conceptualization stage
(where one forms the purpose and questions for research), the experiential stage (data generation
and analysis) and the inferential stage (abstract explanations and understandings). In this study,
mixing of QUAL and QUAN techniques occurred at all three stages.
As part of considering the methodological approach for a study, I also needed to attend to
the context of the inquiry. Organizations are differentiated horizontally (functions vary across a
given level) and vertically (levels of hierarchy). Coupled with this is the fact that organizational
phenomenon (e.g., learning, decision making, effectiveness) are “neither micro or macro in
character” (Rousseau, 1985, p. 22). This means that research designs also need to take into
account these levels issues (Kozlowski et al., 2000; Mathieu & Chen, 2011; Rousseau, 1985).
Designs should address three types of level issues:
•

Level of theory: the focal unit for generalizations (e.g., individual, team,
organization);
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•

Level of measurement: the unit to which data are connected (e.g., self-report/
individual); and

•

Level of analysis: how data is treated in the statistical procedure (e.g., individual
scores aggregated to the level of the group means the level of analysis is the group)

For example, from the literature we know that transfer is generally conceptualized as an
individual-level construct (level of theory). Data tends to be self-report collected from
individuals (level of measurement). In terms of level of analysis, the data is aggregated to
predict a group or organization outcome. Ideally the levels of theory, measurement and analysis
will be aligned. In practice, however, “organizational research is inherently cross-level”
(Rousseau, 1985, p. 20). These ideas are addressed throughout the methodology and analysis
sections as appropriate.
Data Collection Decisions
Once decisions about the overall design or approach have been settled, the researcher
needs to identify the strategies for data collection. A myriad of options were open to this
researcher and the decision to utilize a particular method was the result of an iterative process
between the research questions and study design. In this study, survey and hermeneutic
phenomenology were selected as the most appropriate strategies for data collection given the
research questions. Following a brief description of each of these is a discussion about the
processes used in selecting the study sample.
Survey method. Surveys are typically used when a researcher wishes to collect data
from a large number of people. Survey method is useful in providing a “description of trends,
attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population” (Creswell, 2009,
p. 145). Collection via survey is also a rather easy and cost-effective way of obtaining data.
Reasons for using survey method include its economy of design and quick turnaround (relative to
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interviews). According to Burton (2000) another rationale for selecting a survey approach is
when there is “very little … known about a particular subject [and] descriptive research could
make an original contribution to existing knowledge” (p. 295). The use of survey method for
this study was appropriate for the same reason; little was known about leadership development
and the transfer process in museum contexts. The survey was cross-sectional; data was collected
at only one point, online, using SurveyMonkey™.
Hermeneutic phenomenology. There are a range of approaches available for QUAL
research including phenomenology, ethnography, autoethnography, historical, and grounded
theory (Rehorick & Bentz, 2008; Starks & Brown Trinidad, 2007). Because I was interested in
the experiences of participants of leadership development programs and their supervisors’
perceptions of transfer of learning, a phenomenological approach made sense. Phenomenology
is the study of people’s lived experience (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998; Starks & Brown Trinidad,
2007). Edmund Husserl is considered the father of phenomenology. In Husserlian
phenomenology, the emphasis is on the lifeworld of the individual and not the world separated
from the individual. He sought to understand the essence of a phenomenon and proposed strict
guidelines in which the researcher must set aside his/her own beliefs and perspectives in order to
“successfully achieve contact with essences” (Laverty, 2003, p. 23). Martin Heidegger, a student
of Husserl, took a slightly different view and created hermeneutic phenomenology which was
informed by his background in theology. From Heidegger’s perspective it is the notion of being
(experiencing the world) which is paramount. Instead of only attending to or recalling an
experience, Heidegger was interested in the meaning one derived from experience. Heidegger
believed that past experiences informed one’s understanding of current events and that it is
impossible to separate these. In his view, “meaning is found as we are constructed by the world
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while at the same time we are constructing the world from our own background and experiences”
(Laverty, 2003, p. 24). While Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology seemed to be a more
accessible approach than Husserl’s phenomenology, some researchers still sought better ways to
apply the theory. Hans Gadamer developed a more practical application of phenomenology and
extended the work of Heidegger. In Gadamer’s view, hermeneutic phenomenology was not
simply about a process of understanding. It is a process of clarifying the conditions (situations)
in which the understanding takes place. For Gadamer, understanding and interpretation are
inextricably linked (Laverty, 2003, p. 25).
Methodologically, phenomenology is descriptive in nature and focuses on the structures
(essences) of experience (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998; Osborne, 1994), while hermeneutic
phenomenology focuses on the “historical meanings of experience and their development and
cumulative effects on [the] individual” (Laverty, 2003, p. 27). For the researcher, hermeneutic
phenomenology supports the “exploration of participants’ experiences with further abstraction
and interpretation … based on [the] researcher’s theoretical and personal knowledge” (Ajjawi &
Higgs, 2007, p. 616). For purposes of this study, hermeneutic phenomenology was chosen as the
second research approach.
Sampling and selection of participants. Identifying the appropriate population for a
study is not always an easy task. One has to consider the size and scope of the population and
means to access the population. Determining the type and size of the appropriate sample is
another consideration in a study’s design.
Population vs sample. A sample and to sample are not the same thing. To sample, or
sampling, is a process in which the researcher makes decisions about what part(s) of a population
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will serve as the participants in a study. More formally, Blaikie (2003) defines population and
sample as:
•

Population – “an aggregate of all units or cases that conform to some designated set
of criteria… [these units can be] people, social actions, events, places or times”
(p. 160). Other names for population are target population, universe or sampling
frame.

•

Sample – a “selection of elements (members or units) from a population used to make
statements about the whole population” (p. 161).

Typically sampling is used because it is cost effective (especially when the population is large),
tends to be quicker than accessing the entire population, and can in some cases improve the
quality of the data (Henry, 1990, p. 15). There is a tradeoff, however. With expedience comes
other costs, threats to validity and credibility, when or if the researcher attempts to “estimate the
characteristics of or patterns in the population from those found in the sample” (Blaikie, 2003,
p. 161). In order to address the research questions, a sample of museum professionals was drawn
from a number of sources.
Sampling methods. There are two broad categories of samples: probability samples and
non-probability samples. In the former, every element is known to the researcher (or can be
known) and each has non-zero chance of being selected. In the latter, the researcher chooses the
elements for a study such that every element does not have an equal chance of being selected
(Blaikie, 2003; Henry, 1990). Within each of the two major categories are several techniques or
approaches to sampling and rationale for their use. For example, purposive non-probability
sampling is best used when studying a particular group; simple random probability sampling, on
the other hand, is best when the researcher has direct access to the entire population. Mixed
methods studies may utilize either probability sampling, non-probability sampling, or both. The

100

primary goal is to select for representativeness in each phase of the study (Teddlie & Tashakkori,
2009, p. 181). In addition, sample size will vary depending on the research question.
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) list several guidelines for sampling in the mixed method
tradition. A summary of the strategies include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fit with the research questions or hypotheses;
Follow assumptions of the technique (probability or non-probability) applied;
Result in QUAL and QUAN databases sufficient for each question;
Permit drawing clear inferences from both QUAL and QUAN data;
Ethical;
Feasible and efficient; and
Take into consideration external validity and transferability.

To address the three purposes for this study, different techniques for sampling were used. They
are described in detail below in the section following a discussion of the overall study design.
Study Design
This study utilized a sequential-across-stages mixed methods design. This design was
essential to explore the multilevel elements creating opportunities for and influencing museum
professionals’ ability to make sense of and employ knowledge and skills gained from leadership
development experiences (Kyriakidou & Ozbilgin, 2006). Table 3.1 identifies the nature of the
mixing throughout the study.
Table 3.1 Nature of Methods Mixing for the Study
Stage One

Stage Two

Stage Three

Type

QUAN (qual)

quan (qual)

quan (qual)

Timing Within Stage

Concurrent

Sequential

Sequential

Timing Across Stages

Sequential

Sequential

Sequential
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Table 3.2 represents the overall flow and procedures for the study. This table covers a
description of the purpose, target group, study method, expected sampling frame, expected
number of respondents, data source, research questions addressed, variables, and types of
analyses for each Stage.
Table 3.2 Summary of the Study Design by Stage
STAGE ONE

STAGE TWO

STAGE THREE

Understand museum
professionals’ perception of
leadership, assessment of
their museum as a learning
organization, and perception
on the availability of
leadership development
opportunities at their
museum.

Understand the
experience of participants
of leadership
development programs in
terms of their ability to
transfer learning to their
work at their museums.

Understand the experience
of supervisors and/or
museum staff who refer
people to the leadership
development programs.

Target Group

Museum professionals

Museum professionals
who participated in a
leadership development
program

Museum professionals
who supervise or refer
museum staff to a
leadership development
program.

Method

Quan(qual)

Qual(quan)

Qual(quan)

Purpose

•

AAM professional association list
ASTC professional association list
ASTC Fellows & Noyce Fellows programs participant lists
Getty Leadership Institute (GLI) & Center for Curatorial (CCuL) participant
lists
Bank Street Leadership in Museum Education alumni list

Number
Sampled

•
•
•
•

1026 – AAM list
698 – ASTC list
73 – ASTC/Noyce Fellows
200 – GLI, CCuL, & Bank Street

Expected
Number of
Respondents

•
•
•

300 – AAM list
200 – ASTC list
35 – ASTC/Noyce
Fellows
100 – GLI/CCuL, &
Bank Street lists

Sample
Source

•
•
•
•

•

• Estimated 5% (25) of
AAM and ASTC
survey respondents.
• Plus 135 respondents
from the target group
participant lists

• Estimated 5% (30) of
survey respondents.
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Data Source

Research
Questions
Addressed
Variables

Analysis

• 4-6 target group
respondents from
surveys

• 4-6 target group
respondents from
surveys

• Survey questions
addressed to the total
sample (closed and openended questions)

• Survey questions
addressed to target
group.

• Survey questions
addressed to target
group.

• Telephone interviews
with target group.

• Telephone interviews
with target group.

Questions 1 and 2

Questions 3 and 4

Question 5

• Perception of Leadership
effectiveness
• Learning Organization –
DLOQ Subscales
• Availability of Leadership
Development
• Demographics

• Perception of
Leadership
effectiveness
• Learning Organization
DLOQ Subscales
• Perception of Learning
Transfer
• Social Support
• Organization support
• Demographics

• Perception of Learning
Transfer
• Demographics

• Interview Questions

• Interview Questions

Descriptive, Regression,
and Narrative

Descriptive and Narrative

Descriptive, Regression and
Narrative

Target population. The universe selected for this study was professionals working in
U.S. museums that were listed in the institutional member records of AAM and ASTC at the
time of the study. AAM, founded in 1906, serves the museum field by “helping to develop
standards and best practices, gathering and sharing knowledge, and providing advocacy on issues
of concern to the entire museum community” (AAM website; About AAM). The association
serves all types of museums including art, history, science, children’s museums, aquariums,
zoos, botanical gardens, arboretums, and historic sites. Its membership boasts 18,000
professionals from nearly 3000 institutions nationwide. ASTC was founded in 1973 to support
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the efforts of U.S. science centers and museums in “proactively addressing critical societal
issues, locally and globally, where understanding of and engagement with science are essential”
(ASTC website; About ASTC). Since then ASTC has expanded and in addition to science centers
and museums, serves various types of museums including nature centers, aquariums,
planetariums, zoos, botanical gardens, natural history and children's museums. ASTC currently
has a global membership of almost 600 institutions from over 40 countries. Initially I considered
narrowing the universe to museum members of ASTC; however, staff from ASTC institutions
are under-represented as attendees in many of the leadership development programs designed for
the museum field.
In addition to the membership databases of AAM and ASTC, participants from several
museum-specific leadership development programs were also included. Thus, the known target
population included
•

museum professionals whose organizations are members AAM and ASTC, and

•

participants from the Getty Leadership Institute’s Museum Leadership Institute (MLI)
and Museum Leaders: The Next Generation (NextGen) programs, ASTC’s Diversity
and Leadership Development Fellows program, the Noyce Leadership Institute’s
Noyce Leadership Fellows program, the Center for Curatorial Leadership Curatorial
Fellows (CF) program and Bank Street College’s Leadership in Museum Education
(LME) program.

A question in the general survey was designed to identify individuals who attended leader
development programs sponsored by providers other than those listed above.
Access to the population. Both associations and the various leader development
programs’ directors agreed to work with the researcher and grant access to their
membership/participant data. Table 3.3 describes the access points to the population.
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Table 3.3 Study Population, Access Points, and Mode of Contact
Method

Groups

Access to group via

Direct: Invitations were
sent directly from the
researcher using
SurveyMonkey™

ASTC members

ASTC Office

Recent program alumni:
ASTC Fellows
Noyce Fellows
LME

ASTC member list
List on Noyce website
Program Director

Indirect: Invitations to
participate in the survey
were sent via an email
blast from the respective
programs’ offices

AAM members

AAM Office

NextGen, MLI, and CF
recent alumni

Staff at each program’s
office

Indirect: Through
responses from the survey

Participants of other formal
leadership programs

Participants from the
ASTC or AAM source
list

As can be seen in Table 3.3, the method of survey distribution, the first point of contact
and entry to the study, was different across sources. Because of indirect access to the target
population, the researcher was unable to ascertain if records overlapped between the two
association lists and between leader development program and association lists. This had
implications for sampling procedures which are discussed below.
Survey
This section describes the essential components of the survey method. These include the
sampling approach, variables of interest, instrument construction, and testing. I begin the
section, however, describing some challenges I experienced in identifying a representative
sample from the target population.
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Drawing a representative sample of museum professionals. The process of
identifying a representative sample of U.S. museum professionals was challenging. In order to
draw such a sample, one has to be able to define and access the population. There are over
17,000 museums in the U.S. according to a study produced by the Institute of Museums and
Library Services (Manjarrez & Rosenstein, 2008). Further, the diversity of museum type with
respect to governance structures adds to the complexity. Museums can be public/private, forprofit/non-profit, based in a university or not; single focused or multi-focused, and a mixture of
types.
Unlike teachers, doctors, or librarians, there is no one museum profession. People
working in museums come from a range of backgrounds and expertise including education,
design, accounting, exhibition development, curation, security, hospitality, and more. There is
no unifying body to contact for a list of all museum professionals working in the U.S. The U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2012) on their landing page for Museums, Historical Sites, and
Similar Institutions lists the following occupation types: curators, museum technicians and
conservators, nonfarm animal caretakers, public relations specialists, and tour guides and escorts
(http://www.bls.gov/iag/tgs/iag712.htm). These categories are insufficient to capture the range
of job types found in these organizations and therefore would not be helpful in sample selection.
As I explored the various ways information is reported about the museum workforce, I
also found the data were not presented in the categories I needed. Many of the reports on the
museum industry present institutional data about institution size, attendance, number of
employees and employee type usually as FTEs or volunteers. Further demographic data includes
gender, age, ethnicity, and perhaps level of education. I sought information regarding the type of
job function (senior, middle, non) or job type (CEO, educator, gallery interpreter) by institution
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type (science, art, history). With the exception of a study of museum professionals working in
New York State (Gant, 2011), the information did not exist. The next section discusses how a
sample was chosen given the challenges just described.
Survey sample selection. Sources for the sample came from the study population
identified in Table 3.3. With regard to the AAM and ASTC databases, the population was
identified based on the following parameters:
•

Paid museum staff only (no volunteers, students, board members, etc.).

•

Categorized by museum type (using the four categories of art museums, history
museums/historical societies, children's museums, and science museums including
natural history museums and science centers).

•

Categorized by geographic region, using the territories represented by the six regional
museum associations (and/or by state).

•

Categorized by function (e.g., administration, curatorial, education, exhibitions).

•

With CEOs indicated.

Most of the participants of the ASTC Fellows and Noyce Fellows programs were embedded in
the ASTC data file. Therefore, their email addresses were pulled from the ASTC data file and
separate data files were created for each program. Alumni from the Bank Street program were
sent an email from the director asking them to indicate their willingness to participate in a
survey. Those alumni who were interested submitted their contact information via
SurveyMonkey; a data file was created for the Bank Street alumni. Names of past participants
are listed on the websites of the Getty Leadership Institute and Center for Curatorial Leadership.
The researcher reviewed the lists of names and removed any that were also found in the ASTC
data file. This was done to eliminate the appearance of individuals on multiple lists prior to
sample selection.
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AAM provided the researcher with a coded list of members; individuals and museums
were identified with a letter and number (e.g., P1, M2). Because of this, it was possible for
individuals to appear on more than one of the association lists; there was no way for the
researcher to eliminate the duplicates. It was also possible that some professional staff were not
on either association list since not every museum professional working in the U.S. is a member
of either association; this is especially true for staff in lower levels of an organization. For these
reasons, a probability sample—where each selected participant has a known probability of
selection—could not be drawn. Instead, the AAM and ASTC lists were subdivided into three
strata by function: one for CEOs, one senior managers and one for all other paid staff. A
random sample was drawn from each of the strata in each of the lists.
A purposive sample is used when a researcher wishes to ensure special cases of
individuals are identified (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009; Teddlie & Yu, 2007). For this study,
purposive samples were taken of participants in the museum-specific leadership development
programs. Sample selection was limited to those attending the programs between 2007 and
2011.
The total study sample selected was 1,996 museum professionals, with 1,026 drawn from
the AAM list, 698 drawn from the ASTC list, and the remainder coming from the alumni of the
leader development programs. For the portion of the sample where the researcher had direct
control, all potential participants received an initial email request to complete the survey and
three email reminders. For the portion of the sample where the invitations were sent by the
program staff, the plan was for all potential participants to receive an initial invitation request
followed by one email reminder; however, the intensive mailing and follow-up that I planned
from AAM did not materialize as expected.

108

Additional follow-up effort was made to generate responses from among the leadership
development program participants primarily through the researcher’s networks to ensure
sufficient number of responses for the planned analyses. Once the survey data was collected,
descriptive analysis was run to assess the degree to which the distribution of the sample reflected
the distribution in the target population. Significant differences between the sample and target
population resulted in the need for sample weights to be applied during some of the analyses.
This step was necessary in order to make inferences that did not misrepresent what was
happening in the data (Eun & Ronald, 2006, p. 14). Table 3.4 presents a summary of this
information.
Table 3.4 Sampling Sources and Anticipated Responses
Source

Total
Available

Total
Sampled

Sampling
Rate

Total
Responses
Expected

Expected
Response
Rate

AAM

15,389

1,026

1 out of 16

300

33.3%

ASTC

4,244

698

1 out of 6

200

33.3%

ASTC Fellows & Noyce
Fellows

106

73

1out of 3

50

50%

GLI, CCuL, Bank Street

336

200

1 out of 3

100

50%

Survey variables. The primary variables of interest in this study were perceptions of
leadership effectiveness, leadership practices, perceptions of transfer of learning, and workplace
climate which includes social support, organization support, and organizational learning
environment. Below is a list of the main variables with their sub-variables. The connection
between the variables and the research questions are found in Tables 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11.
Leadership Practices
Leadership Orientation Frames
Overall Perception of Effectiveness
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Workplace Climate for Transfer of Learning
Dimensions of Learning Organization
Social Support
Organization Support
Leadership Development
Availability of Leadership Development Opportunities
Participation in Leadership Development
Experience in Leadership Development Initiative
Experience Referring or Supervising Person in Leadership Development Initiative
Transfer of Learning Measure
Personal capacity to transfer
Transfer success
Museum Demographics
Type
Size
Location (region)
Occurrence of a recent major event
Individual Demographics
Area of Responsibility
Position
Years at the Museum
Professional Association Affiliations
Gender
Age Group
Ethnicity
Survey questions. The survey was comprised of 88 items/questions (including
demographic items) for all participants. There were an additional 20 questions for those who
have either referred someone to a leader development program or have attended a program. See
the Appendix B for the instrument.
Perception of leadership. Leadership constructs such as Bolman and Deals’ (1984,
1991, 2003) leadership orientations (Structural, Human Resource, Political, and Symbolic),
Kouzes and Posner’s (2001) leadership practices (Challenging the Process, Inspiring a Shared
Vision, Enabling Others to Act, Modeling the Way, and Encouraging the Heart), Uhl-Bien et
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al.’s (2007) leadership roles for complex adaptive systems (adaptive, administrative, enabling)
were consulted for use in survey question development. Because of its use in educational
organizations and attention to organization as well as individual level interactions, the
Leadership Orientations Instrument (BDLO) developed by Bolman and Deal (1984, 1991) was
used. According to Bolman and Deal (1984), the BDLO grew from a need for the two of them to
work together more effectively. They “developed the frames inductively in an effort to capture
the difference in [their] own world views and in different strands in the organizational literature”
(Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 512). The BDLO identifies four frames of reference that leaders use
in decision making and action. No one frame is better than the other and research indicates that a
balanced use of the frames results in more effective leadership (Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992,
2003; Thompson, 2000, 2005). The frames work has also been used extensively in
understanding organizational processes such as organization learning (Marsick, Volpe, &
Watkins, 1999). Table 3.5 shows the four frames and connections to leadership. Appendix C
contains the BDLO items.
Table 3.5 Leadership Frames
Frame

Leader is:

Leadership Process

Structural

Social Architect

Analysis, design

Human Resource

Catalyst, Servant

Support, empowerment

Political

Advocate

Advocacy, coalition-building

Symbolic

Prophet, Poet

Inspiration, framing experience

Note: From “Leadership and management effectiveness: A multi-frame, multi-sector analysis,” by L.G. Bolman
and T.E. Deal, 1993, Human Resource Management, 30, p. 511. Copyright 2006 by Wiley and Sons, Inc.
Reprinted with permission.

The BDLO contains 40 items spread across three sections. Section One contains 32
items which ask respondents to comment on the extent to which particular behaviors (theirs or
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others’) are used. Each frame is measured by an eight-item scale using Likert-type responses
ranging from one (1-Never) to five (5-Always). Section Two has six forced-choice items to
provide more nuanced distinction between the frames; respondents rank the selections in each
item from one (1) to four (4). The third section uses two single-item scales rating leadership and
management effectiveness (Bolman & Deal, 1992). Initially I intended to use only the
forced-choice items in order to reduce overall survey length; however, after further consideration
of the intended analysis and feedback from Dr. Bolman, it was decided that using the 32 items in
Section One would align better with the analytical approach used (L.G. Bolman, personal
communication, December 17, 2011). Data on the reliability of the instrument indicates
split-half correlations ranging from .837 to .875 and Spearman-Brown coefficients ranging from
.911 to .929 across all of the 32-items; for the six forced-choice items the ranges are .644 to .825
and .783 to .904 respectively (Bolman, 2010). According to Nunnaly (1978) when evaluating
the magnitude of a correlation, coefficients that are greater than or equal to .70 is the standard
indicating a strong relationship. However, it is not unusual for researchers to accept coefficients
slightly less than .70 as an indicator of a strong relationship.
Two modifications were made to the instrument for use in this study. The original endpoint anchors for the BDLO are Always and Never. Rarely do people engage in behaviors all of
the time or none of the time. Therefore the end-point anchors for the Likert type responses were
changed to Almost Never and Almost Always. To determine whether this change had an effect on
the results, additional reliability testing was done. Second, participants were asked to reflect on
the overall leadership of their organization instead of their own individual leadership or that of
their boss. This approach was used by Thompson (2005) with good success.
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In addition to the measures of leadership practices a few items asked the respondent to
rate overall leadership effectiveness at the organization and team level. These overall perception
measures were used to correlate with the leadership practices variables and as dependent
variables in the regression analyses.
Workplace climate for transfer of learning. Cromwell and Kolb (2004) define transfer
climate as “work environment factors perceived by trainees to encourage or discourage their use
of knowledge, skills, and abilities learned in training” in the workplace” (p. 450). Cheng and Ho
(2001), Gilpin-Jackson and Bushe (2007), Saks and Belcourt (2006), and Tannenbaum and Yukl
(1992) found that a favorable post-training environment or environment for transfer was more
conducive to actual transfer occurring. The main factors contributing to transfer climate are
•

Continuous learning environment;

•

Social support (supervisor and peer support); and

•

Organization support.

Research has shown a relationship between a continuous learning environment and successful
transfer (Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey & Tews, 2005). For this study measures of
workplace climate included the Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ)
(Marsick & Watkins, 1999, 2003; Watkins et al., 1997) and a series of questions on social
support and organization support.
Organization climate for learning. The DLOQ was one of three measures of workplace
climate used in this study. The DLOQ contains 42 items measuring seven dimensions of a
learning organization; Table 3.6 contains the dimensions and their definitions.
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Table 3.6 Description of the DLOQ Dimensions
Item

Description

Create continuous
learning opportunities

Learning is designed into work so that people can learn on the job;
opportunities are provided for ongoing education and growth.
[INDIVIDUAL]

Promote inquiry and
dialogue

People gain productive reasoning skills to express their views and the
capacity to listen and inquire to the views of others; the culture is
changed to support questioning, feedback, and experimentation.
[INDIVIDUAL]

Encourage collaboration
and team learning

Work is designed to use groups to access different modes of thinking;
groups are expected to learn together and work together; collaboration
is valued by the culture and rewarded. [TEAM]

Create systems to capture
and share learning

Both high- and low-technology systems to share learning are created
and integrated with work; access is provided; systems are maintained.
[ORGANIZATION]

Empower people toward
a collective vision

People are involved in setting, owning, and implementing a joint
vision; responsibility is distributed close to decision making so that
people are motivated to learn toward what they are held accountable to
do. [ORGANIZATION]

Connect the organization
to its environment

People are helped to see the effect of their work on the entire
enterprise; people scan the environment and use information to adjust
work practices; the organization is linked to its communities.
[ORGANIZATION]

Provide strategic
leadership for learning

Leaders model, champion, and support learning; leadership uses
learning strategically for business results. [ORGANIZATION]

Note: From “Demonstrating the value of an organization’s learning culture: The dimensions of the learning
organization questionnaire,” by V.J. Marsick and K.E. Watkins, 2003, Advances in Developing Human
Resources, 5, p. 139. Copyright 2003 by Sage Publications. Reprinted with permission.

The DLOQ measures “important shifts in an organization’s climate, culture, systems, and
structures that influence whether individuals learn” (Marsick & Watkins, 2003, p. 133). In
addition to the 42-item instrument, there is a 21-item version which also has strong psychometric
properties. As per Yang (2003), Cronbach’s alpha range from .68 to .83 and overall reliability
for the 21-item scale is .93. Research on the reliability and validity of the instrument provides
evidence that it is an appropriate instrument for diagnosing workplace learning (Marsick &
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Watkins, 2003; Tseng, 2011; Watkins & Marsick, 2003; Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004). The
21-item DLOQ-A was used for this study (See Appendix D for items used in this study).
According to Yang (2003),
For scholars who want to use the DLOQ as a research instrument to determine theoretical
relationships of the learning culture and other variables such as organizational
performance, transfer of learning, and organizational capability, the short version of the
DLOQ with 21 measurement items is recommended. (p. 160)
Using this version also kept the overall length of the survey manageable. Participants were
asked to rate the degree to which statements about organization learning were present or absent
in the institution. The Likert type scale ranges from one (1-Almost never) to six (6-Almost
always). The DLOQ-A provided information about how participants perceived their museums as
learning organizations from three levels: individual, team, and organization.
Social support. Social support is a multifaceted construct comprised of
supervisor/manager support and peer support (Cromwell & Kolb, 2004; Saks & Belcourt, 2006).
It includes activities like supervisor encouragement to undertake training; ability to discuss goals
of training; acknowledgment of training use; openness to new ideas/change; encouraging
application of the training (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton III & Bates, 1997; Holton III et al.,
2003; Kontoghiorghes, 2001; Noe & Colquitt, 2002; Santos & Stuart, 2003). The items I created
included: I had ample time to prepare for the leadership development program and I was asked to share my
learning with other staff. These items addressed pre- and post- training social support (Gilpin-

Jackson & Bushe, 2007).
Organization support. Organization support is framed as the policies, practices, and
systems in place across the organization (or department) that promote/facilitate transfer. These
include opportunities to use new skills (Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Richman-Hirsch, 2001),
allocation of time and resources for applying knowledge (Mathieu & Martineau, 1997; Santos &
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Stuart, 2003), and accountability (e.g., use is an area assessed in performance appraisals).
Survey items I created included statements like Systems are in place that allow for cross-departmental
assignments as one way of providing opportunities to apply one’s learning. Items developed were based on

these ideas found in the literature. See the Appendix B for the complete survey.
In addition to the measures of workplace climate identified above, one item asked the
respondent to rate the degree to which colleagues had been successful in transferring learning
from a development experience. Another item asked participants of leadership development
programs to assess their individual success and capacity to transfer their learning. These overall
perception measures were used to correlate with the workplace climate variables and as
dependent variables in the regression analyses.
Experience with leader development initiatives. Perception of the availability of leader
development opportunities at their museum as well as questions related to participation in these
opportunities and or experience with referring staff or supervising staff who participated in these
opportunities were also included in the survey. These took the form of both closed- and openended questions. The questions focused on perceptions of leader development and participation
in such programs. Items included asking the participant to identify from a list the strategies for
leader development to which they had been exposed and their perception of the importance of
leader development in their organization. Individuals who had participated in or who had
supervised someone from a leader development program were asked to answer additional
questions about their experience with the initiatives, reasons for selecting staff, and expectations
of the programs. These items contributed to addressing the research question on how leadership
and leadership development are described by museum staff.
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Demographics. Finally, demographic questions gathered information about the function
participants fill in their organizations, length of service, institution size and type, age, gender,
and ethnicity.
Survey pilot. A group of current museum professionals and museum consultants tested
the instrument. These individuals came from museums that are not part of the target population
(e.g., zoos and aquariums) but in jobs with parallel duties as those in the target population. The
consultants selected had done significant work in and with museums. The individuals included
managers, non-managers, and senior managers. They were asked to provide feedback on the
length of the survey, comprehension of survey items, and any additional information they
believed useful to the researcher.
Three leadership doctoral students were also asked to review the survey from a content
and design perspective. Feedback included suggested wording changes, moving around the
placement of questions so they would flow better and the possibility of adding or removing
entire questions. All feedback was used by the researcher to enhance the quality of the survey.
Interviews
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the experiences of participants and supervisors
than would be possible from just the survey, two purposive samples were selected as outlined
below.
Interview sample selection. Two samples of four to six individuals were selected using
the non-probability criterion sampling technique. The first was drawn from the set of survey
respondents who had participated in a formal leadership development program within the last
three years. The second sample was drawn from the set of survey respondents who had
supervised and program participant and consented to follow up contact. These samples were
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diverse and balanced in terms of position type, museum type, or institution size. One reason for
limiting the number of interviews is simple practicality; this is a number that seems feasible to do
in the time allocated for this study. In addition, it is fairly standard practice to identify a small of
interviews for triangulating survey data.
In guidelines for mixed methods sampling, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) suggest that
the sampling strategy used should ensure thorough databases (possible cases) for each stage of a
study. Therefore, because the target population for this stage was small, extra efforts (in the
form of tailored reminders) were made to encourage program participants to respond to the
survey and to self-identify for the interviews.
Interview protocol for leadership development participants. The selection of
questions for the interview was informed by the review of literature on leader and leadership
development, data from the survey, as well as the researcher’s professional experience.
Participants were asked to reflect on their leadership development program experience in general
and then to describe what occurred when they returned to work. Interviews were conducted by
phone and recorded. The questions in Table 3.7 guided the semi-structured interview with
program participants.
Table 3.7 Interview Questions for Leadership Development Participants
Category

Sample questions

Getting to know you

1. How long have you been in the field/your museum/your position?
2. When was the first time you thought about being/becoming a leader?
What did it feel like?

Leader and Leadership

3. What kind of leaders/leadership do you think is needed in your
organization? What makes you think this?
4. How are staff who are not managers engaged in leadership in your
organization?
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Leadership
Development Program
Experiences and Reentry

5. Briefly describe your experience at the leadership development
program.
• What about the experience was helpful?
6. Responses from participants yielded some distinct themes representing
their experiences both during the program and upon return to the
workplace.
• Tell me more about your experience in light of these themes.
• What else was happening?
7. With whom did you engage in the learning?
• What is your relationship with your supervisor/peers? How has it
affected your ability to apply your learning from the program?

Interview protocol for supervisors of program participants. The selection of
questions for this interview was informed by data from the survey questions pertaining to
rationale for referring individuals for leadership development and by the literature on leadership
development. The purpose was to expand my understanding about team and organizational level
issues influencing the leadership development and subsequent learning transfer. A
semi-structured interview format was also utilized. Similar to the participant interviews, the
telephone interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed. Sample questions are presented in
Table 3.8.
Table 3.8 Interview Questions – Supervisors of Participants
Category

Sample questions

Getting to know you

1. How long have you been in the field/your museum/your position?
2. What are the two of the biggest leadership challenges facing your
department/organization?

Leader and Leadership

3. What kind of leaders/leadership is needed to address the challenges you
identified?

Leader/Leadership
Development

4. Findings from the survey suggest that the following leader development
strategies [share list from survey] are underutilized within museums.
How do they resonate with your experience?
5. I’d like to know more about the relationship between you and the
participant you supervised in terms of:
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•
•

Your role in selecting the program s/he attended
Identifying the goals/expectations which the program would
support

6. The learning transfer process is understood to be critical in helping
individuals utilize KSAs from developmental and training experiences.
It typically involves not only personal motivation on the part of the
participant, but also workplace structures and practices and supervisor
support. Tell me about how that played out with respect to the
individual you supervised.
7. Data from the survey suggested that supporting non-manager staff for
leader development may not be occurring. What are your thoughts on
developing the capacity for leadership in staff who are not managers?

Data Collection Procedures
In addition to the sampling procedures discussed previously, the following steps were
taken. The survey was created for online distribution using SurveyMonkey™ and invitations to
participate were sent as outlined in Table 3.3 and below:
1. Invitations to the selected samples from ASTC, alumni of the Noyce and ASTC
Fellows programs and the Bank Street program were sent directly by the researcher.
2. Invitations to the selected sample from the AAM member list and alumni of the Getty
Leadership Institute and Center for Curatorial Leadership’s programs were sent an
email with the survey link by organization on behalf of the researcher.
In order to identify which respondent came from which sub-sample, replicas of the survey
instrument were created, one for each source. For the invitees for whom I had direct access, one
week after the initial invitation, tailored reminders went out. One reminder was crafted for those
who had not started the survey and another to those who had started, but not completed the
survey. About one week later, this process was repeated. Several days before the survey was to
close, another reminder went out, this time emphasizing that it was the “last week to participate.”
In a final attempt to increase the completion rate, on the last day of the survey, a reminder was
sent only to those who had started, but not completed the survey. For the invitees receiving a
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link from the partner organizations staff, a reminder was sent about one and one-half weeks after
the initial invitation. In total, the collection period lasted six weeks.
Once the collection period was closed, all data was exported from SurveyMonkey™ to
SPSS for analysis. Prior to analysis, the data was screened for accuracy, missing data, outliers
and the fit between the data and assumptions guiding most analysis (normality, linearity and
homoscedasticity) as well as representation of the overall target population. It was during this
step that the need for sample weights was assessed. Options for weighting included museum
type, museum size, and functional position. Similar to what I found when considering options
for sampling, when I examined potential data sources that could be used as the basis for
weighting, it became clear that this was not a viable option. Therefore I made the decision to
report descriptive data by functional position and to only weight for leadership program
participant status. Details of the process are discussed in Chapter IV.
Email invitations were sent to the subset of individuals who agreed to participate in the
follow up interviews.
Three Stages of Analysis
The analysis first focused on the perceptions and experiences of all survey respondents.
The purposes of these analyses was to: (1) explore the perceived nature of leadership and
leadership development in the museum context; (2) describe the workplace climate, specifically
the degree to which the museum was seen as a learning organization that supports transfer of
learning; and (3) obtain information about and views on the availability of leadership
development initiatives at respondent institutions. The second and third stages of analysis
focused on participants in leadership development programs and museum professionals who
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supervise participants in these programs. Tables 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 list the research questions by
respondent category.
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Table 3.9 Matrix of Research Questions, Variables and Analysis for All Respondents
Research question (Analysis
Stage)
1A. How do museum
professionals perceive the
practice of leadership in
their organizations?
(Stage One)

Variables / Survey Question

Level to which the
Question is Directed

Analysis

Leadership practices
[Q2, Q3, and Q4]

ORGANIZATION

DESCRIPTIVE
Percentage Distributions and
Mean Scores

Overall Perception of Leadership Effectiveness
[Q6]
Leadership Practices, open-ended [Q7]

1 B/C. How do museum
professionals perceive (b)
the environment for
organizational learning and
(c) leadership development
efforts in their
organizations? (Stage One)

Dimensions of a Learning Organization
(DLOQ-A) Subscales:
Individual
 Continuous learning Inquiry and dialogue
Team
 Collaboration and team learning
Organization
 Create systems
 Empower people
 Connect the organization
 Strategic leadership
[Q8, Q9]
Perception of Transfer [Q13]
Availability of Leader Development Activities
[Q14]
Access to leader development activities [Q12]
Importance of leadership development [Q11]

INDIVIDUAL
TEAM
ORGANIZATION

DESCRIPTIVE
Percentage Distributions and
Mean Scores
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Research question (Analysis
Stage)

Variables / Survey Question

2A. Which aspects of the
practice of leadership
influence these
professionals’ perceptions
of the overall effectiveness
of leadership in their
organizations? (Stage One)

Leadership practices
[Q2, Q3, and Q4]

2B. Which aspects of the
environment for learning
influence these
professionals’ perceptions
of the overall effectiveness
of leadership in their
organizations? (Stage One)

Leadership practices
[Q2, Q3, and Q4]

Level to which the
Question is Directed
ORGANIZATION

Overall Perception of Leadership Effectiveness
[Q6]

Overall Perception of Leadership Effectiveness
[Q6]
Dimensions of a Learning Organization
(DLOQ-A) Subscales:
Individual
 Continuous learning Inquiry and dialogue
Team
 Collaboration and team learning
Organization
 Organization
 Create systems
 Empower people
 Connect the organization
 Strategic leadership
[Q8, Q9]
Type of Museum
Managerial Status
+ Other museum and personal characteristics

Analysis
BIVARRIATE
CORRELATIONAL
Correlation between leadership
practices measures and Overall
Perception of Leadership
Practices.

ORGANIZATION

MULTIVARIATE
CORRELATIONAL
Regression Analyses
One model for each selected
dependent variable
Control Variables
Type of museum, Functional
Position, Museum Size
Explanatory Variables
Organization Scales
Leadership Practices Scales
Dependent Variable
Overall Perception of Leadership
Effectiveness, Perception of
Transfer
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Table 3.10 Matrix of Research Questions, Variables and Analysis for Leadership Development Participants
Research question (Analysis
Stage)
3. How do participants in the
leader development
programs describe their
involvement in these
programs? (Stage Two)

Variables / Survey Question
Leadership Development Program name/type
[Q16]
Survey, open-ended [Q20, Q21, Q22, Q24,
Q25, Q28]
Perception of Benefits of Leadership
Development Programs to
• Participant [Q26a]
• Team [Q26b]
• Organization [Q26c]
• Future work possibilities [Q26d]
Transfer of Learning Measures
• Personal capacity to transfer [Q29]
• Transfer success [Q23]
Workplace Climate
• Social Support [Q30, Q31, Q32]
• Organization Support [Q33]
• Overall measure of support/ Transfer
Climate [Q34]
Apply knowledge [Q35]
Positional influence on transfer [Q36]

Level to which the
Question is Directed
ORGANIZATION
TEAM
INDIVIDUAL

Analysis
DESCRIPTIVE
Percentage Distributions
Thematic analysis of text
Triangulate survey with
interview data
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Research question (Analysis
Stage)
4. What factors influence the
participants’ perception of
transfer of learning from
these programs? (Stage
Two)

Variables / Survey Question

Level to which the
Question is Directed

Workplace Climate

ORGANIZATIONAL

MULTIVARIATE
CORRELATIONAL

TEAM

Regression Analysis

INDIVIDUAL

Control Variables
Individual and Organization
Characteristics

•
•
•
•

Dimensions of a Learning Organization
(DLOQ-A) [Q8, Q9]
Social Support [Q30, Q31, Q32]
Organization Support [Q33]
Overall measures of support [Q34]

Transfer Success [Q23]
Personal capacity to transfer [Q29]

Analysis

Explanatory Variables
Scores on DLOQ subscales;
Total Preparation, Peer,
Supervisor and Organization
Supports; Overall Peer,
Supervisor, Organization
Supports
Dependent Variables
Perception of Ability to Transfer
Learning; Perception of Transfer
Success
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Table 3.11 Matrix of Research Questions, Variables and Analysis for Referrals or Supervisors of Program Participants

Research question (Analysis
Stage)
5. How do individuals who
have referred or supervised
participants in leader
development programs
describe their expectations
about and benefits of these
programs? (Stage Three)

Variables / Survey Question
Rationale for selection [Q40]
Perception of Benefits of Leadership
Development Programs to
• Participant Q44a]
• Team [Q44b]
• Organization [Q44c]
Open-ended Questions:
 Program expectations
 Acknowledgement of participation

Level to which the
Question is Directed
ORGANIZATIONAL
TEAM
INDIVIDUAL

Analysis
DESCRIPTIVE
Percentage Distributions
Thematic analysis of text
Triangulate survey with
interview data
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Stage one analysis. This stage included descriptive, bivariate correlation and regression
analyses. This section provides detail on each process and covers Research Question 1 and
Research Question 2 as specified in Tables 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11 above.
Descriptive analysis. In this step, the data was summarized in a number of ways. Mean,
median, and mode data as well as measures of skewness and kurtosis on all variables provide
information about the overall distribution of the scores. This stage includes descriptions of
grouped scores (e.g., functional position, museum type) on all measures. Some of the data from
open-ended questions was summarized and coded for inclusion in statistical analysis.
Descriptive analysis yielded an organization-level picture of leadership practices,
presence/absence of leader development strategies, and the extent to which museums were
characterized as learning and supportive organizations (Table 3.9). Analysis included
subcategory descriptions such as leadership practices utilized by managers, non-managers and
senior managers. Other subcategory descriptions included examining scores by museum type
and museum size. T-tests, ANOVAs, and MANOVAs were used to explore differences between
subcategories on the variables. For example, the perceptions of professionals from small,
medium, and large museums with respect to leadership effectiveness. In addition, descriptive
analysis was employed for relating how participants describe their involvement in leadership
development programs (Table 3.10) and supervisor perspectives (Table 3.11).
Correlation analysis. Moving from simple description to comparison, relationships or
connections between the variables of interest was also examined. For example, the Pearson’ r
was calculated to determine the extent to which overall perceptions of leadership effectiveness
and scores on questions about leadership behaviors and actions were related (Table 3.9). In
addition, in preparation for regression analysis, bivariate correlations were run for all control and
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explanatory variables to test the assumption that the independent variables included in the
regression model were independent of each other and did not demonstrate multicolinearity, that
is, were not correlated at >= .80.
Regression analysis. Regression analysis was used to further examine relationships
between variables which were found to be correlated during descriptive analysis. With
regression, one can reveal the strength and direction of the relationship. It also enables the
researcher to test which variables contribute most to the variance (changes) in the dependent
variables (Blaikie, 2003; Mertler & Vannatta, 2010). The progression of analysis from
descriptive to bivariate correlation to regression is cumulative. Higher order analysis includes
previous analytical procedures. Thus the steps in regression include steps from descriptive
analysis and correlation. In general, regression deals with testing models of how independent
variables influence, or explain the variance, in dependent, or outcome variables. The variables
included in the models are based on theory drawn from the literature or previous research
(Blaikie, 2003; Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).
There are assumptions about the variables that must be satisfied in order for regression
analysis to yield usable and trustworthy results. They include assumptions about the kinds of
data required, amount of data needed, and relationship between independent (IV) and dependent
variables (DV). According to Foster, Barkus, and Yavorsky (2006)
•

dependent variables must be numerical and continuous;

•

independent variables can be continuous, categorical or both;

•

sample size should satisfy the equation k+104, where k is the number of IVs; and

•

selected IVs should not be highly correlated with each other, but should have some
relationship with the DVs.
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Prior to beginning the regression, data was screened for missing values and outliers. In addition,
as per Mertler and Vannatta (2010) data was tested to ensure they conformed to the assumptions
of
•

normality (e.g., normal distribution of scores);

•

linearity (straight line relationship between variables); and

•

homoscedasticity (variability in scores on one variable is similar to the variability on
another variable).

When data do not confirm, the researcher needs to adjust the variables (e.g., recode data) and run
the tests again, continuing this process until the data set conforms to the three assumptions.
Once all three assumptions have been met, the regression can be done. Results are
examined to check for multicolinearity among IVs to ensure they are not correlated themselves.
If the tolerance coefficient is within acceptable range, analysis and interpretation continue. If the
tolerance coefficient is too large, then similar to the data screening steps, adjustments need to be
made and the regression analysis can be repeated. As explained in Chapter IV, multicolinearity
was an issue for the BDLO frames, and therefore, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was
used to identify uncorrelated components using the BDLO items.
For this study, regression was used to address research questions that focused on factors
influencing transfer (Tables 3.9 and 3.10). Perception of leadership, scores on the BDLO, and
personal capacity to transfer were the primary dependent (outcome) variables. Independent
(predictor) variables included the three workplace climate measures (scores on the DLOQ,
social, and organization supports) as well as the museum and personal demographic data.
Museum and personal demographic data was converted to dummy variables and served as
controls, enhancing the ability to understand the extent to which workplace climate measures
influence perception of leadership. The control variables also allowed for identification of
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differences across groups. Table 3.12 shows the components in the regression analysis related to
perception of leadership.
Table 3.12 Regression Analysis – Stage One
Regression

Control Variables

Independent
Variables

Dependent Variable

Factors Influencing
Perception of
Leadership

Type of museum,
managerial status, etc.

Perception of
Learning
Organization Scales

Leadership behavior
and action scores

Control variables. Demographic data acted as independent variables. Several of the
demographic variables also served as controls. For example, since participants came from
different types of museums and at different levels within their organization, museum type, and
functional position (e.g., non-manager, manager, senior manager) served as categorical controls.
Stage two analysis. The second area or stage of analysis examines more closely the
experiences of individuals’ attempts to apply their learning back in the workplace. It covers
Research Question 3 and Research Question 4 addressed in Table 3.10 relating to personal
experiences of the leadership development programs. Data was analyzed from a subset of the
survey respondents who said ‘Yes’ to the prompt regarding participation in a leadership program.
Descriptive and correlation analysis was done similar to Stage One Analyses focusing on
individual, team and organization benefits of participation in leadership development programs,
perception of learning transfer, personal capacity for transferring learning, plus social and
organization supports. The transfer of learning regression used this subset of leadership
development participant respondents. Table 3.13 shows the components in this regression
analysis.
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Table 3.13 Regression Analysis – Stage Two
Regression

Control Variables

Factors Influencing
Perception of Transfer
of Learning

Type of museum,
functional position, etc.

Independent
Variables

Perception of Learning
Organization Scales,
Social & Organization
Support

Dependent
Variable

Participant
Assessment of
Ability to Transfer
Learning

The next step was to analyze the interviews. The researcher began this step by reading
all of the transcripts through once. High level notes recorded overall impressions from the text.
These impressions were a form of bias in the sense that what resonated for the researcher was the
result of her past experiences and future aspirations. These were set aside for use later in the
interpretation. Steps for coding interviews were guided by Auerbach and Silverstein (2003).
Keeping in mind the research concern—leadership development experiences and learning
transfer—the next pass through the data identified relevant text. In this case, relevant refers to
any text that was related to the research concern.
Once relevant text was identified for all of the transcripts, the next step was to examine
the relevant text for repeating ideas. A final pass was made through the accumulated repeating
ideas to identify themes. As per Auerbach and Silverstein (2003), a theme is “an implicit topic
that organizes a group of repeating ideas” (p. 38). Finally, the themes were examined for
combinations which link to form more abstract constructs. The outcome of the analysis was
descriptions of what was happening in museums with respect to leadership, leader development,
and perceptions of transfer.
Stage three analysis. This final stage of analysis examined the perspectives of museum
managers who supervised the individuals who participated in leadership development programs
about the managers’ expectations and processes for determining success. Survey variables
included rationale for the participant attending the program, perception of program benefits, and
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the degree to which managers created an environment supportive of program participants
applying their learning. Descriptive statistics include percentage distributions for the identified
variables. The qualitative analysis for this Stage replicates that described for Stage Two.
Integrative Analysis
Up to this point each stage of analysis represents a separate but interlinked perspective
within the study. By the end of Stage Three, data had been analyzed separately by stage and by
type of data (e.g., QUAL and QUAN). These individual inferences were then viewed holistically
to create a systems level understanding of perceptions of leadership and learning transfer in the
context of a specific complex adaptive system—museums. Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009)
suggest the possibility of quantizing QUAL data and qualisizing QUAN data to reveal other
aspects in the data. As an example, subscale scores from the BDLO were recast into the four
categorical variables of leadership orientations (e.g., Structural) and comments from open-ended
responses in the survey. Another form of integration was to look at the data across all stages to
see if other patterns could be identified.
Ethical Considerations
Northouse (2007) states that ethics, in terms of leadership, is about what leaders do and
who they are. Freeman and Stewart (2006) contend that becoming an ethical leader “requires a
commitment to examining your own behavior and values, and the willingness and strength to
accept responsibility for the effects of your actions on others, as well as on yourself” (Freeman &
Stewart, 2006, p. 8). Hinmann (2007) distinguishes between morals and ethics: the former is the
rules that govern a society (what one should do) while the latter is the “conscious reflection on
our moral beliefs with the aim of improving, extending, or refining those beliefs in some way”
(p. 5).
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The definitions put forth by Freeman and Stewart (2006) and Hinmann (2007) contain
reflection as a critical element of ethical leadership, reflection about one’s actions in relation to
others. Thus, one way a researcher can view ethical practice is in the ability to ascertain when
certain roles are necessary and then enact those roles to make decisions in a thoughtful and
respectful manner. A number of choices with ethical implications were made in the development
and delivery of this study. These included the process of participant selection, impact of the
study on the participants, and the informed consent documentation.
Possible benefits and risks. All research comes with associated benefits and risks. A
goal in the conceptualization of a study is to identify benefits not only to the researcher and the
academy, but also to the participants while at the same time limiting the risks (Bentz & Shapiro,
1998). From the viewpoint of the researcher, there were benefits of this study that accrued to
the participants and the museum field. For example, participation in the study constituted a form
of reflection, time to examine the daily ebb and flow of work and one’s actions within the
organization. Through reflection, participants gained new insights into their own and others’
behavior and a few identified or re-committed to personal developmental goals around
leadership. Managers found themselves assessing the degree to which they create learning
environments and support the development of their staff. This sparked ideas for future
implementation. At the field level, the information gained from this study could help inform the
assessment of current leadership development efforts as well as spawn new ideas. The potential
downside of participating in the research is that questions may surface participant dissatisfaction
if his/her organization does not engage in leadership development or learning activities.
Confidentiality. Survey and Interview participants were informed that their identities
would be kept confidential. For reporting purposes, pseudonyms are used unless the participant
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granted permission to do otherwise. All survey data was aggregated thereby reducing the
likelihood that individuals could be identified. The interviews were audiotaped and transcription
was done by a professional transcription service. The interviewee had an opportunity to review
any quotes that would be used in the presentation of this study’s findings. Survey data and
digital audio files have been kept in a password-protected file on my personal computer.
Informed consent. Informed consent is a process which ensures that a decision made to
participate in a study is done based on having all of the information up front. An informed
consent document explains the nature of the research, gives the individual a chance to opt out
before starting the survey or interview, and confirms that the individual may opt out at any time
during the research without penalty. For survey participants, informed consent appeared in the
first screen of the online survey. Interview participants received a hard copy of the consent form.
Summary
This chapter described an approach for addressing the primary research questions. The
study design, data collection and analysis processes aligned to (a) identify what is known about
how museum professionals perceive leadership and leadership development occurring in their
organizations, (b) explore the experiences of professionals in applying knowledge and skills
from formal leadership development experiences to the workplace, and (c) describe managers’
expectations and overall perceptions of the process of learning transfer associated with
leadership development. Given the nature of the questions, the researcher used a mixed method
design as she felt it was most appropriate for gathering data to explore the questions. Beginning
with a broad survey of museum professionals, the design then allowed for follow up interviews
that brought depth to and triangulated the survey data.
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Analyses of the data occurred in three stages and used descriptive, correlation, and
regression analyses techniques. As a final step, all of the data collected was analyzed in an
integrative fashion. In Chapter IV, this same structure will be used to present the findings.
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Chapter IV: Results
The goal of this study was to describe museum professionals’ perceptions of the
leadership practices used in their museums; museums as sites of organizational and leadership
learning; and the experiences of museum professionals who have participated in leader
development programs. This chapter begins with a general accounting of how the survey data
was handled followed by a description of the overall respondent set. For the remainder of the
chapter the results are organized by the research questions:
1. How do museum professionals perceive (a) the practice of leadership, (b) the
environment for organizational learning, and (c) leadership development efforts in
their organizations?
2. Which aspects of (a) the practice of leadership and (b) the environment for learning
influence these professionals’ perceptions of the overall effectiveness of leadership in
their organizations?
3. How do participants in leader development programs describe their involvement in
these programs?
4. What factors influence the participants’ perceptions of their transfer of learning from
these programs?
5. How do individuals who have referred or supervised participants in leader
development programs describe their expectations about and benefits of these
programs?
The chapter closes with an analysis using interview data integrated with survey data. The
analysis plan described in Chapter III included: data screening and three stages of analysis using
descriptive, correlation, and regression procedures for addressing the research questions. The
results presented here are aligned with that plan.
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Data Screening and Preliminary Analysis
The data preparation process, an essential first step, included data cleaning (missing
values, extreme values, and assessing fit between the data and assumptions for analysis) and
examination of frequency distributions and means to gain a broader understanding of the survey
data. A further purpose was to ascertain reliability statistics for the scales used in this study.
Data screening. Several mechanisms were used to invite participation in the online
survey; participation was limited to U.S. museum professionals. Initial data screening work
included examining the data from across all collectors. Response rates were calculated for each
collection source and across all sources (Table 4.1).
Table 4.1 Summary of Target Population, Sample and Actual Respondents by Source
Population Sampled1 Response2

Distribution Channel
ASTC

4,244

698

198 (28.3%)

AAM

15,389

1026

40 (3.9%)

ASTC Diversity & Leadership Fellows

36

33

21 (63.6%)

Bank Street Leadership in Museum Education Program

88

24

19 (79.1%)

Center for Curatorial Leadership

41

41

23 (56.0%)

Getty Leadership Institute Programs

207

135

47 (34.8%)

Noyce Leadership Fellows

70

40

34 (85%)

20,894

1996

382 (19.1%)

TOTAL

Note: 1Table 3.4 provides detail on the sampling rates. 2Includes partially completed surveys.

As seen in Table 4.1, the response rate was uneven across the various sources with respondents
from the leader development programs responding at a higher rates (50%) than those from either
the ASTC (28%) or AAM (4%) association lists. All distribution methods resulted in a
minimum 25% response rate except for those from AAM. Due to other AAM priorities, the
AAM email notice went out late in the data collection process. I was not able to directly email
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the sample members. Thus, it was not possible to set the date of the initial mailing or send
customized follow-up reminder notices. To compound these limitations the initial survey
invitation contained an incorrect survey link. Nonetheless, a total of 382 surveys, including 144
from participants on the targeted leadership development program lists, were received for
potential analysis, with an overall response rate of 19.1%.
Next, all data items were reviewed to see if the respondents were members of the
intended target population current U.S. museum professionals. For example, in answer to the
question “Please confirm that you are currently working in a museum” eight of the 382 respondents replied
“No” leaving 374 surveys for potential analysis.
Missing values. Whenever online surveys are conducted, there is a possibility that
participants will exit early and/or refuse to answer selected questions. This results in a situation
where data may be missing. In this study the abandonment rate (the percentage of respondents
who started but did not complete the survey) was approximately 27%. Reasons for abandonment
were given in email responses I received and included: survey length, forgetfulness, being
uncomfortable with the nature of the questions, or confusion about the topic.
D. George and Mallery (2012) and Mertler and Vannatta (2010) offer several options for
dealing with missing data including replacing the missing data, excluding entire cases
(respondents) from analysis, or excluding cases where no data exist for a specific variable. A
first attempt was made to fill in missing categorical data (e.g., Museum Type, Location,
Functional Position) for those cases where I had source information. For the remaining cases, a
variable called ABANDON was created that identified at what point respondents left the survey.
The following codes were used:
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1. Leaving the survey during the first set of questions about leadership practices,
2. Leaving the survey after completing the first set of questions about leadership
practices,
3. Leaving during the second set of questions about the learning organization,
4. Leaving after completing the second set of questions about the learning organization,
5. Leaving before completing the demographic questions, or
6. Leaving during the questions about one’s experience as a participant or supervisor of
a participant.
In order to conduct analysis, those individuals who abandoned prior to completing the questions
about the museum as a learning organization were immediately removed from the dataset (n=64).
The remaining Abandoners had sufficient data to be included in the analysis of Research
Question 1 and were retained. Thus, 310 surveys were included in the analyses, including 156
participants in leadership development programs. Table 4.2 shows the types of issues that were
found in the preliminary data screening along with the action(s) taken.
Table 4.2 Data Cleaning Issues and Actions
Issue

Approach

Result

Respondents answered “No”
regarding current employee
status in a museum

Reviewed responses to make
decision about conducting
analysis on this subset

8 cases were identified. They
were not included in the analysis.

Respondents left demographic
variables blank

Reviewed cases to determine if
information was available.

98 cases were identified. Where
source data was available, the
values were inserted; otherwise
they were left as missing data.

Respondents abandoned survey

Reviewed cases to determine at
what point they should be
excluded from the analysis

98 cases were identified; 64 of
the cases did not get past the first
two sets of questions and were
removed from the datafile.
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Other data cleaning was also needed. For example, in response to the question “In what
state/province is your museum located?” some respondents spelled out the state name instead of using

the requested two-letter abbreviation or used an incorrect abbreviation such as RO for RI. Items
like these were created.
Creating new variables. One additional action occurring during the pre-screening
process and throughout the analysis was the recoding of data. This is done to make the data
usable for analysis. Common examples include recoding continuous/interval data (e.g., age in
years) into discrete categorical (e.g., baby boomers, Millennials) or dichotomous (e.g., young vs
old) data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Data from two or more variables might be combined to
form a new variable or a new variable is created to identify certain aspects of the data set. For
example, the Bolman and Deal (1990) Leadership Orientation (BDLO) subscale items were
combined to create a variable for each Frame; the same procedure was used to create the
Dimensions of a Learning Organization (DLOQ-A) subscale variables. Another type of recode
involved making variables that identified the presence or absence of a response (e.g., those who
have email addresses for follow-up interviews vs those who did not). Table 4.3 lists recoded and
new variables.
Table 4.3 New Variables Created
Variable Names

Variable Label

BDLO_LENS_ST

BDLO Structural Frame

BDLO_LENS_HR

BLDO Human Resource Frame

BDLO_LENS-PL

BLDO Political Frame

BDLO_LENS-SY

BDLO Symbolic Frame

DLOQ_CONTLRNss

DLOQ Subscale – Create Opportunities for Continuous Learning
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DLOQ_INQDIALOGss

DLOQ Subscale – Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

DLOQ_TEAMLRNss

DLOQ Subscale – Encourage Collaboration & Team Learning

DLOQ_STRTLDRSHPss

DLOQ Subscale - Strategic Leadership for Learning

DLOQ_CRSYSTEMSss

DLOQ Subscale - Create Systems to Capture & Share Learning

DLOQ_EMPOWRPPLss

DLOQ Subscale - Empower People towards a Collective vision

DLOQ_CONNECTss

DLOQ Subscale - Connect the Organization to the Community

LDEVPROG_PART

Leader Development Program Participant

ABANDON

Abandoned Survey

LD_IMPORT

Importance of Leader Development

TOTAL_SOCIAL_SUPPORT Total Social Support
TOTAL_PREP_SUPPORT

Total Preparation Support

TOTAL_PEER_SUPPORT

Total Peer Support

TOTAL_SUPR_SUPPORT

Total Supervisor Support

TOTAL_ORG_SUPPORT

Total Organization Support

INTVW_LDPART

Participant says Yes to interview

INTVW_SUPR

Supervisor says Yes to interview

Highlighted words identify the labels that will be used when referring to the variable.

Sample weighting. As described above, through the initial data cleaning process, the
number of survey respondents was reduced to 310 usable surveys, with 156 participants in
leadership development programs. The frequency distributions for the demographic data in
Table 4.4 show that senior and middle level managers account for more than 85% of the
respondents.
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Table 4.4 Respondents Profile (Unweighted)
Variable

Frequency (%)*

Senior Management (e.g., CEO/Director/VP-level)

117 (38.7%)

Middle Management

146 (48.3%)

Non- manager
Leader development participant=Yes

39 (12.9%)
156 (52.3%)

Note: n=310; there were eight cases with missing data

Sample weighting is a means by which data are adjusted so they more appropriately
reflect the population from which they are drawn (Blaikie, 2003; Ganninger, 2012; Maletta,
2007). Maletta (2007) describes two outcomes for weighting. The first is to correct for scale
and the second for proportion. He suggests that for complex sampling designs like stratified
samples, a proportional weight is best in order to preserve the correspondence between sample
and target population. Data can be weighted using an demographic variable. Options for
weighting data included using the variables for Functional Position, status as a leader
development participant, Museum Type, and Museum Size. Given the focus of this research on
leadership and transfer of learning in museums, my first inclination was to the survey data based
on the distribution of professional museum workers. However, although the ASTC and AAM
lists identify Museum Type and Functional Position, there was overlap between the two lists and
the functional positions and museum types were not uniformly defined. I also explored Museum
Size as an option for weighting and found similar challenges as for job and museum type. Thus,
while I planned to weight by these museum characteristics, status as a leader development
participant seemed the most viable option.
Leadership program participants were oversampled; thus their occurrence in the sample is
not what one would expect to find in the general professional museum workforce. This presents
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a challenge in making sense of the data; if findings are reported as an aggregate of all
respondents, all are treated with equal weight. The respondents in the majority group
(Participants) would have a greater influence on the findings than they should. While the exact
percentage of museum professionals engaged in leader development programs across the U.S. is
unknown, it is safe to say that 50% of the museum professional workforce has not attended a
leadership development program.
Using the data in Table 4.1, the original data files from AAM and ASTC, plus the
frequency of respondents who were institutional members of both professional associations, I
was able to estimate the percentage of leader development program participants that could be
expected in the target population (AAM and ASTC membership lists). The initial calculations
dealt with figuring out how many of the respondents identified as leader development program
participants in the survey were not from the targeted programs listed in Table 4.1. Twenty-six
individuals were in this category; they came from the ASTC and AAM lists, not from the
targeted leadership program participation lists. Using the equation below (where k is the stratum
of a sample and π is the weight) proportional weights were derived and assigned to the leader
development participants and non-participants in the survey data (see Appendix E for detailed
calculations).
𝜋𝑘 =

𝑁𝑘 ⁄𝑁
𝑛𝑘 ⁄𝑛

According to Maletta (2007), if π>1, under-sampling has occurred; for π<1, over-sampling has
occurred. In the survey data, π= 0.22 for the leader development program participants, meaning
they were oversampled, and π=1.79 for non-participants who were under-sampled. Applying
these weights to all cases, results in the inflation of under-sampled items and the decrease in
over-sampled ones. Table 4.5 shows the results after weighting.
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Table 4.5 Respondents Profile – Unweighted vs Weighted
Variable

Unweighted

Weighted

Senior Management (e.g., CEO/Director/VP-level)

117 (38.7%)

87 (28.8%)

Middle Management

146 (48.3%)

159 (52.8%)

39 (12.9%)

56 (18.4%)

156 (52.3%)

34 (11.9%)

Non- manager
Leader development participant=Yes
Note: n=310; there were eight cases with missing data

Notice that in the weighted data leader development participants represent about 12% of the
total. Except for Research Question 3 and Research Question 4 that deal only with leader
development program participants and where otherwise noted, weighted data based on
participant status are used for all analysis.
Representing descriptive data. Sample weighting helps resolve some of the challenges
associated with analysis; however, the way that descriptive data was reported needed to be
considered. I found it necessary to take an alternative approach for reporting the results of
analysis in a representative manner. As with sample weights, any demographic variable could
potentially serve as the framing device.
Initial comparative analyses showed several statistically significant differences for means
across functional positions (See Appendix F with initial comparative difference tables). Thus,
the descriptive analysis shows the results by Functional Position. An additional rationale for
selecting Functional Position for weighting was because of this study’s focus on leadership.
Presenting data by Functional Position is one way to see how leadership is perceived across
levels in the museum. Where appropriate, differences between Museum Type and Museum Size
are also noted. A cross-tabulation by Functional Position, Museum Type, and Museum Size
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shows that Senior Managers who responded to the survey tended to come from medium to very
large Science or Natural History museums. Middle Manager respondents came from the whole
array of museum types and sizes. Non-Manager respondents were primarily from Science and
Natural History museums of any size (See Appendix G for the full cross-tab).
Respondent characteristics. The 310 usable surveys included 117 senior management
(president/director/VP) respondents, 146 Middle Manager respondents, and 39 Non-Manager
respondents. After applying participant/non-participant weights there were 302 weighted cases,
with 87 Senior Managers, 159 Middle Managers, and 56 Non-Managers (Table 4.6).
Table 4.6 Respondents Profile by Functional Position (Weighted)
Frequency (Percentage)
Senior
Middle
NonManagement Management Managers
n=87 (117)1
n=159 (146)
n=56 (39)

Leader
Development
Program
participation

Yes
No

17 (20.6%)
66 (79.4%)

14 (9.6%)
134 (90.4%

2 (3.7%)
52 (96.3%)

Years in Present
Job

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

16 (18.7%)
27 (32.9%)
26 (30.8%)
11 (12.8%)
4 (4.8%)

56 (37.8%)
38 (25.7%)
38 (25.4%)
13 (8.5%)
4 (2.6%)

13 (25.0%)
21 (39.6%)
9 (17.7%)
9 (17.7%)

Years in the
Field

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

2 (2.7%)
11 (13.7%)
15 (17.4%)
27 (31.8%)
29 (34.5%)

5 (3.6%)
23 (15.9%)
35 (23.8%)
59 (39.9%)
25 (16.8%)

2 (3.5%)
18 (34.9%)
7 (14.2%)
19 (37.0%)
5 (10.4%)

Museum Type

Science Museum/Center
Children’s
Natural History
History
Art
Multidisciplinary
Other

34 (39.0%)
9 (10.0%)
8 (9.0%)
5 (5.9%)
11 (12.8%)
20 (23.1%)
<1 (.3%)

53 (33.0%)
18 (11.5%)
15 (9.7%)
11 (7.2%)
25 (16.0%)
34 (21.6%)
2 (1.1%)

33 (59.1%)
2 (3.6%)
5 (9.6%)
7 (13.3%)
4 (8.0%)
4 (6.4%)
-
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Gender

Female
Male

48 (56.9%)
37 (43.1%)

119 (75.7%)
38 (24.3%)

45 (80.3%)
11 (19.7%)

Ethnicity/Race

White
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino
American Indian or Alaskan
Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
Multiple races
Do not wish to report this
information

76 (92.6%)
3 (3.3%)
2 (2.7%)

121 (84.0%)
3 (2.0%)
8 (5.6%)

40 (78.0%)
<1 (.8%)
2 (3.5%)

<1 (.3%)

- (.2%)
2 (1.4%)

-

1 (1.1%)
-

2 (1.2%)
6 (4.2%)
2 (1.4%)

4 (6.9%)
6 (10.8%)

Age

21-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or older

<1- (.5%)
10 (12.3%)
25 (30.0%)
27 (33.3%)
19 (23.8%)

7 (5.1%)
42 (29.6%)
55 (38.1%)
32 (21.9%)
8 (5.3%)

13 (25.0%)
21 (40.1%)
4 (7.3%)
5 (10.4%)
9 (17.3%)

Museum Size

Small (<25 staff)
Medium (26-100 staff)
Large (101-250 staff)
Very Large (>251 staff)

18 (21.3%)
34 (40.2%)
25 (29.5%)
8 (9.0%)

22 (14.1%)
58 (37.4%)
31 (19.8%)
45 (28.7%)

16 (30.3%)
9 (17.0%)
12 (21.6%)
17 (31.1%)

Geographic
Distribution
(U.S. Regions)

Northeast
Midwest
South
West

27 (31.6%)
21 (24.1%)
22 (25.6%)
16 (18.7%)

27 (16.8%)
43 (26.8%)
50 (31.4%)
40 (25%)

13 (23.7%)
18 (32.1%)
15 (26.9%)
10 (17.3%)

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size. The actual weighted n for each characteristic varies
due to missing data and rounding.

Senior Managers comprise 38% of the respondents and primarily represent science,
multidisciplinary, and art museums. Senior Managers trend older; more than 50% are over 50
years of age. Roughly 21% of Senior Managers have participated in leader development
programs. Middle Managers account for more than half of the survey respondents and come
from the same types of museums as Senior Managers. The bulk of Middle Managers (60%) are
in their 30s and 40s; fewer of them (9%) have participated in leader development programs.
Finally, the majority of Non-Managers come from science museums. They trend younger than
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their Senior and Middle Manager counterparts, mostly (65%) under age 40. This group has the
lowest rate of participation in leader development programs at less than 4%.
Looking across the three groups, consistent with their age differences, most Senior (66%)
and Middle Managers (57%) have been in the field more than 10 years while only 18% of
Non-Managers have more than 10 years of service. Unlike the U.S. museum workforce, the
percentage of females was higher than males. Females account for the majority in each
Functional Position, with 56%, 75%, and 80% respectively, compared to 48% in the national
workforce according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data as summarized in the 2011
AAM report (AAM, 2011c). A high percentage of respondents indicated they were White (87%,
76%, and 73% respectively), compared to 79% in the national workforce according to the same
AAM report.
Science museums/centers account for the majority of museum type (39%, 33% and 59%)
for each Functional Position followed by multidisciplinary museums for the Senior (23%) and
Middle Manager (22%) respondents and history museums for the Non-Managers (13%). Art
museums were the third largest type of museum in the Senior (13%) and Middle Manager (16%)
group and fourth largest for Non-Managers (8%). The majority of Senior (40%) and Middle
Managers (37%) come from medium sized museums, compared to Non-Managers who tend to
come from small museums and very large museums. As discussed above, the distribution by
museum type and size did not necessarily represent the true unduplicated and largely
undocumented distribution. In terms of geographic distributions, respondents come from every
region in the U.S, with small differences across functional positions.
An additional question asked respondents to identify from a list any changes that had
occurred in their institutions during the last two years (Table 4.7). Choices included: a new
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president/director starting, having an interim president/director, a re-organization, a significant
lay off, experiencing a significant increase or in decrease in financial resources, and/or a serve
weather-related event. Over 45% of respondents in each Functional Position group said their
institution had experienced not just one, but multiple events. In terms of individual events
occurring if ‘multiple’ was not selected, 8% of Senior Managers identified reorganization as the
highest individual event, 12% of Middle Managers selected reorganization as their highest
occurring event, and 17% of Non-Managers selected a decrease in financial resources as the
most frequent single event.
Table 4.7 Percentage of Participants Indicating Major Events in Past Two Years (weighted)
Senior
Managers

Middle
Managers

NonManagers

n=87 (117)1

n=159 (146)1

n=56 (39)1

New President

3.0%

1.5%

3.5%

Interim President

< 1%

1.2%

Reorganization

7.9%

11.8%

Museum expansion

6.3%

7.7%

Event

Significant Lay offs

1.2%

13.8%

6.9%

Increase in Financial Resources

4.7%

< 1%

Decrease in Financial Resources

4.7%

1.5%

Severe Weather-Related Event

< 1%

1.2%

Multiple Events

49.7%

51.1%

47.4%

None

20.2%

20.6%

11.2 %

17.3%

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size.

Clearly, there is a lot of change happening in the field, although not all of it is negative. Museum
expansions were identified by Senior (6%) and Middle (8%) Managers as the single event they
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were coping with; 5% of the Senior Managers indicated they had experienced a significant
increase in financial resources during the past two years.
Stage One - Research Question One: How do museum professionals perceive (a) the
practice of leadership, (b) the environment for organizational learning, and (c) leadership
development efforts in their organizations?
Survey respondents shared their perspectives through closed and open-ended questions.
In addition, a subset of leader program development participants and supervisors were
interviewed about their experiences. Respondents were generous in their reflections about what
they saw in the workplace. Excerpts from the open-ended survey questions and interviews will
be included in the description of findings.
Leadership. The Bolman and Deal (1990) Leadership Orientations Inventory (BDLO)
was developed to assess the leadership culture of an organization with respect to four lenses or
frames (Structural, Human Resource, Political, Symbolic) used by managers and leaders in the
conduct of their work (Figure 4.1).
Figure 4.1 Examples of the Four Leadership Orientation Frames

Bolman and Deal’s (2003) research suggests that all four frames are needed for effective
organizational life; scores on the inventory signify the degree of use of a particular frame. Each
frame is comprised of eight items which are scored on a 5-point scale; the maximum score for
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each frame is 40. Typically, a score above 32 (80%) signifies use of the frame (Sasnett & Ross,
Fall 2007); a score <32 indicates non-use. The original inventory comes in two forms, a
Leadership Orientations SELF and a Leadership Orientations OTHER version; the Self version
asks individuals to rate their own styles; the Other version asks them to rate their direct
supervisor/boss. For this study, the OTHER version was used and items modified to direct the
respondent’s attention to “the leadership of the organization” not their direct supervisor/boss.
The list of items grouped by frame is located in Appendix C.
Leadership Practices. Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and
measures of skewness and kurtosis were run for all of the BDLO variables. All had acceptable
levels of skewness and kurtosis, <± 3.0 (Blaikie, 2003). Table 4.8 presents the means for total
BDLO scores as well as the number of respondents who gave their institutional leadership a
BDLO score of 32 or more. Senior Managers and Non-Managers identify the Symbolic frame as
the one most used by their leadership, M=29.7 and M=25.1 respectively. The Symbolic frame is
characterized by behaviors related to inspiring staff and using stories and metaphors to convey
meaning. The Human Resource frame was seen as the next most used frame by Senior
Managers (M=29.6) while in contrast, Non-Managers (M=24.4) reported the Political frame as
the next most used frame. Managers operating out of the Human Resource frame are very
concerned with how staff feel; these individuals are typically good listeners. Competence with
the Political frame, on the other hand, is about negotiation and managing scarce resources.
Middle managers perceived more use of the Structural (M=27.0) and Symbolic (M=26.7) frames
by their museum leaders. Middle managers perceived their museums’ leadership to be
inspirational, but also concerned with policies and procedures. Non-Managers reported they
perceived very little use of any of the frames (the number of scores less than 32). In the case of
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Non-Managers, the use of any one frame may have been so infrequent that they could not
recognize its occurrence; they didn’t see a strong emphasis on policies, or an orientation towards
caring about staff, or see a strong vision being articulated. The closer to the top of an
organization the respondents were, the more likely they were to either see the actual uses of the
frames or to at least perceive that they were being used by museum leaders. In the case of Senior
Managers, it is possible they were actually rating their own leadership styles.
Table 4.8 Frame Scores and Number of Sample Identifying Use of Frames by their Leadership
(weighted)

Frames
Structural
Human Resources
Political
Symbolic

Senior Managers

Middle Managers

Non-Managers

n=87 (117)1

n=159 (146)1

n=56 (39)1

Mean

Frequency
> =32

Mean

Frequency
>= 32

Mean

Frequency
> =32

28. 4
29.6
28.2
29.7

27
43
30
39

27.0
26.3
26.5
26.7

43
52
38
47

23.77
22.7
24.4
25.1

6
8
12
12

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size. A total score 32 and above indicates full use (mastery)
of a frame (maximum=40).

Another way to look at the data is to examine how many frames are perceived as being
used in combination. About two-fifths of the Senior Managers (37%), more than half of the
Middle Managers (60%), and fully three-fourths of the Non-Managers (76%) did not perceive
their museums’ leadership as mastering (>32 points) any of the BDLO frames. Table 4.9 shows
that less than one-fourth of Senior Managers (21%), Middle Managers (16%) and Non-Managers
(7%) reported scores of 32 or more on all four frames; a somewhat higher percentage, 37%,
35%, and 13% respectively, reported use of three or more frames in combination. This is
contrasted with the majority of respondents (> 60%) across all functional positions reporting two
or fewer frames used. Table 4.8 indicates the number of frames most frequently perceived as
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being used by the respondents’ museum leadership. According to Bolman and Deal (2003), the
organizations in which managers are skilled in the use of multiple frames tend to be more
effective.
Table 4.9 Perception of the Number of Frames Used* by Leadership in the Organization

Frames
No Frames
1-2 Frames
3 Frames
4 Frames

Senior Managers

Middle Managers

Non-Managers

n=87 (117)1

n=159 (146)1

n=56 (39)1

Frequency (Percent)

Frequency (Percent)

Frequency (Percent)

32 (36.9%)
23 (25.6%)
14 (16.2 %)
19 (21.3%)

95 (59.8%)
25 (15.7%)
14 (8.6%)
25 (16.0%)

42 (75.5%)
6 (10.8%)
4 (6.4%)
4 (7.2%)

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size. A total score 32 and above indicates full use (mastery)
of a frame (maximum=40).

To see if the differences between Functional Position groups were significant,
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used. MANOVA was the appropriate
technique since the BDLO constructs are not totally independent of each other; they build to a
whole. See Tables 4.13 - 4.15 for descriptive statistics, skewness, and kurtosis. MANOVA
showed that Functional Position (Wilks’ Lambda=.854, F(8,588)=6.045, p=.000, η2=.076) affects
responses on the BDLO. ANOVA results indicated that the means on all frames differ
significantly across the Functional Position groups: Structural (F(2,297)=9.24, p=.000, η2=.059);
Human Resource (F(2,297)=15.23, p=.000, η2=.093); Political (F(2,297)=6.58, p=.002, η2=.042); and
Symbolic (F(2,297)=8.91, p=.000, η2=.057). This suggests that Senior, Middle, and Non-Managers
possess unique interpretations of the activities by their organizational leaders.
MANOVA also showed that Museum Size (Wilks’ Lambda=.848, F(12,754.331)=4.044,
p=.000, η2=.054) affects responses on the BDLO. ANOVA results indicated that the Human
Resource (F(3,288) =4.170, p=.007, η2=.042) and Political frames (F(3,288) =4.122, p=.007, η2=.041)
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significantly differ for Museum Size. The Bonferroni post-hoc test showed that for the Human
Resource frame (e.g., concern for people) professionals from small museums (M=3.571) had
more positive views than those from very large museums (M=3.01); for the Political frame
(e.g., skilled negotiator) professionals from medium museums (M=3.49) had more positive views
than those from large museums (M=3.23).
Reflections on museum leadership practices. In addition to the BDLO scale items, an
open-end question asked respondents to share any other thoughts they had about leadership in
their institutions. Roughly one-third of the respondents offered a perspective on leadership at
their museums. Analysis of the responses revealed several themes across the comments,
including: institution size, leadership styles (e.g., personality traits, top-down vs shared), change
management, self-aware leaders, the influences of organization culture on access to leadership,
leadership changes, reflection on/about leadership; skills necessary (or lacking) in leaders, and
trust. To see how the comments link back to the BDLO leadership orientations, the narrative
concerning aspects of leadership in the work environment can also be characterized as an
orientation to a particular frame.
The theme of organization culture was sited most frequently. Example statements
include an orienting frame where possible.
Unfortunately in a large federal bureaucracy, creative leadership is in short supply and
innovative leadership is not often rewarded. [Structural]
We have a culture of being very focused and results driven and the leadership style
within the organization reflects that. [Structural]
I know that we have a "cultish" culture at my organization, with multiple charismatic
leaders (who are also strategic and smart) [Symbolic].
Institutional size showed up as a consideration in many responses. A few respondents
said they had answered questions referring to their direct supervisor or their department since
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their institution was large or had several layers and they were not able to make judgments about
the institutional leadership. As one Middle Manager, from a very large museum, stated
There are two steps in the chain of command between me and our CEO. It's far easier
for me to see the leadership skills/prowess of my supervisor and my supervisor's
supervisor; the work of our CEO and the other VPs is much more opaque. [Structural]
The degree to which institutional size influenced perceptions of leadership was mentioned.
Consistent with the quantitative data, individuals from small museums thought their size was
“well-suited for allowing staff to experience, model, learn, and put into practice leadership
skills” [Human Resource]. On the other hand, small size was not necessarily a panacea. As one
survey respondent noted in his/her museum, their leadership team is “often found floundering in
how to approach each other for results without tempers flaring” [Political]. Or, possibly in a
smaller organization it was easier to see these flare-ups.
Comments about the styles or behaviors of leaders and leadership were also in
abundance. As one respondent stated, “I think that the leadership in our organization is
influenced a lot by the individual personalities and personal characteristics of the individuals in
leadership positions.” Others mentioned things like good leaders were those who led by
example and or shared information. Leadership styles reported included “a ‘decentralized’
approach to leadership, management, and decision-making, a corporate model,” and the oft
cited top-down approach [Structural].
Hierarchical structures are strongly defended.
The leaders at our museum are caring and thoughtful people. They will often, however,
solicit opinions or information from middle-level and lower-level floor staff only after
making important or far-reaching decisions.
There is a strict hierarchy (of many levels) that it seems like everything has to go
through. It's difficult to get things done with this because of the time involved.
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Statements about the skill sets of individuals and groups of leaders were shared. Leaders were
characterized as thoughtful, bold, and innovative as well as unaware, entrenched, and unskilled.
Comments about leader change and change management were also frequent.
Our leadership is shifting due to an upcoming vacancy and I am very concerned that the
new leadership will be out of balance and operate in a reactionary and knee-jerk
manner. [Human Resource]
The museum where I work is undergoing an extreme period of transformation, with a new
director taking over just this past month. Our previous director was here for 29 years.
[Political]
We are a high turnover business and it [leadership] continues to be a challenge.
[Political]
The feelings of uncertainty associated with change were most evident in situations where there
was turnover at the director or senior management level.
Exercising leadership. Finally, the survey asked respondents to indicate who practices
leadership in their organizations (Table 4.10). Using a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6
(Strongly Agree) respondents rated the degree to which leadership was exercised primarily by
senior management, by senior and middle management, or by everyone in the organization.
Almost 90% of Senior and Middle Managers indicated agreement that leadership was exercised
by both senior and middle management; 80% of Non-Managers were in agreement with that
statement. With regard to the question about leadership being practiced by everyone, over 50 %
of Senior Managers and Non-Managers agreed with the statement while 63% of Middle
Managers disagreed.
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Table 4.10 Participants’ Perceptions of Who Practices Leadership in Their Museums (weighted)
Senior Managers

Middle Managers

1

n=87 (117)

Primarily Senior
Managers
Senior and Middle
Managers
Everyone in the
organization

1

n=159 (146)

Non-Managers
n=56 (39)1

Agree

Disagree

Agree

Disagree

Agree

Disagree

74.4%

25.6%

69%

31%

86%

14%

89.2%

10.5%

89.3%

10.5%

80.7%

9.6%

57.2%

42.8%

37.4%

62.6%

51.9%

48.2%

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size.

Still, the answers appear to indicate that leadership is happening at multiple levels in the
institutions albeit, perhaps not as visibly as needed. When compared with the BLDO responses,
however, it appears that where leadership happens in the organization has more agreement across
functional positions than what leadership practices are being used.
Leadership effectiveness. Respondents were specifically asked to rate on a scale of 1
(Not at all Effective) to 10 (Extremely Effective) the overall effectiveness of leadership within
their institutions at two levels: the department level and the organization as a whole. Descriptive
analysis showed a high level of kurtosis for Senior Managers on the department level variable.
A closer look at the frequencies and histogram show that Senior Managers’ scores clustered at
the high end of the scale (M=7.75, SD=1.41) whereas scores from respondents in the other two
Functional Position groups were more spread out, with mean scores of M=7.08 and SD=2.06 for
Middle Managers and M=6.48 and SD=1.96 for Non-Managers. As you can see in Table 4.11
the means for all respondents for both levels of effectiveness are fairly high indicating they do
perceive a level of effectiveness in the leadership in their organizations. All three groups
reported a higher level of effectiveness within their division/departments than in their
organization.
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Table 4.11 Means and Standard Deviations for Measures of Overall Leadership Effectiveness by
Functional Position
Senior Managers
1

n=87 (117)

Middle Managers
1

n=159 (146)

Non-Managers
n=56 (39)1

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

In Department/
Division

7.75

1.41

7.08

2.06

6.48

1.96

In the Organization

6.97

2.00

6.42

1.91

5.33

2.30

Item

Note: The item scale ranges 1(Not at all Effective) -10 (Extremely Effective). 1Number in parentheses is the
unweighted sample size

The open-ended responses about institutional size and structure lend support to the validity of
higher means for department leadership effectiveness. As one Middle Manager survey
respondent noted,
Leaders in other areas of the museum (beyond my own) are not always transparent in
their decision-making. Therefore, I may perceive them to be less effective than they
actually are.
This notion could also work in the opposite direction. It is possible to perceive someone as more
effective given the same circumstances. In addition, given the large number of respondents who
reported low incidents of BDLO frame usage by their institutional leadership, it makes sense that
perception of effectiveness at the organization level is lower than for the department level.
Environment for organizational learning. The short version of the Dimensions of a
Learning Organization (DLOQ-A) was used to gather perspectives on the conditions under
which professionals are exercising leadership and might be supported in their continued learning
and leader development. The DLOQ-A measures “important shifts in an organization’s climate,
culture, systems, and structures that influence whether individuals learn” (Marsick & Watkins,
2003, p. 133). In addition to effective leadership, a culture of learning is one of the elements the
literature suggests is necessary for successful transfer of learning. The DLOQ-A asks
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respondents to read statements about how their organization supports and uses learning on three
levels: individual, team, and organization. The team level items refer to any type of
collaborative group working in an organization: a department, project team, and/or other crossorganization team. Seven dimensions (two for individual, one for team, and four for
organization level) were assessed using the 21-item version of the instrument. Each dimension
was assessed by three questions using a 6-point Likert-type response scale ranging from 1
(Almost Never) to 6 (Almost Always). For example, items include: People help each other learn
[individual level item] and My organization encourages people to get answers from across the organization
when solving problems [organization level item]. Higher scores indicate that respondents see their

institutions as supportive of learning; lower scores suggest a need for improvement in this area. I
refer the reader to Table 3.6 for the list of the dimensions and their characteristics and to
Appendix D for the list of items comprising each dimension.
Table 4.12 provides the means and standard deviations for each of the DLOQ-A
dimensions; measures of skewness and kurtosis were within acceptable range <±3 (Blaikie,
2003) for all three groups of respondents. Senior Managers were more positive than Middle
Managers and Middle Managers were consistently more positive than Non-Managers. One thing
is true, each of the three Functional Position groups was the least positive about Systems to
Capture Learning—something that seems like a necessary ingredient for transferring learning.
Items representing Systems to Capture Learning were: My organization creates systems to measure gaps
between current and expected performance; My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees;

and My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training.
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Table 4.12 Means and Standard Deviations for the Dimensions of a Learning Organization
(DLOQ-A) by Functional Position
Senior
Managers

Middle
Managers

Non
Managers

n=87 (117)1

n=159 (146)1

n=56 (39)1

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

4.24

1.00

4.03

1.01

3.73

.95

3.85

.98

3.59

.97

3.31

1.02

4.13

1.05

3.79

1.09

3.49

.94

4.33

1.08

3.78

1.14

3.28

1.16

3.18

1.20

2.96

1.22

2.60

1.04

Empower People

4.30

1.18

3.62

1.14

2.94

1.19

Connect the Organization

4.49

1.13

3.92

1.18

3.42

1.20

DLOQ-A Subscales
Individual Level
Continuous Learning
Promote Inquiry & Dialogue
Team Level
Team Learning
Organization Level
Strategic Leadership for
Learning
Systems to Capture Learning

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size. The item scale ranges from 1 (Almost Never) – 6
(Almost Always)

There are differences, however, in what dimensions each Functional Position group gave
their highest rating. Senior Managers indicate their organizations are more supportive in the
organization level domains of Connect the Organization and Strategic Leadership for Learning.
Connect the Organization is about getting staff to think out of the box and work across
boundaries; Strategic Leadership for Learning focuses on the extent to which leaders mentor,
coach, and look for learning opportunities for their staff. Middle Managers give higher ratings
for the individual level Continuous Learning (M= 4.03) and the organization level Connect the
Organization (M=3.92). Items for Connect the Organization include My organization encourages
people to think from a global perspective and My organization encourages people to get answers from across the
organization when solving problems. Items for Continuous Learning include People are given time to
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support learning and People are rewarded for learning. Finally, Non-Managers identified the individual

level Continuous Learning and the department level Team Learning as the dimensions with
greater support in their organizations. Team Learning items included Teams/groups have the freedom
to adapt their goals as needed and Teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or
information. The focus on Team Learning suggests that being assigned to project teams is one way

Non-Managers are being engaged in the work of the organization. Additionally, it should be
noted that mean scores for Non-Managers were generally lower than those of the other two
Functional Position groups, implying that they see less evidence of support for the learning
dimensions in their museums.
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed that Functional Type (Wilks’
Lambda=.785, F(14,582)=5.336, p=.000, η2=.114) significantly affect responses on the DLOQ-A.
Univariate ANOVA indicates that the means on all dimensions differ significantly across the
groups: Continuous Learning (F(2,297)=4.84, p=.009, η2=.032); Inquiry & Dialogue (F(2,297)=6.12,
p=.002, η2=.040); Team Learning (F(2,297)=6.30, p=.002, η2=.034); Strategic Leadership for
Learning (F(2,297)=14.50, p=.000, η2=.089); Systems to Capture Learning (F(2,297)=4.58, p=.011,
η2=.030); Empower People (F(2,297)=26.60, p=.000, η2=.152); and Connect the Organization
(F(2,297)=22.69, p=.000, η2=.102). These results clearly indicate differences in perspective about
museums as learning organizations across Functional Position groups.
In addition, MANOVA results indicate that Museum Size (Wilks’ Lambda=.047,
F(21,810.302)=4.011, p=.000, η2=.090) also significantly affects responses on the DLOQ-A.
Univariate ANOVA and Bonferroni post-hoc tests were conducted as follow-up tests. ANOVA
results indicated that Promote Inquiry and Dialogue [F(3,288) =7.213, p=.000, η2=.070] and
Strategic Leadership for Learning [F(3,288) =3.505, p=.016, η2=.035] significantly differ for
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Museum Size. Post-hoc tests for Promote Inquiry and Dialogue show that professionals from
small museums (M=3.71) are more likely to agree with this construct than those from very large
(M=3.19) museums; professionals from medium museums (M=3.83) are more likely to agree
with this construct than those from large museums (M=3.43); and those from medium museums
(M=3.83) are more likely to agree with this construct than those from very large museums
(M=3.19). The post-hoc tests for Strategic Leadership for Learning show that professionals from
medium and large museums differ significantly in their mean scores.
Finally, Art museums and Children's museums had slightly different perspective than
other museum types on the DLOQ-A scales. Respondents from Art museums were more likely
to agree that their organizations supported Team Learning (M=3.50) and engage in Continuous
Learning (M=3.71) and less likely to Create Systems to Capture Learning (M=2.73).
Respondents from Children's museums were more likely to support Team Learning (M=4.22)
and Empower People (M=4.31) and, like the Art museum professionals, less likely to Create
Systems to Capture Learning (M=3.69).
Leader development efforts. One survey question asked respondents to identify from a
list, the strategies for leader development that had been used in their organizations within the last
three years. Table 4.13 lists the strategies in order from most to least used as noted by all
respondents.
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Table 4.13 Leader Development Strategies Used by Respondents’ Museums

Activity

Overall percent
who said Yes these
activities are used
by their institutions

Performance appraisals

82%

Networking

69%

Work-based projects

57%

Other formal leader development programs

56%

Museum specific leadership programs (e.g., MLI, NLI, CCuL, etc.)

50%

Mentoring

39%

Leader development workshops

39%

Personal development plans

36%

Coaching

34%

360-degree feedback or multi-source feedback

26%

Developmental experiences (e.g., stretch assignments)

24%

Executive coaching

19%

Note: n=310

As shown in Table 4.13, museums are using a number of strategies to develop leadership.
Performance Appraisals and Networking were the top two strategies indicated by all three
groups. However, their order differed in that Senior Managers put Networking ahead of
Performance Appraisals. The least used strategies were consistent across all three groups.
Survey responses show that museums represented in the study frequently use the Performance
Appraisals, Networking, Work-based Projects, Museum-specific and Other leader development
programs for developing leaders. Given statements by leader development program participants
who indicated that Performance Appraisals were not used to track or acknowledge what they
learned, it may be that that appraisals are used for various reasons and or while there is a stated
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intent to use them for development purposes, for some reason that may not happen. Mentoring is
less frequently used even though it is a highly sought after experience from emerging museum
professionals (Luke & Kodek, 2008). While the survey did not differentiate internal and external
mentoring programs, follow-up interviews indicated that both types were in short supply. As one
Middle Manager, who was interviewed, stated
I think that’s [mentoring] something that’s seriously lacking in the field, and I don’t
know how to solve that problem. Or maybe it’s out there and I just don’t know about it.
And I think it’s really difficult because our field is so small to find those people - at the
director level Position - that you can really count on and contact.
Leader development program participants identified 360° feedback as one of the most valuable
learning aspects of their program experience, yet as Table 4.13 shows, this type of feedback is
least used in museums. One thing that is not clear is the extent to which these various strategies
are used or how museums are defining the term leadership. As one survey respondent said, in
his/her museum, “leadership is a slippery term and means different things to different people.”
Another survey question asked respondents to indicate who in their organization is likely
to be referred to a leader development experience using response categories of Likely, Somewhat
Likely, and Not at All. Options for referral were Frontline staff, Middle Managers, Senior
Managers, and the museum President/Director. Across all Functional Position groups, Frontline
staff (63%) were the least likely to be referred while Senior Managers (65%) and the museum
President/Director (59%) were the most likely. Middle Managers (28%) were more likely than
Frontline staff (6%) and less likely than Senior Managers (65%) to be referred for leader
development. Interviews with Supervisors of leader development participants shed some light
on other ways museum professionals are able to attend these programs.
If I hear about something that I think they might be interested in, I’ll pass on the
information, and it’s up to them whether or not they choose to do it. [Senior level
supervisor]
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Almost any initiative a person takes in my museum, particularly if the museum doesn’t
have to pay for it, the museum is happy for them to take that initiative. [Senior level
supervisor]
I think the fact that I was so jazzed about it. I think it’s the format of the programs, and
my enthusiasm, but also, I brought back a ton of stuff and applied it. And I think that that
really helped. [Middle level supervisor]
Importance of leader development and perception of general transfer success. Two
additional questions in the survey provided data on the perceptions respondents had about the
importance of leader development in their organizations and the extent to which colleagues
attending professional development activities of any type were able to apply their learning once
returning to work. The Importance variable was comprised of three items—Leader development is
important in my institution, Activities are available for everyone in my institution, from font-line staff to the CEO, and
Leader development enriches the whole organization— rated 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree).

General Transfer Success was a single-item scale where 1=Not at all Successful and 10 =Very
Successful. Table 4.14 provides the means and standard deviations for both items; measures of
skewness and kurtosis were within an acceptable range for all groups.
Table 4.14 Means and Standard Deviations for Measures of the Importance of Leader
Development and Transfer Success
Senior Managers

Middle
Managers
Mean
SD

Mean

SD

Importance of Leader Development

4.37

1.22

4.11

General Transfer Success

7.56

1.47

7.00

Measures

Non-Managers
Mean

SD

1.04

3.72

.81

1.97

6.53

2.39

Note: For Importance, Weighted n= 83, 156, & 54 respectively. For Success, Weighted n= 76, 106, & 28
respectively. The item scale range is 1(Strongly Disagree) – 6 (Strongly Agree) for Importance and 1 (Not at all
Successful) -10 (Very Successful) for General Transfer Success.
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Differences for mean scores across Functional Position groups was statistically significant
(F(2,289)=6.24, p=.002). Post-hoc analysis using the Bonferronni test shows that the mean
difference between Senior Managers (M=4.37) and Non-Managers (M=3.72) was statistically
significant at the p=.001 level and for Middle Managers (M=4.11) and Non-Managers (M=3.72)
at the p=.055 level. As a group, Senior Managers perceive a higher level of Importance for
leader development in their organizations than Non-Managers and perhaps even more than
Middle Managers. Given that Non-Managers are less likely to be referred for leader
development, it makes sense that they might not perceive that their organizations think leader
development is important. Sharing thoughts about leader development in his/her museum, a
Senior Manager survey respondent noted:
Managers have often had minimal management and leadership training when they
assume mid-level management positions. We have begun focusing on leadership
development, but still have a lot of capacity building to do.
For the perception of General Transfer Success variable, again, mean scores across
functional positions are statistically significant (F(2,207)=3.71, p=.026); the significant difference
is between Senior Managers (M=7.56) and Non-Managers (M=6.53). This time, however, the
difference in mean scores of Senior and Middle Managers was not statistically significant. Thus,
a trend appears evident. Senior Managers appear to perceive a higher level of General Transfer
Success than either of the other two functional positions groups. Because the relative number of
Senior Managers involved in leader development activities is greater than either of the other
Functional Position groups, the results may simply be signaling Senior Managers’ satisfaction
with their own ability to implement new skills and knowledge. It may also be that having
positional or formal power is related to the perception of being able to transfer learning.
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Research Question 1 summary. Research Question 1 required the use of descriptive
analysis (univariate and bivariate) to provide an overview of the perception of leadership and
support for learning in museums.

Characteristics of respondents were described and the results

of key variables were summarized. Respondents reported low to modest use of BDLO
leadership frames by leaders in their organizations. Most striking is the finding that over 60% of
museum professionals did not see leaders in their organizations as having mastered any of the
frames. The assessment of the degree to which their organizations supported learning was also
moderate; in this case, Senior Managers tended to rate their organizations higher than Middle
Managers and Non-Managers. In terms of leadership effectiveness, Senior Managers had more
positive views than Middle Managers and Non-Managers. When examining the effect of
Museum Size on both the BDLO and DLOQ-A, professionals from smaller institutions were
more positive than those from larger institutions for the BDLO Human Resource and Political
frames and the DLOQ-A Promote Inquiry and Dialogue and Strategic Leadership for Learning
dimensions.
Stage One - Research Question Two: Which aspects of the (a) practice of leadership and
(b) environment for learning influence these professionals’ perceptions of the overall
effectiveness of leadership in their organizations?
Correlation analysis was used to explore the relationship between the BDLO leader
practice frames, DLOQ-A learning environment scales, and the perception of Leadership
Effectiveness. Associations between the BDLO (leader practices) and the DLOQ-A (learning
environment) and General Transfer Success were also explored. The General Transfer Success
question asked To what extent are your colleagues who have participated in professional development programs
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(leadership oriented or other) been successful in using what they learned when they return to work? The rating

scale ranged from 1 (Not at all Successful) to 10 (Very Successful).
Assessing the distribution of the variables. One of the steps in the data screening
process was to assess the degree to which the variables are reasonably normally distributed;
normality is a requirement for statistical analysis. If data are not normally distributed, the results
from analysis may be biased (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010). Descriptive statistics for variables
relevant to this analysis are shown by respondent group (Table 4.15, Table 4.16, Table 4.17).
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Table 4.15 Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis for Continuous Variables – Senior Managers (weighted)

Independent Variables

n

Mean

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Statistic

Std. Error

Statistic

Std. Error

Structural Lens

87

3.50

0.74

-.272

.258

-.428

.511

Human Resource Lens

87

3.70

0.92

-1.140

.258

.600

.511

Political Lens

87

3.52

0.76

-.490

.258

-.251

.511

Symbolic Lens

87

3.72

0.78

-.668

.258

-.065

.511

Continuous Learning Opportunities

87

4.25

1.00

-.627

.258

-.266

.511

Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

87

3.86

0.98

-.445

.258

.108

.511

Team Learning

87

4.14

1.05

-.695

.258

.047

.511

Strategic Leadership for Learning

87

4.33

1.08

-.682

.258

-.026

.511

Create Systems to Share Learning

87

3.19

1.20

-.122

.258

-.842

.511

Empower People

87

4.31

1.18

-1.006

.258

.222

.511

Connect the Organization

87

4.49

1.13

-.898

.258

.211

.511

Leadership Effectiveness - Department Level

87

7.75

1.41

-1.249

.258

3.918

.511

Leadership Effectiveness - Organization Level

87

6.97

2.00

-1.189

.258

1.234

.511

General Transfer Success

76

7.56

1.47

-.485

.276

-.070

.546

Dependent Variables

Note: Unweighted n=117
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Table 4.16 Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis for Continuous Variables – Middle Managers (weighted)

Independent Variables

n

Mean

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Statistic

Std. Error

Statistic

Std. Error

Structural Lens

159

3.37

0.82

-.280

.192

-.279

.382

Human Resource Lens

159

3.29

0.99

-.150

.192

-.849

.382

Political Lens

159

3.31

0.84

-.268

.192

-.259

.382

Symbolic Lens

159

3.34

0.93

-.320

.192

-.381

.382

Continuous Learning Opportunities

159

4.03

1.01

-.327

.192

-.053

.382

Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

159

3.59

0.97

.069

.192

-.106

.382

Team Learning

159

3.79

1.09

-.280

.192

-.364

.382

Strategic Leadership for Learning

159

3.78

1.14

-.174

.192

-.116

.382

Create Systems to Share Learning

159

2.96

1.23

.196

.192

-.863

.382

Empower People

159

3.62

1.14

-.104

.192

-.047

.382

Connect the Organization

159

3.92

1.17

-.310

.192

-.639

.382

Leadership Effectiveness - Department Level

159

7.08

2.06

-1.092

.192

1.031

.382

Leadership Effectiveness - Organization Level

159

6.42

1.91

-.501

.192

.327

.382

General Transfer Success

106

7.00

1.97

-.834

.235

1.117

.466

Dependent Variables

Note: Unweighted n=146
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Table 4.17 Mean, Standard Deviation, Skewness, and Kurtosis for Continuous Variables – Non-Managers (weighted)

Independent Variables

n

Mean

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Statistic

Std. Error

Statistic

Std. Error

Structural Lens

56

2.96

0.85

-.562

.320

.032

.630

Human Resource Lens

56

2.84

0.94

-.022

.320

-.728

.630

Political Lens

56

3.05

0.75

-.132

.320

-.311

.630

Symbolic Lens

56

3.13

0.89

-.356

.320

-.207

.630

Continuous Learning Opportunities

56

3.73

0.95

.335

.320

-.442

.630

Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

56

3.31

1.02

.461

.320

-.447

.630

Team Learning

56

3.49

0.94

-.186

.320

-.091

.630

Strategic Leadership for Learning

56

3.28

1.16

.585

.320

.344

.630

Create Systems to Share Learning

56

2.60

1.04

.186

.320

-1.122

.630

Empower People

56

2.94

1.19

.245

.320

-.827

.630

Connect the Organization

56

3.42

1.20

.104

.320

-.341

.630

Leadership Effectiveness - Department Level

56

6.40

1.98

-.047

.320

-.049

.630

Leadership Effectiveness - Organization Level

56

5.26

2.29

-.162

.320

-.871

.630

General Transfer Success

28

6.53

2.39

-.194

.438

-.848

.853

Dependent Variables

Note: Unweighted n=39
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Acceptable measures of skewness and kurtosis are generally set at ±2.0 (D. George & Mallery,
2012); however, Blaikie (2003) cites the acceptable limits of skewness at ±3.0. Other
researchers and statisticians (S. Brown, 2011; Wheeler, 2004) suggest the degree to which
skewness or kurtosis are a problem depends on the population and the purpose of the research.
The measure of kurtosis for Senior Managers’ scores on Department Level Leadership
Effectiveness suggests a steep curve with variation in scores that may be coming from a few
extreme values. While the kurtosis statistic exceeds the 3.0 level, data was retained as-is and not
transformed. It is possible that in rating department level effectiveness, many Senior Managers
were in fact self-reporting. This might explain the higher scores for that variable.
Correlation analysis: BDLO, DLOQ-A, leadership effectiveness, and transfer
success. Table 4.18 presents the summary bivariate correlation coefficients for the BDLO leader
practice frames and the DLOQ-A learning environment scales with Leadership Effectiveness and
perception of General Transfer Success variables (see the Appendices H and I for the full
matrices). All correlations in Table4.18 are significant at the p<.01 level and range from a low
of .255 for Create Systems to a high of .763 for Symbolic lens and Organization Level Leader
Effectiveness. In general, the coefficients are consistent across the measures for each of the
column variables—Organization Level Leader Effectiveness, Department Level Leader
Effectiveness, and Perception of Transfer Success. The correlations between the BDLO and
DLOQ-A measures and Organization Level Leader Effectiveness indicate a strong relationship;
the relationship is much weaker for Department Level Leader Effectiveness. For General
Transfer Success, the correlations indicate a moderate relationship. The stronger the
relationship, the more the two variables have in common (Salkind, 2008, p. 85). Squaring the
correlation coefficient provides information about how much of the variance in one variable is
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accounted for by the variance in the other. For example, the Structural lens accounts for 56% of
the variability in the Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness scores (.7482), but only 9% of
the variability in Departmental Level Leadership Effectiveness scores (.3022). It may be that
when museum senior management is clear about policies and procedures and attends to those
details (Structural lens behaviors) they are perceived as being more effective. It is also possible
that due to the distance between the organization leaders and the rest of the staff, it is not the
behavior of the leadership but the policies and procedures in place that act as a proxy for
organization level effectiveness, something that may not be an issue within a department. The
Structural lens accounts for 26% of the variance in General Transfer Success. This relationship
would suggest that in part, when certain practices are in place, individuals may be able to
implement their new skills and knowledge more easily. One more item of note is that the
correlation coefficients for General Transfer Success consistently lay between organization and
department level scores.
Table 4.18 Bivariate Correlations: BDLO, DLOQ-A, Leadership Effectiveness, and General
Transfer Success
Leadership Effectiveness

General
Transfer
Success

Organization
Level

Department
Level

Structural Lens

.748**

.302**

.514**

Human Resource Lens

.739**

.349**

.503**

Political Lens

.747**

.329**

.463**

Symbolic Lens

.763**

.422**

.499**

Continuous Learning
Opportunities

.599**

.301**

.401**

Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

.594**

.385**

.419**

Team Learning

.632**

.359**

.499**

Measures
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Strategic Leadership for Learning

.729**

.405**

.538**

Systems to Capture Learning

.533**

.255**

.380**

Empower People

.634**

.307**

.493**

Connect the Organization

.645**

.314**

.553**

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Preparing for regression analysis. While bivariate correlations are helpful in
identifying associations between variables, multiple regression offers a way to see which
combination of independent (explanatory) variables influence the outcome, or dependent
variables. The first step in regression is to examine the correlation matrix for the independent or
potential explanatory variables (Table 4.19). It is important that explanatory variables are not
too highly correlated with each other to avoid the possibility of multicolinearity.
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Table 4.19 Correlations between BDLO and DLOQ-A

1
1. Structural Lens

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1

2. Human Resource Lens

.770**

1

3. Political Lens

.816**

.776**

1

4. Symbolic Lens

.791**

.846**

.877**

1

5. Continuous Learning
Opportunities

.565**

.665**

.568**

.626**

1

6. Promote Inquiry &
Dialogue

.581**

.660**

.616**

.650**

.685**

1

7. Team Learning

.616**

.737**

.626**

.643**

.647**

.700**

1

8. Strategic Leadership for
Learning

.716**

.760**

.693**

.762**

.734**

.715**

.744**

1

9. Systems to Capture
Learning

.644**

.541**

.529**

.545**

.574**

.498**

.466**

.636**

1

10. Empower People

.610**

.728**

.612**

.651**

.715**

.656**

.750**

.756**

.623**

1

11. Connect the
Organization

.629**

.671**

.677**

.695**

.616**

.609**

.681**

.767**

.596**

.784**

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). Listwise n =310. All respondents for all Functional Positions weighted for
Participant status.

1
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Checking for multicolinearity. Table 4.19 indicates that the BDLO subscales for this
dataset are highly correlated (.770 to .877) and suggests that multicolinearity may be an issue.
Two diagnostics that help determine multicolinearity are the tolerance statistic and variance
inflation factor (VIF). These diagnostic statistics are produced as part of SPSS regression
analysis output. The high correlations with the BDLO variables led to an initial trial regression
to determine if multicolinearity was an issue. Initial regression runs showed that all subscales of
the BDLO have very low tolerance scores (.161 to .285), meaning they appear to measure the
same thing; thus multicolinearity exists. Keeping all the BDLO frames in the regression analysis
made it difficult to establish which frame actually explains the variance in a dependent variable
and essentially double, triple, or quadruple loads the regression equation. Suggested remediation
for multicolinearity includes eliminating one of the variables, transforming the variables,
examining the factor structure of the variable if it is part of a scale to see what variables might be
combined, and trying another form of analysis (Blaikie, 2003; Foster et al., 2006; Mertler &
Vannatta, 2010).
Combining pairs of the BDLO subscales (e.g., Structural + Human Resource) did not
significantly decrease the correlations or tolerance and VIF statistics. Combining all BDLO
subscales into one omnibus variable resulted in a decent fit with just over 66% of the variance in
Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness explained (R2Adj=.662; F(1,289)=192.084, p=.000).
However, an omnibus measure for an inventory that is about identifying the different frames
managers and leaders use in decision making did not make sense. In a study of American school
administrators, Bolman and Deal (1991) used Principal Components Analysis (PCA) to
determine if the respondents saw the BDLO items as clusters. In that study, PCA yielded a
3-factor grouping as opposed to the standard 4-factor model. Given the findings from that study,
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PCA was run for the BDLO data in this museum professionals dataset. Twenty-one items of the
32-item instrument loaded onto three distinct factors (see Appendix J for the component matrix)
in similar combinations to those found in the Bolman and Deal 1991 study: Human Resource-R
(made up of all the Human Resource frame items plus other items), Structural-R (four Structural
frame items) and Politico-Symbolic-R (a mixture of Political and Symbolic frame items).
Reliability coefficients exceeded .80 for all three factors. Table 4.20 provides reliability
coefficients for the new 3- and original 4-factor BDLO.
Table 4.20 Alpha Coefficients for the BLDO-Revised for All Respondents
Alpha

Normed
Alpha*

Structural

.91

.92

Human Resource

.95

.93

Political

.91

.91

Symbolic

.93

.93

Structural-R

.80

-

Human Resource-R

.96

-

Politico-Symbolic-R

.90

-

Bolman & Deal Leadership Orientations (BDLO)

Bolman & Deal Leadership Orientations – Revised (BDLO-R)

Note: *Bolman (2011)

Regression adjusted factor scores were created in SPSS. Bivariate correlations using the factor
scores showed very low correlations (-.032 - .056). Therefore, for analytic purposes, the 3-factor
structure using the factor score variables was used for regression analysis.
Control variables. Control variables used in the multiple regressions were Functional
Position, Museum Type, and Museum Size. Since these were categorical variables, they needed
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to be changed into scale dummy variables for entry into the regression model. Dummy variables
have two values, 0 for one category and 1 for the other. For Functional Position, three dummy
variables were created: one each for Senior Manager (1) not Senior Manager (0); Middle
Manager (1) not Middle Manager (0); and Non-manager (1) not Non-manager (0). For museum
type, the original seven variables (Table 4.6) were recoded into four variables—Science/Natural
History, Children’s, Art/History, and Multidisciplinary. The four dummy variables created
followed the same pattern as with Functional Position. For example, the first dummy variable
for Museum Type was Science-Natural History (1) not Science-Natural History (0), and so on.
Initially the Museum Size variable used the existing categories for creating dummy variables.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Senior manager–not Senior Manager
Middle manager–not Middle Manager
Non-manager–not Non-Manager
Science/natural history–not Science/natural history
Children’s–not Children’s
Art/history–not Art/history
Multidisciplinary–not Multidisciplinary
Small/medium–not Small/medium
Large/very large–Large/very large

Keeping in mind sample size limitations, additional test regression runs were conducted with
these dummy variables to help make decisions about further recodes. Based on these initial test
runs showing no differences for the individual museum type and a significant influence of
medium sized museums, some further recode decisions were made. There was no significant
influence for museum type in these initial test runs, so museum type was recoded to
Science/Natural History and Other. After these initial test runs only the Medium Size dummy
variable was a significant contributor. To be consistent with size logic, a new size dummy
variable was developed with Small and Medium together and Large and Very Large together.
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These further recodes resulted in five control variables for the regression analysis. They were:
the three functional types, the Small/Medium museum size, and the Science-Natural History/all
other museum type variables. Table 4.21 contains the correlation matrix for all control and
potential explanatory variables.
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Table 4.21 Correlation Matrix of Explanatory Variables including Revised BDLO Regression Factors, DLOQ-A Subscales, and
Control Variables
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

1.

Human Resource-R Lens

1

2.

Political-Symbolic Lens

-.018

1

3.

Structural-R Lens

.007

.031

1

4.

Continuous Learning
Opportunities
Promote Inquiry &
Dialogue

.561**

.260**

.235**

1

.551**

.300**

.239**

.674**

1

.661**

.271**

.195**

.638**

.697**

1

.634**

.313**

.354**

.730**

.703**

.735**

1

.397**

.249**

.436**

.559**

.486**

.450**

.618**

1

.625**

.273**

.220**

.703**

.661**

.748**

.756**

.617**

1

10. Connect the Organization

.498**

.428**

.251**

.589**

.586**

.679**

.757**

.576**

.782**

1

11. Senior Management

.250**

.004

-.021

.130*

.159**

.181**

.261**

.113

.315**

.263**

1

12. Middle Management

-.070

.024

.131*

.010

-.013

-.037

-.042

.014

-.045

-.047

.672**

1

13. Non-Manager

-.203**

-.035

-.143*

-.165**

-.168**

-.164**

-.250**

-.150*

-.309**

-.246**

-.300**

-.504**

1

14. Small /Medium Museums
(less than 100 employees)

.198**

.038

-.031

.028

.243**

.125*

.156**

-.034

.133*

.093

.100

-.045

-.059

1

15. Science/Natural History

-.036

.086

-.033

.128*

.046

.086

.098

.041

-.014

-.011

-.036

-.100

.171**

-.339**

5.
6.

Team Learning

7.

Strategic Leadership for
Learning
Systems to Capture
Learning

8.
9.

Empower People

15

1

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). Listwise n=293. All respondents for all
Functional Positions weighted for Participant status.
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The regression method. Multiple regression analysis was used to assess which of the
explanatory variables and controls accounted for a significant part of the variance in perceptions
of three outcomes: Department Level Leadership Effectiveness, Organization Level Leadership
Effectiveness, and General Transfer Success. Regression models were constructed for the three
outcome variables. For all of the models, the control variables were entered into the first block,
the BDLO-Revised factor score variables into the second block, and the DLOQ-A variables into
the third block (Figure 4.2). This is consistent with theory that control variables may influence
leadership practices and leadership practices may influence measures related to the learning
organization.
Figure 4.2 Multiple Regression with Control, Explanatory, and Dependent Variables

As variables are entered into the regression equation using the stepwise method, an
assessment is made about their relative contribution to the outcome variable. For the stepwise
method the criteria of .05 is set as the significance level for inclusion of a variable and .10 as the
point when variables are removed from the equation. In essence, variables that make no additive
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contribution (or fall below .10) are removed from the equation. The resulting models are
checked for evidence of multicolinearity. If it exists, variables may be removed and the analysis
is run again.
Regression analysis: Perception of department level leadership effectiveness. The
multiple regression with perception of Department Level Leadership Effectiveness as the
dependent variable resulted in a model with five explanatory variables. By looking at the model
summary information (Table 4.22) one can see that the first model contained one variable, NonManager, which accounted for 4.4% (∆R2) of the variance in Department Level Leadership
Effectiveness. In the next model, the control variable Science/Natural History is added and it
contributes an additional 3.6% in explaining the variance. In each subsequent model a variable
making a statistically significant contribution to the variance is added. The Human Resource-R
and Politico-Symbolic-R variables are added in models three and four, contributing 7.2% and
3.4% respectively. The final model adds one variable, DLOQ-A Promote Inquiry and Dialogue
(encouraging feedback and open viewpoints) which contributed an additional 2.5 % to the
variance of leadership effectiveness. The final model accounted for 19.7% of the variance
(R2Adj=.197; F(5,296)=15.792, p=.000) in scores of the perception of Department Level Leadership
Effectiveness.
Table 4.22 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perceptions of Department Level
Leadership Effectiveness
Model Explanatory Variables

R2

R2Adj

∆R2

∆F

p

1

Non-Manager

.044

.041

.044

13.762

.000

2

Non-Manager + Science/Natural
History Museum

.080

.074

.036

11.726

.001
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3

Non-Manager + Science/Natural
History Museum + Human ResourceR Lens

.152

.143

.072

25.266

.000

4

Non-Manager + Science/Natural
History Museum + Human ResourceR Lens + Political-Symbolic-R Lens

.186

.175

.034

12.330

.001

5

Non-Manager + Science/Natural
History Museum + Human ResourceR Lens + Political-Symbolic-R Lens
+ Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

.211

.197

.025

9.342

.002

Variables that made a significant contribution to explaining the variance in the perception
of Department Level Leadership Effectiveness included in descending order of standardized βeta
weights: DLOQ-A Promote Inquiry and Dialogue (β=.205), Human Resource-R Lens (β=.169),
Science/Natural Science museums (β=.160), Politico-Symbolic Lens (β=.121), and
Non-Manager (β= -.160). βeta weights are important because they indicate the relative strength
of the variables; in this case, Promote Inquiry and Dialogue, the dimension highlighting the
activities of trust building and open exchange, was most important in influencing the variation in
scores for Department Level Leadership Effectiveness (see Table 4.2). Also, because the
direction of the βeta statistic for Non-Manager is negative, it suggests that being a Non-Manager
negatively affects perception of Department Level Leadership Effectiveness; Non-Managers
(M=6.48) give lower scores for effectiveness at this level than Senior (M=7.75) and Middle
Managers (M=7.08). In short, Senior and Middle Managers were more likely to perceive a
higher level of leader effectiveness at the department level.

183
Table 4.23 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perceptions of Department
Level Leadership Effectiveness
B

SE B

β

t

p

-.805

.270

-.160

-2.977

.003

Science/Natural History Museum

.618

.203

.160

3.043

.003

Human Resource-R Lens

.333

.126

.169

2.651

.008

Political-Symbolic-R Lens

.235

.109

.121

2.151

.032

Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

.397

.130

.205

3.057

.002

Explanatory Variable
Non-Manager

Note: R2Adj =.197 (Weighted n=293, p= .002)

While it is helpful to see that 20% of the variance is explained by the model, 80% is not. Several
possibilities exist for this finding. It may be that variables like personal job satisfaction (e.g.,
being able to practice your craft) or job structure and benefits (e.g., hours, pay, vacation) have
more influence on a person’s perception of leadership effectiveness at the department level. It
could also be a levels mismatch since the effectiveness measure is at the department level, but
many of the explanatory measures are about the organization level.
Regression analysis: Perception of organization level leadership effectiveness. Next,
a model was sought to explain the perceptions of leadership effectiveness at the organization
level. The first model contained the variable Non-Manager which accounted for 6.8% (∆R2) of
the variance in Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness (Table 4.24). The second model
added the Human Resource-R variable (28.9%) and subsequent models added PoliticoSymbolic-R and Structural-R which accounted for 19.0% and 9.3% respectively. The last
variable to be entered, Strategic Leadership for Learning, accounted for 2.2% of the variance.
Human Resource-R and DLOQ-A Strategic Leadership for Learning are characterized by
behaviors that focus on people and their needs and values. It would appear that the extent to
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which basic needs are taken care of and values are acknowledged results in positive perceptions
of leadership effectiveness at the organization level. The final multiple regression model
accounted for 65.6% of the variance (R2Adj=.656; F(5,287)=112.604, p=.000) of the perception of
Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness.
Table 4.24 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perceptions of Organization Level
Leadership Effectiveness
Model Explanatory Variables
1
2
3

Non-Manager
Non-Manager +Human Resource-R
Lens
Non-Manager +Human Resource-R
Lens +Political-Symbolic-R Lens

R2

R2Adj

∆R2

∆F

p

.068

.065

.068

21.311

.000

.357

.352

.289

130.236

.000

.547

.542

.190

121.069

.000

4

Non-Manager +Human Resource-R
Lens +Political-Symbolic-R Lens
+Structural-R Lens

.640

.635

.093

74.536

.000

5

Non-Manager +Human Resource-R
Lens +Political-Symbolic-R Lens
+Structural-R Lens +Strategic
Leadership for Learning

.662

.656

.022

19.069

.000

The variables that made a significant contribution to explaining the variance in this
outcome variable included in descending order of standardized βeta weights: Human Resource-R
Lens (β=.414), Politico-Symbolic-R Lens (β=.352), Strategic Leadership for Learning (β=.245),
Structural-R Lens (β=.228), and Non-Manager (β= -.071). The Human Resource-R Lens was
most important in influencing the variation in scores of leadership effectiveness at the
organization level (see Table 4.25). This suggests that attention to the needs of staff, listening,
and participative decision making activities contribute to more positive perceptions of leader
effectiveness. In addition, and similar to Department Level Leadership Effectiveness, the
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direction of the beta weight suggests that being a Non-Manager has a negative effect on
perception of leadership effectiveness at the organization level. In other words, Senior and
Middle Managers are more likely to rate their leadership as effective.
Table 4.25 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perceptions of Organization
Level Leadership Effectiveness
B

SE B

β

t

p

-.380

.191

-.071

-1.989

.048

Human Resource-R Lens

.876

.105

.414

8.369

.000

Political-Symbolic-R Lens

.735

.081

.352

9.132

.000

Structural-R Lens

.482

.083

.228

5.790

.000

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.440

.101

.245

4.367

.000

Explanatory Variable
Non-Manager

Note. R2Adj =.656 (Weighted n=293, p= .000)

Regression analysis: Perception of general transfer success. The same control and
explanatory variables were investigated to see what they contributed to the perception of General
Transfer Success. The same procedure as above was followed, multiple regression with the
stepwise method. Examining the model summary (Table 4.26) shows that Structural-R Lens
contributed 8.9% to the variance in the dependent variable. In the second model, Connect the
Organization contributed an additional 24.8%. Team Learning, added in the third model,
contributed 3.3% for an overall contribution of 36% (R2Adj=.360; F(3,209)=40.770, p=.000). None
of the control variables appeared to influence General Transfer Success.
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Table 4.26 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perceptions of General Transfer Success
R2

R2Adj

∆R2

∆F

p

Structural-R Lens

.089

.084

.089

20.509

.000

2

Structural-R Lens +Connect the
Organization

.337

.330

.248

78.315

.000

3

Structural-R Lens +Connect the
Organization +Team Learning

.370

.360

.033

10.924

.001

Model

Explanatory Variables

1

The final model accounted for 36% of the variance and contained three variables. The variables
in order by standardized β coefficients were: Connect the Organization (β=.344), Team Learning
(β=.246), and the Structural-R Lens (β=.191). Connect the Organization (thinking more
globally, working with others to solve problems) appeared to be the variable most important in
explaining the variance in perception of General Transfer Success (Table 4.27).
Table 4.27 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perceptions of General
Transfer Success
B

SE B

β

t

p

Structural-R Lens

.360

.107

.191

3.366

.001

Connect the Organization

.519

.115

.344

4.520

.000

Team Learning

.437

.132

.246

3.305

.001

Variable

Note: R2Adj= .360 (Weighted n= 213, p= .001)

One senior level Supervisor interviewed talked about an internal development program and how
her institution is enacting Connect the Organization and Team Learning saying that, “All the
senior management teams had to attend the sessions with their people. We didn’t seat them at
the same tables, we mixed it all up, but they were just another participant in the room.” She
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went on to say that participation by the senior managers in the institution had a positive effect on
how staff viewed the training as well as how staff thought of their senior leadership.
The regression analyses for perceptions of leadership effectiveness and transfer success
show the same interesting relationship as seen in Table 4.18 with Organization Level Leadership
Effectiveness and General Transfer Success having more of their variance explained by the
BDLO and DLOQ-A than Department Level Leadership Effectiveness. One reason may be
related to the way the BDLO and DLOQ-A questions were directed—they pointed the
respondent to the organization level. Recall from Table 4.18 that if respondents saw the BDLO
frames used frequently and evidence of the DLOQ-A dimensions, then they perceived a higher
level of effectiveness from their leaders. In contrast, if they saw the frames used infrequently or
little evidence of DLOQ-A supportive dimensions, professionals perceived a lower rate of
effectiveness. However, positive (or negative) thinking about the BDLO frames and DLOQ-A
scales does not appear to mean as much at the department level as indicated by the lower amount
of variance being explained (20%) as opposed to that for Organization Level Leadership
Effectiveness (66%) and General Transfer Success (36%). In other words, there are other factors
contributing more to the perception of Department Level Leadership Effectiveness than is
explained by either the BDLO or DLOQ-A.
Research Question 2 summary. The purpose of this research question was to
understand what elements of leadership practice as measured by the Leadership Orientation
Instrument (BDLO) and environment for learning as measured by the Dimensions of a Learning
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ-A) influenced museum professionals’ perception of
leadership effectiveness and successful transfer of learning from professional development
activities to the workplace. Bivariate correlations suggest moderate to strong associations
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between the outcome and explanatory variables with the strongest relationships for the BDLO
and DLOQ-A scales and Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness. The regression analysis
for Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness produced a model which suggests that being in
a management Position, perceived as moving towards mastery of all of the BDLO lenses
(Structural-R, Human Resource-R, and Politico-Symbolic-R), and being in an environment
where there is Strategic Leadership for Learning positively influence how one thinks about
leadership effectiveness. On the other hand, perceiving competence in the Structural-R lens in
an organization that supports team learning and encourages cross-system connections explains
some of the variability in perception of General Transfer Success.
Comparing Leader Development Program Participants and Non-Participants
Moving into the Stage Two analysis the focus shifts from all respondents to the subset of
respondents who participated in leader development programs. A question in the survey asked
respondents “Between 2007-2011 did you participate in a formal leader development program?” For clarity,
“formal” leader development program was defined as “a program that explicitly mentions 'leader
development' or 'leadership development' in its title or main purpose. This question does not refer to general
professional development skills training or management programs.” One hundred, fifty-six (156) individuals

answered Yes (Participants) and 154 answered No (Non-Participants).
Prior to sharing the findings for Research Question 3, it is important to describe
Participants and to know how they compare to Non-Participants regarding their views on
leadership practices, museums as learning organizations, and leadership development in order to
understand how alike or dissimilar the two groups might be.
Profile of leader development program participants. Of the 156 people who
responded Yes to attending a leader development program, 19 abandoned the survey before fully
completing the participant section. These 19 abandoners were removed resulting in 137 useable
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surveys for Stage Two analysis. The Participants are primarily comprised of professionals in
management positions in their institutions (Table 4.28). Despite the low number of NonManager Participant respondents I present the data by Functional Position to ensure that each of
their perspectives is given. In a couple of places I divert from this practice because the data was
so similar across all Functional Position groups that it seemed better to present it as a whole.
Over half of the Participants are Senior Managers and they come from Science and Art
museums in almost equal measure, 27% and 26% respectively. Middle Managers account for
43% of the Participants and come primarily from Art (41%) and Science (27%) museums.
Non-Managers comprise 6% of the Participant group and half of them (n=4) represent Art
museums.
The patterns of job tenure and time in the field for Senior and Middle Manager
Participants are similar to the overall respondent pool. Participants are predominantly White and
female. Similar to respondents in the overall sample, Senior Managers trend older; almost 50%
are over 50 years of age. The majority of Middle Managers are in their 40s (36%) compared
with Non Managers, the majority of whom are in their 30s (63%). In terms of museum size, just
over 50% of the Senior and Middle Manager Participants come from museums with staff size
less than 100 compared to Non-Managers who come primarily from larger institutions. Senior
and Middle Manager Participants come from all over the U.S.; Non-Managers come from
everywhere except the Midwest.
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Table 4.28 Demographics of Leader Development Participants by Functional Position
(Unweighted n=137)
Frequency (Percentage)
Senior
Middle
NonManagement Management Managers
n=70
n=59
n=8

Years in Present
Job

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

14 (20.0%)
27 (38.6%)
19 (27.1%)
8 (11.4%)
2 (2.9%)

17 (28.8%)
18 (30.5%)
15 (25.4%)
8 (13.6%)
1 (1.7%)

2 (25.0%)
4 (50.0%)
1 (12.5%)
1 (12.5%)
-

Years in the
Field

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

2 (2.9%)
3 (4.3%)
9 (12.9%)
31 (44.3%)
25 (35.7%)

8 (13.6%)
13 (22.0%)
24 (40.7%)
14 (23.7%)
-

1 (12.5%)
1 (12.5%)
6 (75.0%)
-

Museum Type

Science Museum/Center
Children’s
Natural History
History
Art
Multidisciplinary
Other

20 (28.6%)
6 (8.6%)
9 (12.9%)
6 (8.6%)
18 (25.7%)
10 (14.3%)
1 (1.4%)

16 (27.1%)
2 (3.4%)
4 (6.8%)
3 (5.1%)
24 (40.7%)
10 (16.9%)
-

3 (37.5%)
1 (12.5%)
4 (50.0%)
-

Gender

Female
Male

46 (65.7%)
24 (34.3%)

42 (71.2%)
17 (28.8%)

7 (87.5%)
1 (12.5%)

Ethnicity/Race

White
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino
American Indian or Alaskan
Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
Multiple races
Do not wish to report this
information

59 (84.3%)
4 (5.7%)
2 (2.9%)

44 (74.6%)
5 (8.5%)
4 (6.8%)

5 (62.5%)
2 (25.0%)
-

1 (1.4%)

1 (1.7%)
1 (1.7%)

-

4 (5.7%)

3 (5.1%)
1 (1.7%)

1 (12.5%)

21-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or older

2 (2.9%)
5 (7.1%)
30 (42.9%)
26 (37.1%)
7 (10.0%)

9 (15.3%)
14 (23.7%)
21 (35.6%)
13 (22.0%)
2 (3.4%)

2 (25.0%)
5 (62.5%)
1 (12.5%)
-

Age

-
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Museum Size

Small (<25 staff)
Medium (26-100 staff)
Large (101-250 staff)
Very Large (>251 staff)

16 (22.9%)
30 (42.9%)
15 (21.4%)
9 (12.9%)

10 (16.9%)
18 (30.5%)
9 (15.3%)
22 (37.3%)

1 (12.5%)
4 (50.0%)
3 (37.5%)

Geographic
Distribution
(U.S. Regions)

Northeast
Midwest
South
West

17 (24.3%)
12 (17.1%)
17 (24.3%)
24 (34.3%)

16 (27.1%)
14 (23.7%)
14 (23.7%)
15 (25.4%)

2 (25%)
3 (37.5%)
3 (37.5%)

Program participants and non-participants. With regard to the BDLO leader practices
frames, Participants as a group, reported higher means on all frames, although based on t tests
the differences between them and Non-Participants are not statistically significant (Table 4.29).
Similar to Non-Participants, Participants reported more instances of the Symbolic frame (use of
stories for communicating or feeling that leaders were inspirational) in their organizations’
leadership. But the alarming statistic showing that a majority of respondents perceived no
frames (Table 4.9) continues with the majority of Participants (56%) and Non-Participants (63%)
who said no frames were used consistently enough to be recognized.
Table 4.29 BDLO: Frame Scores, Identifying Use of Frames and Number of Frames Used by
Participant Status (Weighted)
Participants
n=34 (156)
Frames

Structural
Human Resources
Political
Symbolic

1

Non-Participants
n=254 (154)

Mean
28.1
27.6
27.8
28.6

Mean
26.4
26.5
26.4
27.1
Number of Frames Used

No Frames
1-2 Frames
3 Frames
4 Frames

19 (55.8%)
7 (20.5%)
3 (8.3%)
5 (15.4%)

Note: 1Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size.

161 (63.4%)
41 (16.2%)
23 (9.2%)
29 (11.3%)
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Participants reported higher means on all DLOQ-A subscales (learning environment) than
did their counterparts (Table 4.30). Of the seven subscales reported, based on t tests mean score
differences neared significance (p=.056) only for the Strategic Leadership for Learning
dimension. In other words, Participants were more likely to identify mentoring and coaching
staff and opportunities for learning (Strategic Leadership for Learning) as occurring in their
organizations than their Non-Participants.
Table 4.30 Means and Standard Deviations for the Explanatory Variables by Participant Status
(Weighted)

DLOQ-A Scales

Participants

Non-Participants

n=34 (156)*

n=254 (154)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Continuous Learning1

4.26

1.11

3.99

0.99

Inquiry & Dialogue1

3.71

1.05

3.58

0.97

Team Learning1

4.10

1.17

3.78

1.02

Strategic Leadership for Learning1

4.18

1.18

3.78

1.14

Systems to Capture Learning1

3.13

1.14

2.92

1.17

Empower People1

3.99

1.22

3.65

1.21

Connect the Organization1

4.18

1.19

3.96

1.19

7.35

1.96

7.14

1.86

6.83

2.17

6.26

2.06

4.43

0.95

4.07

1.09

7.67

1.67

7.05

1.92

Perceptions of Effective Leadership
In Department/ Division 2
In the Organization

2

Importance of Leader Development 3
Success In Applying Learning

4

Note: 1The item scale ranges from 1(Almost Never) – 6 (Almost Always). 2Item scale ranges from 1(Not at all
Effective) -10 (Very Effective). 3The item scale ranges from 1(Strongly Disagree) – 6 (Strongly Agree). 4Item
scale ranges from 1(Not at all Successful) -10 (Very Successful). *Number in parentheses is the unweighted
sample size.
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Both Participants and Non-Participants gave higher scores on leadership effectiveness at
the department level than the organization level. When looking at the perceptions of the
Importance of leadership development and General Transfer Success, t tests indicated that
Participant mean score differences approached significance (p=.063) only on the Importance
scale. Table 4.29 and Table 4.30 display the comparative means and standard deviations for both
groups on all variables.
Next I examined the responses to statements about who exercises leadership in the
organization—senior management only, senior and middle managers, or everyone (Table 4.31).
Over 75% of Non-Participants indicated agreement that leadership was exercised by senior
management only. This is compared with the Participant group of which only 63% indicated
agreement. For the statement Leadership is exercised by both senior and middle managers, 90% of NonParticipants agreed while only 66% of Participants agreed. Finally, for the statement Leadership is
exercised by everyone in the organization, only 44% of Non-Participants agreed while 52% of

Participants agreed. T tests conducted showed that these differences were not statistically
significant at the p<.05 level; however, for the senior management only item, the differences in
mean scores was significant at the p<.10 level.
Table 4.31 Perceptions of Who Practices Leadership in Museums by Participant Status
(weighted)
Participants

Non-Participants

n=34 (156)1

n=254 (154)1

Agree

Disagree

Agree

Disagree

Primarily Senior Managers

62.8%

37.2%

78.0%

22.0%

Senior and Middle Managers

65.6%

34.4%

89.9%

10.1%

Everyone in the organization

51.9%

48.1%

44.0%

56.0%

1

Note: Number in parentheses is the unweighted sample size.

194
The literature on the impacts of leader development suggests that one outcome is the expansion
of participants’ mindset with regard to where and how leadership happens. Thus, given the data
in Table 4.31 that Participants see more evidence of leadership occurring across the organization,
this perspective may be an outcome of their leader development experiences.
In general, Participants and Non-Participants show parallel trends in the directions of
their scores although Participants had slightly higher scores on all measures; the one exception
was for the item about leadership being exercised by senior management only. T tests showed
that except for two cases where score differences neared significance (Strategic Leadership for
Learning, p=.056; Importance of Leader Development, p=.063), Participants and
Non-Participants have similar perceptions of their organizations.
Stage Two - Research Question Three: How do participants in leader development
programs describe their involvement in these programs?
Only Participants data is examined in this Stage and therefore data were not weighted in
the analysis. Participants were asked to identify from a list the leader development program they
attended. Programs attended in order by frequency are the: Noyce Leadership Institute (22%),
Museum Leadership Institute (15.4%), ASTC Diversity and Leadership Fellows (12.2%),
Museum Leaders: The Next Generation (10.9%), Center for Curatorial Leadership Fellows
(10.3%), and Leadership in Museum Education Program (8.3%); the reader is referred to
Chapter I for brief descriptions of these programs. Other programs shared by Participants via an
open-response question included local and regional leadership programs like Leadership
“CityName” and Annenberg Alchemy; programs put on by other national associations like the
Association of Zoos and Aquariums’ AZA School, National Arts Strategies’ The Chief
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Executive Program, and American Association for State and Local History’s (AASLH) Seminar
for Historic Administration; and programs by universities. About 27% of Participants
self-selected for their respective programs, 24% were referred by their boss, and 30% were
referred by a colleague either in or outside their home institution. At the time of the survey, 90%
were still working in the same institution which supported their participation in a leader
development program.
Experiences. Participants were asked a series of open-ended questions about aspects of
their experience related to the leader development program such as: their expectations for the
program, significant takeaways, and specific skills or knowledge they wanted to take back and
share in their organizations. Participants were also asked to explain what was most compelling
about the experience.
Program expectations. Several themes about expectations emerged including the generic
“I had high/low expectations” to more specific things like the opportunity for personal
development, connection to a network of people, specific skill development in management
and/or leadership, increased knowledge and perspectives on museums, time for reflection, and
specific benefits as a result of attending the program. Expecting specific skills development as a
leader was the most cited expectation. As one Senior Manager wrote, “I expected it to stretch
my interpretation of what it meant to be a museum leader, mainly because it seemed to approach
leadership as uncharted territories for museums.” Another said, “I wanted to learn the skills I
needed to be considered for museum director positions.” One Non-Manager stated, “I wanted to
gain leadership skills, although in retrospect I did not really know what that meant.” A Middle
Manager wrote, “I wanted information that would assist in developing leadership skills in my
staff that will prepare them to advance in the institution.” The specifics regarding the type of
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leadership skills to be developed included handling recent job transitions, leadership for change,
leadership and diversity (leadership in other types of organizations as well as leadership practices
that differ across ethnic/racial boundaries), vocabulary associated with leadership, and the ability
to “take my leadership to the next level.”
Participants’ expectations around personal development focused primarily on the desire
to better understand their strengths and weaknesses for improving interpersonal skills, tackling
daily work more efficiently, positioning them for future possibilities, and as a way to build
confidence. Increased general management skills development was also a frequently cited
expectation, especially where Participants felt they had had little or no previous training.
[I wanted] development of skills to help in my Position as deputy director to which I had
recently been promoted with no additional training.
I expected to learn specific management and budgeting skills.
To further develop supervisory skills.
Decision-making strategies (how to always make the "right" decision!).
In terms of the content expected in the programs, business, financial management, and strategic
planning were often cited. Understanding organization behavior and dynamics was another
subtheme in this category as well as the need to understand general trends in the museum field.
The desire to make connections and network was of principal interest to many
Participants. Being in a program with individuals from other types of museums was essential as
was “gaining perspectives from outside the museum field.” Along this same line, another
individual said “I expected to meet with other museum professionals of different ethnic and
social backgrounds to discuss diversity in the field.” For others, the ability to be with
professionals in similar positions was important for building their networks.
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Key takeaways. The main categories of key lessons learned included new or improved
knowledge, networks, broadened perspectives, and increased self-awareness and confidence.
With regard to knowledge learned, Participants wrote about their expanded understanding of
leadership:
Leadership should (and does) take place at all levels of an organization; true leadership
is an act of service not a self-serving act.
There are many people who are capable of serving as leaders, even from the middle, who
never get the chance.
The realization that leadership and management are not the same thing.
Giving away responsibility and authority builds institutional capacity and success.
It takes a TON of TIME to be effective as a leader.
Other knowledge gained included change management principles, organizations as complex
systems, business world concepts, and general management practices. Networks were identified
as important for continued learning and touch stones to remind Participants of their shared
experiences and challenges. As one Participant noted, her/his network now included “a peer
group I can talk to informally, go to for information, I can trust for honest feedback.” The
cohort also was a source for continued emotional and professional support after the program was
finished.
The idea that the program provided a reality check and new perspectives were important
takeaways. “I looked at my organization in a more global way than just from my own
departmental viewpoint” and “I also learned that other leaders are often self-conscious, so I did
not beat myself up as much” were two examples supporting this theme. In addition, one
Participant remarked how s/he was energized to explore more about business in general in order
to “think about how strategies in business management can be applied in the art world.”
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The expectation for personal development and growth was realized in comments about
key takeaways as well. Affirmation and validation was gained through participation in the leader
development program: “I am a leader, my style of leadership is legit, but I can also grow and
learn to work with a wide range of worker styles.” Confidence as a professional and a leader
was supported or rebuilt. Mentioned by a few Participants and important in the leader
development literature, were the need and value of mentoring and the importance of developing
leadership capacity in peers and direct reports.
Skills or knowledge to take back to the organization. In addition to key learning for
themselves, Participants also identified content/skills/tools they wanted to take back and share
with their colleagues. By far, the most identified was content including (in no particular order):
conflict-resolution; communication strategies; strategic planning/thinking; collaboration;
financial literacy; decision-making options; and organizational frames work. “I brought articles
for discussion with the Leadership group,” said one Senior Manager. For a Middle Manager, it
was important to share “how to really identify and describe the problem. ... I think this is the
area that is most often misunderstood or ignored in program development.”
Attending to areas identified as weaknesses was frequently cited by Participants. As one
Senior Manager noted, “I immediately engaged all people that had given feedback on me,
practiced networking at all events I attended, sought out ways to connect professionally to other
museums and approached myself as a leader in the field rather than a mistake.” This was one
way Participants were immediately able to apply what they had learned. Skills like these are
often easier to implement than some of the more theoretically based knowledge like leadership.
Content alone was not the only thing participants thought to take back.
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I wanted to share with my colleagues, especially with the rising leaders in the institution,
the enthusiasm and support I witnessed. … I think it is easy to get caught up in your own
work and forget to find the things that motivate you and others around you.
This sentiment to share the experience was echoed by others who also committed to work
towards improving themselves and their organization in some fashion.
Not everyone, though, wanted to bring back their learning. At least one Participant was
not satisfied with his/her program experience writing “I felt the entire program was based on the
premise that one has low self-esteem. I do not feel that way.” A couple of Participants stated that
their institutions were not receptive to what they had learned. And a few others did not identify
any specific content/skill or tool, stating that the connections made were resources they could
continue to tap.
Affordances and constraints. And what about the conditions for learning leadership in
place? The most identified affordances or contributors to being able to take back learning from
the programs included: having peers and a supervisor willing to try new things, an environment
containing supportive systems and policies, being able to practice the skills, and having time for
reflection (either alone or in conversation with other colleagues). Reflections from the
Participants interviewed reinforced the survey data.
We’re encouraged to take on the responsibility, and if there’s something that we are
interested in that may potentially help the department, or something that we have a
personal interest in that we want to work with some organization, we’re more than
encouraged to figure out ways to bring those contacts in. [Non Manager interviewed]
She pushed me to better articulate what my goals were, what my responsibilities were,
and how I could move myself forward in my career. [Non Manager interviewed]
I had a boss there who had hired me who really sought to help guide me. He felt that I
had it in me. At that time I didn’t know … because he’s just kind of a wacky guy
sometimes. [And I said] “I don’t know if you know what you’re talking about.” [Middle
Manager interviewed]
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One’s sphere of influence was also important for implementing learning. In some cases, the
individual’s sphere was enlarged because they were selected for a program. In others, the
organization hierarchy or systems meant that implementation, while possible, had boundaries: “I
had more success implementing things that I am more in control of than those which are
contingent on availability of resources.”
The most frequently identified obstacles for applying what was learned were daily work
load (“Came back to a full scale avalanche of work that shelved plans for management ideas”),
lack of systems in place for sharing information, organizational culture (“Ingrained aspects of
the larger institutional structure and culture that currently seem beyond my ability to change”),
overall lack of support, and reverting back to old habits in the face of frustration (“It worked for
a while, but hitting upon the same daily push back, reverts you to the unsuccessful, albeit
protective methods that you used prior”). Sometimes the organization was so entrenched that
the only way to grow was to leave. This sentiment was expressed most acutely by a Senior
Manager survey respondent who shared that his/her ability to apply the learning was facilitated
because s/he “had an opportunity to leave.” Another said, “In some ways it may be easier to
implement what you've learned in a completely new setting than to transform your current
organization.”
Most compelling aspects of the program. The final open-ended survey question asked
Participants to reflect on what stood out from the experience. The opportunity to learn about self
was identified the most; several mentioned the importance of getting multi-rater (360°) feedback
as a key piece of learning about themselves and how others perceived them. Content and quality
faculty were also immensely valuable as was the ability to interact with professionals in and
outside the museum field. There were also some ah-ha moments shared in the survey.
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Length of tenure in an institution alone is not sufficient for good leadership.
The understanding that I do not need to wait for confirmation that my personal and
professional needs (or staff's needs) are important. That it is my job as a leader (whether
or not valued, supported or required by others) to create the space for needs to be met,
that will help us to do our jobs better.
There was also something about the nature of the experience that made an impression. It is most
eloquently summed up by this Middle Manager’s offering:
I was struck by the trust that immediately developed between all of the participants. I
think this trust came out of a genuine interest among the participants to give back to the
field by demonstrating respect for it and for those working in it. I don't mean to say this is
easy, but being removed from home base and surrounded by faculty who nimbly
demonstrated empathy toward us while also challenging us to develop strategies for
being proactive at our home organizations instead of simply lost all played a part in
making the high-level of trust possible.
For the most part, Participants found their experiences to be highly valuable personally and
professionally.
Perceptions related to transfer. In a separate question asking Participants to rate on a
scale of 1 to 10 the degree to which they were successful in bringing their learning back to the
workplace, 53% of Senior Managers 43% of Middle Managers, and 62% of Non-Managers gave
a score of eight or above on a 10-point scale (Table 4.32). About 7% of Senior and Middle
Managers indicated they were not successful; Non-Managers as a group did not give any rating
below six (6). Thus, everyone experienced some success in realizing their goal to bring back
learning to share.
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Table 4.32 Means and Standard Deviations for Participants’ Perceptions of Aspects of Transfer
(unweighted)

Transfer Activity

Senior Managers
n=70

Middle Managers
n=59

M

M

SD

% >=8

M

SD

% >=8

SD

% >=8

Non-Managers
n=8

Success bringing back what
they wanted to share1

7.39

1.80 52.9%

7.10

2.05

42.5

8.25

1.28

75.0%

Ability to apply new
information - Department2

8.51

1.32 81.5%

8.08

1.58

67.7%

8.13

1.13

87.5%

Ability to apply new
information - Organization2

7.96

1.91

7.37

2.03

50.8%

7.25

1.28

37.5%

74.2%

Note: 1Scale range 1 (Not at all Successful) to 10 (Very Successful); 2Scale range 1 (Extremely Low) to 10
(Extremely High)

Another aspect of transfer explored dealt with Participants’ general sense of their ability to apply
new information not only within their department, but also across the organization—in other
words, their sense (high or low) of the department and organization level tolerance for trying out
new things. The two questions addressing this were: How would you rate your ability to apply the
information gained from the leadership development program towards work in your department? and How would you
rate your ability to apply the information gained from the leadership development program towards work in the
organization? Participants from all three groups indicated they could apply new information

within their department; more than 65% in each group. However, working across organization
boundaries was easier for Senior Managers since 75% of them gave a score of 8 or more on the
scale, as compared to 51% of Middle Managers, and 38% of Non-Managers. This is to be
expected given their position in an institution. Middle Managers and Non Managers were less
able to try out new things outside of their departments. This supports the lower scores for the
DLOQ-Systems to Capture Learning (Table 4.12) and provides another rationale for the
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importance of that dimension. The variables in Table 4.32 take into account the individual and
contextual elements involved in the transfer process.
Benefits of attending a leader development program. Three questions in the survey
asked Participants to indicate the degree to which they agreed that the leader development
program was beneficial for them personally, for their department, and for their organization
using a scale where 1= Strongly Disagree and 6=Strongly Agree. Across all Participant
Functional Position groups there was majority agreement (selecting Agree and Strongly Agree)
on the benefits at all levels: personal (93%), department (88%), and organization (83%).
Applying learning in the workplace. To investigate the context in which individuals
were able to apply their learning (transfer), several survey questions were used to gather data
about the workplace climate and overall perceptions of transfer. All questions in this part of the
survey were designed to gain understanding about what might be happening leading up to and
after the leadership development program as well as to explain the context to which Participants
returned.
Workplace climate. Two multi-item measures contributed to the understanding of
workplace climate: social support and organization support. Social support was measured using
three sets of questions about program preparation (Total Preparation Support) and the
participants’ peers (Total Peer Support) and supervisors (Total Supervisor Support). Total
Organization Support was measured using three items about workplace procedures and practices.
Table 4.32 lists all of the items.
Social support. The original sets of questions, one set each for Total Preparation
Support, Total Peer Support, and Total Supervisor Support, captured category responses (1=Yes,
definitely; 2= Yes, a little bit; 3=No, not at all) about the nature of support given. These
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responses were recoded to produce a total score for each item; two points for “Yes, definitely”;
one point for “Yes, a little bit”; no points for “No, not at all,” with a maximum possible score of
eight (8) for Total Preparation Support, eight (8) for Total Peer Support, and 10 for Total
Supervisor Support.
In addition to the mean scores for the newly constructed “total” variables, the mode, or
typical response also tells the social support story. The mode statistic was used in examining the
individual items that make up total social support; this gave me a sense of the point values that
were given most often for an item. In Table 4.33 the means and modes for each Functional
Position group are provided (See Appendix K for the percent distribution by Functional
Position). What is striking here is that some of the more formal actions like goal setting prior to
the program, connection of program goals to museum performance appraisals, and monitoring
accountability were perceived to be lacking. For example, more Senior and Middle Manager
Participants reported not being held accountable for their learning as opposed to those who said
they were held accountable. More informal actions like encouragement and feedback from peers
and conversations with did occur for Participants in all three groups. As one Middle Manager
survey respondent remarked, “my superiors would point out the change in my thinking and
encourage me to try new things.”
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Table 4.33 Means and Modes for Supports for Learning
Senior
Middle
Managers Managers
Total Preparation Support (M=3.61)
I had ample time to prepare prior to the program
Supervisor articulated program benefits
Supervisor outlined specific goals related to my
participation in the program
Colleagues helped me prepare by helping with my
workload or reducing distractions
Total Peer Support (M=4.28)
Peers encouraged use of new skills and knowledge
I was sought out by peers because of my new skills and
knowledge
Peers provided positive feedback
Peers were willing to try new things
Total Supervisor Support (M=4.77)
Supervisor encouraged me to try out ideas
Supervisor engaged in follow up conversations about my
experience
Supervisor gave me time and opportunity to use new skills
Supervisor held me accountable for what I had learned
Supervisor asked me to share my learning with other staff
Total Organization Support (M=2.62)
Performance appraisals align with program goals
Policies and procedures provide support for learning
Organization structure supports developmental
opportunities

M=3.83

M=3.22

Non
Managers
M=4.50

1
0

1
1

1
1

0

0

0

0

0

0

M=4.33

M=4.12

M=5.00

1

1

1

1

0

2

1
1

1
1

1
1

M=4.84

M=4.46

M=6.38

2

2

2

2

1

1

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
1
2

M=2.63

M=2.59

M=2.75

0
1

0
1

0
1

0

0

1

Note: For Means: Preparation (max=8.0); Peer (max=8.0); Supervisor (max=10.0); Organization (max=6.0). For
Modes: 0=No support; 1=Some support; 2=Absolute support. α=.880

In addition to the individual items comprising the “total” social support variables, two additional
single-item scales, with responses ranging from 1 (Not Supportive) to 10 (Very Supportive),
asked about perceptions of Overall Peer and Overall Supervisor Support (Table 4.34). These
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variables gave me another way to look at supports for learning. What is interesting to note about
Overall Peer and Overall Supervisor Support is that the means are fairly high indicating strong
support. Looking at the standard deviations, however, shows a very wide range of responses for
these overall perceptions of support variables. Thus the “total” support items provide more
detail about each type of support indicating the activities that occur more often than others, while
“overall” variables indicated a general perception. Therefore, overall perceptions tended to the
positive, but when getting down to specifics, the informal activities were perceived more often
than the formal systems. Comments from the narratives are helpful in teasing out what is
happening.
Total organization support. The three items addressing Total Organization Support
included an item addressing performance appraisals, one for organization systems to support
applying learning, and one about opportunities for cross-departmental activities (Table 4.33).
Over half of the participants in each Functional Position group said their organizations did not
include their new skills/knowledge learned from the leader development program in their annual
performance reviews. Yet performance appraisals were identified as one of the most frequently
used strategy for leader development. For example, one of the Non-Manager Participants
interviewed talked about the inclusion of the performance review as an element of the support
she received from her immediate supervisor: “She would ask me, what’s next, what are you
excited by? What do you want to be doing? ... and then she would set some goals within my
review.” One Supervisor who was interviewed said she used the recent performance review
cycle to “recognize her for bringing in other opportunities [and] being a contributor in
conversations at tables on a national level.”
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Again, from an “overall” perspective, respondents across all Functional Position groups
tended toward positive perceptions of organizational support. Seventy-nine percent (79%) of
Senior Managers, 76% of Middle Managers and 87% of Non-Managers reported that they felt
their organizations had policies and procedures that supported learning. At the same time,
however, 40%, 37%, and 25% respectively did not think their organizations had mechanisms in
place to allow for cross-departmental assignments as one avenue for applying their learning.
Similar to Overall Peer and Overall Supervisor Support, there was also one scale item that asked
about perception of Overall Organization Support (Table 4.34).
Table 4.34 Means and Standard Deviations for Single-item Scales Measuring Overall Peer,
Overall Supervisor and Overall Organization Support by Leader Development Program
Participants (Unweighted)
Senior
Managers
n=70
Mean
SD

Middle
Managers
n=59
Mean
SD

Non-Managers
n=8
Mean

SD

Overall Peer Support

7.24

2.39

7.20

1.97

8.25

1.04

Overall Supervisor Support

7.27

3.08

7.05

2.64

8.13

1.13

Overall Organization Support

7.21

2.46

6.61

2.44

7.50

1.85

The item scale ranges from 1 (Not Supportive) – 10 (Very Supportive)

Acknowledgement of extra learning activity. One additional set of questions asked
Participants to indicate whether and how, if at all, their participation in the leader development
program was acknowledged within their department and the organization. Response options
were: “Yes, definitely”; “Yes, a little bit”; “No”; and “Not Applicable”; there was also an
open-response item where the form of acknowledgement could be captured. Acknowledgement
is another type of support and took various forms including recognition by one’s boss, interest by
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and conversations with colleagues, internal communication avenues like a staff newsletter,
increased responsibilities, being asked to be part of meetings to which prior to the experience
they would not have been asked, being mentioned at a board meeting, promotion, and the
perception that others felt a higher level of confidence in the participant’s skills. All of the
Non-Managers reported being on the receiving end of some form of acknowledgement within
their departments. For Middle Managers, that dropped to 76% and was lower still for Senior
Managers (50%). Acknowledgement at the organization level was somewhat less, with 57%
(Senior), 63% (Middle), and 63% (Non-Manager). When examining the frequencies for No
Acknowledgement, however, almost half (47%) of Senior Managers and one-quarter (22%) of
Middle Managers reported that their participation was not acknowledged in their department and
at the organization level, 43% and 32% respectively. Several Senior Managers reported that they
downplayed their participation and did not encourage acknowledgement. In at least two cases
this was because they did the programs on their own time and at their own expense. A couple of
CEOs thought the question was odd or wondered why they should be acknowledged. As one
CEO stated,
Why would it be acknowledged or celebrated? It was worthwhile in and of itself, didn't
need external validation. What would my colleagues or my board chair have done, give
me a gold star for learning?
While acknowledgement may serve to make the Participant feel like a valued contributor, it may
also serve as a way to communicate organizational values to all staff. In this latter function, it
links to the DLOQ-A dimension Strategic Leadership for Learning.
Learning transfer. Participants were asked to recall at what point following the
leadership development program they first attempted to incorporate the knowledge and skills
learned. Timeframes given were “Almost immediately,” “Within the first three months,” “Four
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to six months,” “After the first year,” or “I’m not sure how to use what I learned.” Over 60% of
the participants in each Functional Position group reported that they were able to use their
learning almost immediately. By the three-month mark, that figure had risen to over 85%; by six
months, more than 94% indicated incorporation. The depth or breadth of that usage was not
captured by the survey, nor was the institutionalization of the change. However, comments in
the open-ended questions suggest that moving the learning beyond the personal realm was
difficult.
Organizational readiness for change was just not there.
Some colleagues at the senior management level were eager to have new thinking as we
adopted change. Others found the idea of a general industry tool suspect and foreign,
and were uninterested in adopting change of any kind.
One of the primary challenges in bringing back some of the ideas was a phrase I've heard
from numerous sources, "changed person in an unchanged environment". It is
particularly challenging not how to start bringing back some of the skills, but how to
retain them over time.
The pace of work and the multiple assignments has totally drained my enthusiasm to do
more than what is being asked of me.
It worked for a while, but hitting upon the same daily push back, reverts you to the
unsuccessful, albeit protective, methods that you used prior.
While overall ratings indicated that Participants were experiencing success in initially attempting
to use their newfound knowledge and skills, a closer look at the open-ended responses showed
the degree of success was not even. For some, success meant being able to change the way they
approached their own work. At the next level was the ability to engage colleagues and their
bosses in conversations about their new knowledge and build awareness. Moving into
experimentation and adoption—initiating and sustaining change—were more difficult.
Research Question 3 summary. Research Question 3 sought to understand the
experiences of Participants who had been involved in a leader development experience. Of
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particular interest was what occurred as these individuals returned to work ready to share their
new ideas and apply their learning. The majority of Participants survey responses indicated high
praise for the experiences citing the ability to engage with professionals from other institutions,
creating new networks, diving into content and taking time to reflect, plus the quality of the
faculty as important elements of the experience. This was echoed by the Participants
interviewed. New/improved knowledge and a deeper understanding of self were the two
frequently cited takeaways and extended to the things they most wanted to take back and share
with colleagues. In terms of what was most compelling about the experience, the interactions
with a diverse array of colleagues, the connection to a cohort, and the deep exploration of self
were mentioned often. The Participants’ perceptions of the amount and type of support received
varied greatly. More formal supports like goal-setting, sharing learning with other staff, and
providing developmental opportunities were missing from their return experience. Other
informal supports such as peer feedback and supervisor encouragement were experienced by all
Participants. And even though most were able to begin applying their learning soon after they
returned, responses suggest that sustaining this change, individually and organizationally, was
not without challenges.
Stage Two - Research Question Four: What factors influence the participants’ perceptions
of their transfer of learning from these programs?
Regression analysis was used to further understand the variables that influence the
perception of transfer success. Dependent variables included the perception of ability to apply
new information towards work in one’s department (Ability to Try New Things – Department),
perception of ability to apply new information towards work in one’s organization (Ability to
Try New Things – Organization), and perception of Transfer Success related the knowledge
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Participants indicated they wanted to bring back to their organizations. The selection of these
dependent variables meant multiple levels could be investigated. Participants’ scores on the
DLOQ-A, Total Preparation Support, Total Peer Support, Total Supervisor Support, and Total
Organization Support were the explanatory variables. In addition, the three single-item “overall”
support measures (Overall Peer, Overall Supervisor, and Overall Organization) were used as
explanatory variables. The correlation matrix for the potential explanatory and dependent
variables is found in Table 4.35. The control variables include the three Functional Position
types, Small/Medium size museum, and Science-Natural History/Other.
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Table 4.35 Correlation Matrix of Explanatory and Control Variables for Transfer Success Following a Leader Development
Experience
Variables
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Overall
Supervisor
Support
Overall Peer
Support
Overall
Organization
Support
Total
Organization
Support
Total
Preparation
Support
Total Peer
Support
Total
Supervisor
Support
Continuous
Learning
Opportunities
Promote Inquiry
& Dialogue

10. Team Learning
11. Strategic
Leadership for
Learning
12. Systems to
Capture
Learning

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

.623**

1

.714**

.804**

1

.514**

.461**

.507**

1

.535**

.497**

.582**

.392**

1

.332**

.571**

.466**

.428**

.449**

1

.721**

.474**

.529**

.617**

.625**

.520**

1

.399**

.339**

.393**

.291**

.300**

.130

.334**

1

.323**

.381**

.410**

.297**

.280**

.221**

.264**

.696**

1

.366**

.345**

.430**

.358**

.253**

.192*

.271**

.619**

.723**

1

.446**

.378**

.527**

.437**

.312**

.239**

.347**

.712**

.723**

.775**

1

.317**

.317**

.347**

.371**

.258**

.258**

.346**

.522**

.527**

.532**

.537**

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
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13. Empower
People

.457**

.320**

.438**

.445**

.268**

.265**

.330**

.669**

.667**

.781**

.790**

.543**

1

14. Connect the
Organization

.416**

.408**

.473**

.332**

.367**

.312**

.347**

.569**

.624**

.662**

.700**

.500**

.709**

1

15. Senior
Management

.016

-.020

.103

.005

.101

.023

.025

.042

.013

.123

.225**

-.043

.116

.070

1

16. Middle
Management

-.054

-.033

-.130

-.013

-.148

-.061

-.084

-.091

-.051

-.134

.228**

.006

-.103

.082

.889**

1

17. Non Manager

.079

.112

.054

.018

.098

.079

.126

.102

.080

.022

.001

.079

-.030

.022

.255**

.217*

1

18. Small /Medium
Museums (<
100 employees)

.068

.236**

.153

.079

.081

.111

.021

.114

.214*

.154

.174*

.102

.139

.146

.225**

.127

.211*

1

19. Science/Natural
History

-.068

-.173*

-.071

-.156

.123

-.109

-.028

.108

.043

.091

.059

-.016

.039

.018

.073

.073

.002

.286**

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). Listwise n=137

1

214

Multivariate regression models were generated for each outcome variable using all of the
explanatory variables in Table 4.35. Given the large number of explanatory variables, the
limited sample size, and the potential for multicollinearity with the “total” and “overall”
variables for peer, supervisor, and organization level support, several initial regressions were run
to determine which variables could be included in the final regression runs. Multicolinearity was
not an issue, but general rules of thumb concerning the number of potential explanatory variables
and the sample size, suggested that fewer explanatory variables would strengthen the reliability
of the findings (Field, 2009). All initial regression models resulted in similar explanatory
variables explaining the variance for each outcome variable. Because of the richness of the
“total” relative to the “overall” variables, these variables were chosen for the final regression
runs.
Ability to try new things – department. Inspecting the detailed model generation
information (Table 4.36) shows that none of the control variables had an effect on Ability to Try
New Things – Department. The second block contained the DLOQ-A variables; the first model
contained Strategic Leadership for Learning contributing 11% to the variance. The third block
contained the “total” support variables. Total Preparation Support (model 2) and Total Peer
Support (model 3) account for an additional 7.2% and 2.2% of the overall variance in Ability to
Try New Things – Department. Thus, the final model with three variables accounted for a total
of 19% of the variance in scores (R2Adj=.190; F(3,133)=11.642, p=.000).
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Table 4.36 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perception of Ability to Try New Things Department
Model Explanatory Variable

R2

R2Adj

∆R2

∆F

p

1

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.111

.104

.111

16.855

.000

2

Strategic Leadership for Learning + Total
Preparation Support

.183

.171

.072

11.784

.001

3

Strategic Leadership for Learning + Total
Preparation Support + Total Peer Support

.208

.190

.025

4.218

.042

The variables in order by standardized β coefficients were: Strategic Leadership for
Learning (β=.283), Total Preparation Support (β=.131), and Total Peer Support score (β=.112.
The DLOQ-A Strategic Leadership for Learning appeared to be the variable most important in
explaining the variance in the dependent variable (Table 4.37). This suggests that organization
leaders who mentor, coach and look for opportunities for staff to learn are an important factor in
whether an individual is able to try out new things in the department. While Total Supervisor
Support was not a significant contributor, the bivariate correlations of Strategic Leadership for
Learning show that it may be a proxy for supervisor support; there are elements of supervisory
support in this variable.
Table 4.37 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perception of Ability to Try
New Things - Department
B

SE B

β

t

p

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.283

.102

.226

2.761

.007

Total Preparation Support

.131

.056

.208

2.342

.021

Total Peer Support

.112

.055

.179

2.054

.042

Explanatory Variable

Note: R2Adj =.190 (n=137, p= .042)
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This analysis suggests that an increase in scores on perceptions of support for learning,
preparation, and support from peers leads to higher scores on perceptions of ability to try out
new things in their department. A Supervisor interviewed acknowledges that providing support
is a difficult balance.
As a supervisor, you have to encourage your staff to use their skills, and encourage them
to apply their skills. [You] maybe also have to have a little bit more handle on how
they’re applying them or recognizing when they need more guidance—without stepping
on their toes as well.
In other words, institutional support for learning, and local (department) supports in the form of
help preparing for a leader development program and feedback and encouragement from peers
will result in increased perception by Participants that they can try out new things in their
department.
Ability to try new things – organization level. Turning to the ability to apply new
information towards work outside of one’s department, multiple regression yielded model which
accounted for 23.4% of the variance (R2Adj=.234; F(2,134)=21.717, p=.000). Similar to the
situation with the previous dependent variable, none of the control variables contributed to
explaining the variance. The second block contained the DLOQ-A variables. Strategic
Leadership for Learning accounted for 18.6% of the variance and was the only DLOQ-A
variable to make a contribution. The third block contained the “total” support variables. This
time, Total Organization Support (having structures and policies in place) accounted for an
additional 5.9% of the variance in perception of Ability to Try New Things – Organization
(Table 4.38). Strategic Leadership for Learning is characterized by behaviors of leaders that
focus on mentoring and coaching and seeking out opportunities for development. As noted
above it is correlated with organization, supervisor, and peer level support.
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Table 4.38 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perception of Ability to Try New Things Organization
Model Explanatory Variable

R2

R2Adj

∆R2

1

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.186

.180

.186

30.791

.000

2

Strategic Leadership for Learning + Total
Organization Support

.245

.234

.059

10.482

.002

p

∆F

The variables that made a significant contribution to explaining the variance in Ability to Try
New Things – Organization are: Strategic Leadership for Learning (β=.313) and Total
Organization Support (β= .270). It seems reasonable that perceiving clarity about the learning
values across the organization coupled with structures to facilitate cross-organization work
results in a more positive perception that trying out new things is acceptable.
Table 4.39 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perception of Ability to Try
New Things – Organization Level
B

SE B

β

t

p

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.533

.142

.313

3.750

.000

Total Organization Support

.297

.092

.270

3.238

.002

Explanatory Variable

Note: R2Adj =.234 (n=137, p= .002)

Participants’ perception of transfer success following a leader development
experience. The next outcome variable investigated was the perception of success in
accomplishing a personal goal—bringing new knowledge and skills back to the workplace.
Using the same procedure as used with Ability to Try New Things – Department, a model that
accounted for 29.3% of the variance contained three variables. The model summary (Table 4.40)
shows Strategic Leadership for Learning contributed 20.7% to the variance in the Transfer
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Success while Total Organization Support contributed an additional 7.5%. Total Peer Support,
the last variable retained, contributed 2.6% for an overall contribution of 36% (R2Adj=.293;
F(3,133)=19.775, p=.000). Again, none of the control variables appeared to influence Transfer
Success.
Table 4.40 Multiple Regression Analysis Explaining Perception of Transfer Success
Model Explanatory Variable

R2

R2Adj

∆R2

∆F

p

1

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.207

.202

.207

35.342

.000

2

Strategic Leadership for Learning + Total
Organization Support

.282

.272

.075

13.984

.000

3

Strategic Leadership for Learning + Total
Organization Support + Total Peer
Support

.308

.293

.026

5.018

.027

The variables in order by standardized β coefficients were: Strategic Leadership for Learning
(β=.311), Total Organization Support (β=.233), and Peer Support (β=.179). Total Peer Support
maintains the social aspects of learning, meaning it is concerned with encouragement, positive
feedback, and willingness to engage in learning. Similar to the regression models for trying out
new things, Strategic Leadership for Learning appeared to be the most valuable variable in
explaining the variance in perception of Transfer Success (Table 4.41).
Table 4.41 Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Explaining Perception of Transfer
Success
B

SE B

β

t

p

Strategic Leadership for Learning

.517

.133

.311

3.875

.000

Total Organization Support

.249

.092

.233

2.694

.008

Total Peer Support

.149

.067

.179

2.240

.027

Explanatory Variable

2

Note: R

Adj =.293

(n=137, p= .027)
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One of the things the model does not take into account is the degree to which leader development
content plays a role in influencing Transfer Success. However, comments from a couple of
participants suggest that content is also important. As one Non-Manager Participant noted
For those things that were practical and easy to do, I think I did well at incorporating
into my work practice. The ones that were more theoretical or a little bit vague were a
little bit harder for me to actually do anything with. For example, I’m not sure how much
I really changed the style I was using—the leadership style—because those things were a
little bit harder to think about how they look in real life.
Another Participant had a similar experience saying that there were “some things that were
immediately operable, and then there were things that were not.”
Summary of Research Question 4. The main purpose of this question was to
understand some of the factors influencing how Participants view their environment and personal
capability for making use of the knowledge and skills obtain from a leader development
program. Strategic Leadership for Learning is clearly a critical element in setting the tone and
conveying acceptance/encouragement for continued learning at both the department and
organization levels. And similar to other regression models generated for department level
phenomenon, the amount of the variance explained for Ability to Try New Things – Department
is small (19%). In addition to Strategic Leadership for Learning, Total Organization Support and
Total Peer Support are important as well. None of the control variables contributed to the overall
variance, implying no differences by functional position, museum type, or museum size.
Stage Three - Research Question Five: How do individuals who have referred or
supervised participants in leader development programs describe their expectations about
and benefits of these programs?
This final Stage focuses on another subgroup of respondents, those who supervised or
had responsibility for participants of leader development programs. The purpose was to gain
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additional insight into the Supervisor and Participant relationship around leader development. In
addition to the survey questions, a subset of individuals was interviewed about their role in the
leader development experience of a participant.
Profile of supervisors of leader development program participants. Four (4) of the
51 people who responded Yes to supervising a leader development program participant did not
complete the survey. These four Abandoners were removed resulting in 47 useable surveys for
Stage Three analysis. The Supervisor group is comprised of professionals in management
positions in their institutions. Most of the supervisor managers were Senior Managers (81%).
Almost two-thirds (64%) have also participated in a leader development program (Table 4.42).
It is not clear whether the percentage of Supervisors who are also Participants is higher or lower
than might be found in the museum workforce; however, it is reasonable to assume that previous
participants would encourage their colleagues and staff to apply to a program. Because of this
lack of clarity, determining a weight for Participant-Supervisors versus Non-ParticipantSupervisors in the population was not possible. Therefore, the sample was not weighted for
analysis.
Table 4.42 Demographics of Supervisors of Leader Development Participants (Unweighted;
n=47)
Variable

Frequency
(Percentage)

Functional Position

Senior Management
Middle Management

38 (80.9%)
9 (19.1%)

Leader Development
Program participation

Yes
No

30 (63.8%)
17 (36.2%)

Years in Present Job

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

7 (14.9%)
15 (31.9%)
13 (27.7%)
8 (17.0%)
4 (8.5%)
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Years in the Field

<3 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-20 years
21+ years

2 (4.3%)
5 (10.6%)
4 (8.5%)
14 (29.8%)
22 (46.8%)

Museum Type

Science Museum/Center
Children’s
Natural History
History
Art
Multidisciplinary
Other

19 (40.4%)
5 (10.6%)
6 (12.8%)
2 (4.3%)
7 (14.9%)
8 (17.0%)
-

Museum Size

Small (<25 staff)
Medium (26-100 staff)
Large (101-250 staff)
Very Large (>251 staff)

4 (8.5%)
18 (38.3%)
15 (31.9%)
10 (21.3%)

Gender

Female
Male

29 (61.7%)
18 (38.3%)

Ethnicity/Race

White
Black or African American
Hispanic/Latino
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Multiple races
Do not wish to report this information

40 (85.1%)
4 (8.5%)
2 (4.3%)
1 (2.1%)
-

Age

21-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or older

3 (6.4%)
14 (29.8%)
20 (42.6%)
10 (21.3%)

The patterns of job tenure and time in the field for Supervisors are similar to that of the Senior
Managers in the overall respondent sample (Table 4.6). More Supervisors (53%) are from larger
museums than smaller ones; the highest percentage is from science museums (40%), with the
rest fairly evenly spread across the other types of museums. Similar to the overall respondent

222
pool, Supervisors are predominantly White and female, but like all Senior Managers tend to be
older (in their 50s).
Reasons for referral to a leader development program. Over 85% of Supervisors said
their direct report was the individual who attended the leader development program. They
selected from a list of possibilities regarding the rationale for referral. Table 4.43 shows the
reasons and the percentage of Supervisors selecting that rationale; more than one reason could be
selected.
Table 4.43 Supervisors’ Reasons for Program Referrals (Unweighted)
Yes,
definitely the
reason

Yes, somewhat
the reason

No, not really
the reason

Showed leadership qualities

80.9%

10.6%

8.5%

Next logical step in his/her career

60.9%

30.4%

8.7%

Needed to develop strategic skills

40.4%

36.2%

23.4%

Needed to develop relational skills (e.g.,
emotional intelligence)

29.8%

19.1%

51.1%

Recently promoted

21.3%

17.0%

61.7%

Note: n=47

Showing Leadership Qualities and Next Logical Step in Career were the reasons selected most
frequently. As one of the Supervisors commented when interviewed, reasons her staff person
participated in a program was to “build up networking skills, and grant skills, and a whole
variety of things.” Additional reasons provided by respondents included self-selection by the
Participant, part of a succession strategy, and because the individual expressed a desire to
become a museum director. Self-selection was also mentioned by Participants as one of the
primary ways they attended the leader development program.
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Supervisors’ expectations. There is correspondence between the expectations
Supervisors gave on the survey and those mentioned by Participants. Both groups expected a
certain amount of self-development, connections to networks, and broader understanding of
leadership. For example Supervisor expectations included:
A clearer idea of what it means to lead, as well as the difference between leader and
manager.
To reflect on who she is and how she is perceived.
More self-awareness about his leadership style, strengths and blind spots.
Increased awareness of informal science education best practices, emerging trends,
collaborative opportunities and national network of colleagues at the top of the field.
Supervisors had other expectations as well. Those included improved capacity for strategic
thinking, general management skills, the ability to take on more responsibilities—to move their
department or the organization further, and increased confidence.
The ability to plan strategically and to develop management and people skills.
To think and operate more strategically and interface with colleagues in a less
prescriptive manner.
In addition, almost every Supervisor stated that better listening and communication skills were
an expectation. Given the contributions of the Human Resource-R lens (focus on staff needs and
values) and the DLOQ-A Promote Inquiry and Dialogue dimension (trust building; open and
honest feedback) to Overall Perception of Leadership Effectiveness at both the department and
organization found in the regression analyses addressing Research Question 2, these expectations
appear to support that finding.
Acknowledgement of the experience. Supervisors were asked to comment on the
degree to which Participants received acknowledgement for their learning endeavors. About
80% reported that some form of acknowledgment occurred. The types mentioned aligned with
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what had been reported by Participants: acknowledgment during a staff meeting, announcement
at a board meeting, staff newsletters, and the like. One Supervisor survey respondent remarked
that the question made him/her think more about the notion of celebrations.
These questions have certainly made me reflect on how I and my institution support and
celebrate any extended learning. Too often what gets noticed is the time away from work.
I will have to be more conscientious.
A couple of Supervisors reported that since their participant was required to go to the program,
special acknowledgment would be inappropriate. It appears that for these Supervisors, voluntary
leader development is viewed differently than required leader development. The circumstances
that result in required leader development were not shared, but based on Table 4.43 they were
probably looking to build on a participant’s strengths. The reasons given in Table 4.43 did not
seem to be primarily focused in the personal realm of needing to develop relational skills.
Perception of program benefits. The final survey question asked Supervisors to reflect
on the benefits of leader development programs for the individual participant, the department,
and the organization. About 6% of the Supervisors reported no benefits at any level. For those
who reported agreement that benefits did accrue, the degree of agreement varied (Table 4.44).
Table 4.44 Supervisors’ Ratings of Benefits of Leader Development Programs (Unweighted)
Program Benefits

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Somewhat
Agree

Mean

SD

For the staff member

24 (51.06%)

16 (34.0%)

5 (10.6%)

5.28

0.97

For the staff member's department

17 (36.17%)

15 (31.9%)

11 (23.4%)

4.91

1.08

For the museum

18 (38.30%)

19 (40.4%)

6 (12.8%)

5.02

1.09

Overall measure of the benefits of
leader development programs

16 (34.04%)

19 (17.1%)

8 (40.4%)

5.07

0.99

Note: All item scales ranged from 1(Strongly Disagree) - 6 (Strongly Agree). n=47
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The mean scores indicate fairly strong levels of agreement about the benefits to all parties.
Looking at the results by the percentage agreement, it there is strong agreement related to the
benefits for the individual participant. Less strong is agreement about benefit to the department.
Continuing the trend reported previously when comparing scores for department level
perceptions versus organization level, there appears to be stronger agreement about the benefits
to the organization than to the department. Supporting this trend is a comment from one of the
Supervisors interviewed speaking about a staff member who had participated in a leader
development experience.
She’s done a lot to dramatically increase our management expertise and build capacity
in terms of procedures and all of that. She’s finally found a way to turn that [experience]
into something, and reached out, and has done a great job of connecting with local and
regional resources that advanced the institution in ways that will be exemplary.
Examining the scores of Supervisors who had also participated in a leader development
experience revealed that means for Supervisor-Participants were lower on all items than the
means for Supervisor-Only respondents (Table 4.45). In fact, results from a t test showed that
the difference between means for the two groups was statistically significant for the item about
benefits of such programs for the individuals (t(45)= -2.034, p=.048); the difference between
means for the department and the museum was not statistically significant.
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Table 4.45 Comparison of Means for Program Benefits by Participation Status of Supervisors
(Unweighted)

Items

Supervisor-Participants

Supervisor-Only

n=30

n=17

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

For the staff member

5.071

1.08

5.65

0.61

For the staff member's department

4.77

1.04

5.18

1.13

For the museum

4.90

1.09

5.24

1.09

Overall measure of the benefits of
leader development programs

4.91

1.02

5.35

0.90

Note: The item scales range from 1(Strongly Disagree) – 6 (Strongly Agree). 1Significance Test: t(45)= -2.034,
p=.048

It is possible that due to their experiences in leader development programs,
Supervisor-Participants have a more nuanced understanding of the relative benefits at the
different levels. It could be that the ratings of Supervisor-Only individuals are influenced by
halo effect—thinking that if something is beneficial for one group/level, it must be beneficial to
all (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Schyns, 2008). Another reason may have to do with the
Supervisor’s distance from the participant’s experience. Three of the five Supervisors
interviewed could not recall clearly if and how much they knew about the participant’s
experience when the program occurred. Beyond granting permission to attend, there did not
appear to be on-going interactions about the program during its duration. Thus, it is possible that
Supervisor-Onlys are giving higher ratings based on the reputation of the programs.
Summary of Research Question 5. Research Question 5 focused on the perspectives of
individuals who had connection to participants of a leader development program. Findings
indicate there is overlap in the expectation of Supervisors and Participants with respect to
possible outcomes from a leader development program. There are also some differences, most
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notably the emphasis on strategic thinking and communication and listening skills by
Supervisors. The reasons staff are referred to leader development programs range from the
expression of leadership qualities to the need to support a job transition. Many Supervisors agree
that the benefits of leader development programs accrue to the Participant as well as their
department and the organization. However, the mean scores for the Supervisor-Participant group
were lower than for the Supervisor-Only group indicating that Supervisor-Participants were more
critical in assessing the value of the programs for their institutions.
Integrative Analysis
Up to now, the data have been analyzed separately by stage to provide insight and
answers to the research questions. The overarching questions in this exploratory study are
centered in the context of U.S. museums. For many people, museums are places for exploration,
engagement, and learning. In an industry dedicated to and producing products to support any
one or all of these outcomes, what does leadership look like? What do museums look like as
learning organizations? This final analysis uses information from interviews with a subset of
Participants and Supervisors in conjunction with information from the previous sections to
address these overarching questions.
Eighty-eight of the 137 Participants (39 senior, 43 middle, six Non-Managers) indicated
in the survey that they would be willing to participate in a follow up interview. Because of their
underrepresentation in the sample all Non-Manager Participants were contacted for an interview;
four replied. Three Senior and three Middle Managers were contacted; two from each group
accepted the invitation. In terms of Supervisors, 25 of the 47 (19 Senior, six Middle Managers)
indicated willingness to be interviewed. All of the Middle Managers were invited along with
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seven Senior Managers; three Senior and two Middle Managers accepted the invitation to
participate.
A total of eight Participants and five Supervisors were interviewed to gain further insight
into leadership, leadership development and organizational learning at their institutions. The
semi-structured interviews lasted 45-60 minutes and took place by phone or in person over a
three-week period. The eight Participants represented the range of museum types including two
science, one history, one natural science, two art, and two multidisciplinary museums. The five
Supervisors were from science (1), art (2), children’s (1), and natural history (1) museums.
While context is important, I think what is more important in their statements are their
perspectives and not necessarily the museum from which they came. Therefore, I have chosen
only to identify the speakers using Functional Position.
What does leadership look like in museums? The richness of the conversations with
museum professionals made it possible to identify a number of options for slicing through the
data. I have selected four slices to paint a picture of leadership in museums as represented by
this group of professionals. One slice examines the multiple ways museum professionals
experience leadership. The second slice looks at leadership as the act of developing other
leaders. Leadership as change management is the third slice and leadership as learning is the
fourth.
Leadership is multi-faceted. Non-Manager Participants’ experiences of leadership
occurred on two levels: departmental and organizational. They often gave added caveats to their
statements saying “I can’t speak for other departments.” Their experiences of department level
leadership were generally positive and described from the perspectives of the BDLO Human
Resource and Symbolic frames. For example the energy and enthusiasm from their immediate
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boss/supervisor gave them a sense that anything was possible: “She was young and excited about
the work, and really thinking that I can potentially do what she does someday” and “She really
fostered kind of a collegial environment that allowed me to have a variety of experiences.” All
of them talked about the explicit expectations from their bosses about their development and
their own desires to live up to those expectations. Research Question 1 described the perception
of respondents with respect to leadership practices in their organizations. Table 4.8 reported the
perceptions of Non-Managers regarding the frames they saw being used. There appears to be
alignment between those scores and the experiences of these interviewees. In both instances, the
Symbolic frame, actions that include creating an inspiring work environment and communicating
a strong vision, was perceived as occurring more often. One Non-Manager also talked about the
costs of the different forms of leadership she saw occurring in her institution. Speaking about
the support for attending a leader development program that she and a colleague received from
their boss she said, “My boss communicated a little bit to us that she took a political hit for
supporting both of us to going.”
For Middle Managers, the survey responses reported in Table 4.8 indicated that no
BDLO leadership practices frame stood out more than another; the mean scores were tightly
clustered. Similar to the Non-Managers, their experience of departmental leadership differed
from what they saw happening organizationally. However, Middle Managers interviewed
appeared more aware of the organization hierarchy, command-and-control styles of leadership,
and the necessity for boundary crossing activities.
My preference is not to be the quarterback kind of leader, the typical quarterback who
calls all the plays and makes all the glory kind of a thing. But some of my staff
apparently have been conditioned for that type of leadership. [Middle Manager]
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The other Middle Manager noted that it was through her participation in the leader development
program that she became more aware of the boundaries and how to engage them: “it [the
program experience] made it easier for me to communicate across departments, levels of
management, and also with the other museum directors.” Many of the references to leadership
by the Middle Managers referred to this political aspect of leadership and fall within the BDLO
Political frame.
The two Senior Managers were both CEOs. Because of their positions, presumably they
were able to see across and down into their organizations. Their reflections of leadership
centered on the challenges of negotiating relationships with their boards and their staff,
perspectives that were more outward focused.
A directorship is this weird place where you’re supposed to be a good listener, ask
questions and give everyone support in their direction, or you’re supposed to be highly
skilled and know it all. And then for your board, it’s even a more delicate dance.
My board says, “We don't want a leader right now. We're changing our mind and we
want you to listen to us.”
Much more evident in these conversations was the focus on strategic leadership: “My leadership
is staying in a real, strategic level and not getting buried in the day to day.” Throughout the
conversations the words “strategy” or “strategic” occurred multiple times. They both appeared
to be operating primarily out of the Political frame when working with external stakeholders and
through the Structural frame internally. This is contrary to the pattern seen in the total Senior
Manager group as described in Research Question 1. There, Senior Managers list Human
Resource and Symbolic frames as the most used. This could also be about the differences
between the museum CEOs/Directors and non- CEOs/Directors in the Senior Manager group.
The Supervisors’ perspectives were varied. Two of the Supervisors, one Senior and one
Middle Manager, spoke of ensuring that people had space to do grow and thrive, encouraging
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ownership and accountability on the part of the person(s) they supported (Human Resource and
Symbolic frames). Yet they were both operating in very hierarchical organizations. Another
Supervisor differentiated the primary types of leadership necessary in her organization as content
leadership and managerial leadership.
Leadership is developing other leaders. This theme permeated many of the Participants’
comments. Several of the Non-Manager and both Middle Manager Participants talked about the
expectations from their boss or another senior level person that they could and should be leaders.
She was the one who helped me to understand that I could be a leader. [Middle Manager]
Anytime any articles or any journals were of interest that dealt with the line of work, she
would pass them on to me and a couple of others… She tried to keep us up to date on
trends in the field. [Non-Manager]
The Vice President came to me and said, “Here’s an opportunity that I want you to
consider. [Non-Manager]
Non-Managers and Middle Managers who had supportive bosses also talked about the ways
these individuals provided opportunities for them to apply what they learned such as being on
project committees, attending particular meetings with the boss, and/or engaging in ongoing
conversations [Strategic Leadership for Learning]. In turn, the Non-Managers and Middle
Managers modeled these actions for others. One of the middle level Supervisors who was
interviewed talked about how she supports her staff in becoming leaders
They’ll develop something and they’ll have the goals that they need to set. We’ll come
together, and talk about those things as a group; and not me telling them “Oh, that’s not
good, that’s bad”. We brainstorm the ideas together. We’re discussing these things. And
then really letting them take the lead.
These examples of support for increased responsibilities appear to focus on having more
opportunities to expand what staff are doing to different areas such as the one Non Manager who
talked about being able to develop programs with staff from another department.
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A Middle Manager Supervisor recalled that when she was in a leader development
program learning how to manage up was an important skill to learn. As a supervisor she said it
is important to remember “that your coordinators want to manage up. Allowing them to do that
without stifling them, trusting them to be able to do things, and giving up the control” is
important. A Senior Manager Supervisor talked about how her institution is helping managers to
be better coaches in order to build leadership capacity internally.
While these are substantive examples of the ways Participants are being supported in
learning leadership, they also point out something that may be missing. The assignments or
other activities that enable Participants to continue break new ground and continue to expand
their worldview—a process started in the leader development programs—appear to be happening
only in selected cases. For example, one of the CEOs noted that he had done “more leadership
nurturing with some of my staff than I did before I was in the [leadership] program.” He went
on to say, “I see the implications that say you need to spend half your week thinking strategically
even though you’re Middle Manager…. Forcing them to go home and think about all this stuff.”
Time to think and reflect is an important piece of the developmental process. Given the
importance of Strategic Leadership for Learning in successful transfer found in the regression
analysis addressing Research Question 4, these experiences further support that finding.
Data from the DLOQ-A measure offer related perspectives on the notion of leaders
developing other leaders. One individual item in the Strategic Leadership for Learning
dimension, Leaders mentor and coach those they lead, received ratings of four or higher (1=Almost
Never – 6=Almost Always) by 74% of Senior Managers, 48% of Middle Managers, and 28% of
Non-Managers. The Empower People subscale contains three items—Recognizes people for taking
initiative; Gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work and Supports employees who
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take calculated risks—that can be viewed as activities related to developing leaders. Table 4.12

shows that the means for Empower People were highest for Senior Managers (M=4.3), followed
by Middle Managers (M=3.62) and then Non-Managers (M=2.94). These ratings show that
Senior and Middle Managers perceive that leader development activities are occurring; NonManagers are possibly being overlooked in terms of being developed as leaders.
Leadership is change. All participants were acutely aware of leadership as engaging in
and managing change. The first level of change was personal and primarily related to what they
had learned about their strengths and weaknesses from the leader development experience. One
Non-Manager talked about changing her approach to work and recognizing that what she wanted
to do, to implement, was taking longer than she expected. Other Non-Managers talked about the
ease of implementing the practical skills-based lessons, but found the theoretical and abstract
concepts (like leadership) harder to pin down. A Middle Manager described her personal change
as a journey, a sentiment echoed by several other Participants.
There were expectations that after attending these programs individuals would initiate
change at the department level or organization level. Mirroring the survey data, Middle and
Non-Managers expressed the most frustration about the extent to which their ideas were listened
to or accepted despite being encouraged to attend the leader development program. They
characterized their evolving leadership as taking lots of baby steps. However, at some point they
realized either they had to change and/or build alliances. One Middle Manager recalls her
epiphany regarding instituting change.
I have to step back and remember I have to build upon their experiences, their life
experiences, before they can even understand why we’re trying to reach this goal. And I
learned that from going to [the program].
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As one of the CEOs remarked referring to change at the organization level and beyond:
Anyone who becomes a leader [director] of any museum has got to be an adrenaline
junkie anyway….it never lets up, never lets up. You just go from one crisis to the next
issue to a celebration and another issue or crisis…and rarely, but sometimes, there is a
perfect moment. It’s just constant, and you have to love it.
A senior level Supervisor had this to say about leadership development driving change in
museums:
I think there’s intellectual knowledge of the need to change and there’s the emotional
resistance to change. With respect to sending people to programs for leadership
development, it’s a no-brainer that increased leadership in organizations is going to help
the organization move forward. But then it also means when someone else starts to
exercise more power and more leadership, I think to a lot of people it means they have
less power and less leadership. It seems there is a disconnect between the intellectual
understanding of the need for leadership development and organization inertia which I
think is often built on fear of change and outdated thinking that power is a finite
commodity.
One lesson all of the Participants have taken with them is about understanding self. By
understanding themselves they are finding ways to navigate institutional rivers and provide
leadership for change. One thing all Supervisors recognize is the complexity of their
organization which means creating conditions for learning throughout the institution challenging.
Uncertainty and ambiguity often accompany change (Adams, 2003; Howard, Logue,
Quimby, & Schoeneberg, 2009). Data about the BDLO frames can be used to give an indication
of how well equipped an individual is for managing change since the use of multiple frames
provides a system-wide perspective from which to respond. Table 4.10 showed that only 21% of
Senior Managers, 16% of Middle Managers and 7% of Non-Managers perceived use of four
frames by their leadership. The expectation that Participants return ready to catalyze change
most assuredly will be difficult in an environment where few colleagues can shift their
perspectives via the four frames.
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Leadership is learning. Just about every participant and almost all of the Supervisors
mentioned learning as an essential element of leadership and leadership development. One
Senior Manager Supervisor noted that in her organization there was not a shared view of what
leadership or management meant. Therefore, they initiated an internal program to “create that
common language, the lexicon by which people could think about leadership, and to also give
them a number of different kinds of ways to look at leadership.” A Senior Manager survey
respondent noted that “people don't think enough about leadership in the organization or the
skills/training needed to be a good leader.” Another Senior Manager survey respondent shared
that his/her museum need to “create a more consistent understanding of leadership as well as to
define our expectations around leaders.”
Learning leadership and leadership as learning was experienced by Participants as
“finding my own voice as an adult,” and walking around with “stuff swimming in your head
about how you think as a leader.” Participants mentioned returning again and again to the
materials they received from their program. A couple of Non-Managers had the opportunity to
return to their programs as alumni and assisted the new cohort in their experience. These
activities acted as booster shots for what had been learned previously. There were several
mentions of the importance of having a learning community. For some, this community was
provided by their cohort; for a select few, the community existed inside their organization as the
result of multiple people attending the same program. All acknowledged that the leader
development program, whether three days, three weeks, or a year in duration, was the beginning
of their learning about leadership, but not the end. And the extent to which their continued
learning could take place in their institutions influenced the degree to which their learning was
effortful or effortless.

236
In what ways and to what extent are museums learning organizations? During the
interviews, Participants were asked to talk about their ability to implement their learning once
returning to work in two ways: the activities they tried and the people with whom they engaged
as learning partners. Recall from Table 4.12 (Research Question 1) that respondents reported
moderate support all of the DLOQ-A dimensions occurring in their organization except Systems
to Capture Learning which received the lowest ratings. Table 4.30 reported comparisons on the
DLOQ-A for Participants and Non-Participants. Both subgroups reported moderate support six
of the dimensions; Participants also reported moderate support for the Systems dimension. For
both Participants and Non-Participants the Continuous Learning dimension was rated the highest
of all dimensions. This suggests that staff are seeing some evidence that people are helping each
other learn, given time and support to learn, and are acknowledged for learning.
Due to the different vantage points for each Participant Functional Position group, their
perspectives on the extent to which museums are learning organizations differ. The CEOs
interviewed were in a unique situation in having to create the space and the vision for their
organizations to evolve as learning entities and, at the same time, be their own sponsors. They
were also hampered by not really being able to have internal learning partners like the Middle
and Non-Managers. For the CEO interviewees, their program cohort functioned as their
extended learning partners. In one case, the relationship with two board members was such that
they provided learning support. Creating the vision to become a learning organization was not
explicitly stated by either individual; however, both recognized the importance of developing
individuals and communicating that message. One of them spoke about encouraging her direct
report to apply to the program she had just completed. The other said, “I’ve been very explicit
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with [my direct report]. ‘I want you to be the leader in a whole set of areas. And I want you to
really own that.’”
The two Middle Manager Participants interviewed had similar experiences although for
both of them the person who ended up being their major internal support was not their boss, but
their boss’ boss. For both individuals, this meant they had access to information across standard
department boundaries. While each received the support of a senior leader in their organizations,
both were sensitive to the effect that connection could have on their relationships with their
immediate supervisors. The creation of continuous opportunities to learn came from outside
their departments. However, when it came to their own direct reports, they tried to pass along
their learning creating mechanisms within their groups so their staff could be developed.
For the Non-Manager Participants interviewed, the majority of their experiences with
applying their learning existed within their departments. For three of the four, their bosses
actively engaged them in follow up conversations, had a habit of providing them and their
colleagues with institution-wide information, created shared learning via department meetings,
and made sure they had opportunities to do things that were outside their comfort zones
(examples of Continuous Learning and Strategic Leadership for Learning). These
Non-Managers talked about how their bosses were explicit about the importance of leader
development. For the fourth Non-Manager, support was actually provided by her boss’ boss and
occurred in ways similar to the other three Middle Managers.
All of the Non-Managers participated on inter and intra department project/program
groups (Team Learning). For some, the groups functioned autonomously and for others, groups
adhered to a given charge. While they didn’t necessarily know for sure about the
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institution-wide philosophy on leader development, at least two were aware of some things. As
one Non-Manager noted, “We have a very different culture in our division than in the rest of the
museum. One of the other division heads has said many times that she just doesn’t believe in
staff training.” One of the Non-Managers worked in a university-based museum. She said that
being in a university setting was a lucky thing since the university was “doing some things to
promote leadership.”
A senior level Supervisor said that in her organization not every department head thinks
the same way about professional development in general, let alone, leader development; there is
not an institution-wide agreement on the need for learning beyond that which was specific to
one’s assigned role. “In my organization, it’s almost always initiated by the individual, you
know? In fact I can’t think of a case where it hasn’t been.” For the middle level Supervisor,
existing in a context where the boss and boss’ boss have been to the same program seems to
engender a heightened level of interest in continuing that development in others by “giving them
the ability and the comfort level to bring back all of these really good ideas and then think about
how they can apply them in a really thoughtful manner, rather than just saying, ‘Oh, this is
great, this is great.’”
From the interviews, it appears that initiating and sustaining application of their learning
may have been facilitated by different activities (Figure 4.3).
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Figure 4.3 Context for Learning in Museums

Summary of integrative analysis. Analysis of the interviews and survey data highlight
some of the ways museums professionals are thinking about leadership. Interviewees report
differences in styles/approaches at the individual level. Simultaneously they also note the lack of
a common organization-wide understanding of what leadership means and its purpose in their
institution. Interview data suggest that some Supervisors are engaging staff in dialogue about
leadership. The themes of leadership as multifaceted, as developing others, as managing change,
and as learning emerged from the interviews (Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.4 Leadership is ...

With regard to the concept of museums as learning organizations, the findings are mixed.
Ratings on the DLOQ-A which measure the perception of support for learning suggests moderate
levels of support. The interviews, however, indicated more localized support within one’s
department than at the level of the organization.
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Chapter V: Discussion
In attempting to meet the shifting demands with respect to their value and impact on
society, museums have become savvy at visitor engagement, collections management, and
exhibition development. However, what has been learned about creating spaces for engagement,
how people connect with objects, what types of programs work best, and learning has not
necessarily been turned inward to inform organization life and staff development. Museums are
faced with the same pressures and demands as organizations across all sectors. And like those
organizations, museums are faced with the need to develop individual leaders and leadership
capacity. Unfortunately, what is known about how museum professionals think about leadership
is limited; despite interest in understanding and creating experiences to develop leadership as
evidenced by conversations at national conferences, content focus of online forums, articles our
professional magazines and journals, and the recent establishment of new programs for leader
development for museum practitioners.
This study sought to fill a couple of gaps in the museum and leadership literatures. The
broad foci of the study included: (a) understanding how museum professionals think about
leadership and leadership development, (b) describing the conditions for learning leadership in
museums, and (c) illuminating the experiences of professionals in applying knowledge and skills
from leadership development experiences to the workplace.
This chapter starts with a summary of the key findings. Information gleaned from
investigating the research questions is examined in light of relevant literatures about leadership,
leader development, and transfer of learning. The discussion and interpretation of findings draw
from the wealth of data obtained and connection to guiding theories. Implications of these
findings are considered from four perspectives: everyday museum practice, research, leadership
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and change, and my own learning. Limitations of the study as well as its contributions are
covered. In the final section, recommendations are offered for museum practice.
Key Findings
This section summarizes the major findings from the study. These findings are based on
analysis of survey and interview data obtained from museum professionals working in the U.S.
The main findings are broken down into: leadership practices occurring in museums, conditions
for learning leadership in the workplace, and experiences of museum professionals as they
attempt to implement learning from a leader development program (transfer process).
Leadership practices. About two-fifths of the Senior Managers (37%), more than half
of the Middle Managers (60%), and fully three-fourths of the Non-Managers (76%) did not
perceive their museum’s leadership as mastering any of the Leadership Orientations Inventory
(BDLO) frames. Few Senior Managers (21%), Middle Managers (16%) and Non-Mangers (7%),
in fact, perceived full usage of all four frames which Bolman and Deal (2003) assert are
necessary for effective organizational life.
The second key finding is that for all Functional Position groups, ratings for leadership
effectiveness at the department and organization levels tended to be positive with means ranging
from 6.5 to 7.5. In addition, the ratings for Department Level Leadership Effectiveness are
higher than they are for Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness for professionals in each
Functional Position group. Furthermore, a significant relationship was found between the rating
for Leadership Effectiveness at both levels and scores on the BDLO and the Dimensions of a
Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ-A). The relationships between the Department
Level Leadership Effectiveness and the BDLO and DLOQ-A are much weaker than for
Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness. Similarly, regression analysis showed that the
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explained variance for Department Level Leadership Effectiveness (20%) was also lower than
Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness (66%).
Another key finding gleaned from the open-ended responses and interviews is that little
to no common language exists in museums for talking about and understanding leadership.
Conditions for learning leadership. The main findings in this domain focus on the
degree to which museums are seen as learning organizations, the perception of the importance of
leader development to the museum, and the nature of supports for learning leadership in place.
There was moderate support for museums as learning organizations; open-ended and
interview data suggest that perceptions of the degree to which museums supported learning were
more localized to the department level than to the organization level. In general, Senior
Managers were more positive than Middle Managers who were more positive than
Non Managers with regard to assessment of the environment for learning as measured by the
DLOQ-A. The differences in perceptions between groups were statistically significant. Senior
Managers indicate their organizations are more supportive in the organization level domains of
Connect the Organization (e.g., working across departmental boundaries) and Strategic
Leadership for Learning (e.g., learning as an institutional priority). Middle Managers give
higher ratings for the individual level Continuous Learning and the organization level Connect
the Organization. Non-Managers identified the individual level Continuous Learning and the
department level Team Learning as the dimensions with greater support in their organizations.
Across all Functional Position groups, Create Systems to Capture Learning received the lowest
ratings indicating little evidence of this dimension occurring in respondents’ museums.
There is a significant moderately strong relationship between General Transfer Success
and scores on the DLOQ-A and BDLO. The regression model containing Connect the
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Organization, Team Learning, and the BDLO Structural frame accounted for 36% of the change
in perception of transfer scores.
Functional Position affects perceptions of the degree to which leader development is seen
as important in the museum. Senior and Middle Managers give importance (e.g., a necessary
activity) higher ratings than Non Managers. Non Managers, however, were also the group least
likely to be identified for leader development experiences.
With regard to learning leadership, regression analyses indicate that the DLOQ-A
Strategic Leadership for Learning along with organization and peer supports are important for
facilitating continued learning and use of new knowledge and skills derived from leader
development programs. Supervisor Support did not appear to be a contributing factor in one’s
ability to apply their learning in the workplace, except in the context of the DLOQ-A Strategic
Leadership for Learning which covers supervisor-like qualities such as coaching staff for
leadership. Interviews with Supervisors revealed that beyond initial support in the form of
permission to attend, they were not closely engaged with the Participants around the leader
development program.
Participant experiences. Participants were generally positive about their experiences in
and personal benefits of the leader development programs. Overall the Participants describe the
experiences as being helpful, transformative, and highly compelling. Most Participants received
some form of informal support from peers, but less support from more formal avenues such as
performance appraisals. The majority of Participants report they did not have goal-setting
conversations with their supervisors prior to attending the programs nor were they held
accountable for what they had learned. Most Participants reported that their performance at
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work, as tracked on performance appraisals, did not align with the goals of the leader
development programs.
The most important aspects of these programs, as reported in open-ended response items,
were self-development and time for reflection, acquisition of new perspectives about leadership
and leading in complex organizations, and connecting with a cohort of professionals from across
the field. And while most Participants indicated that they were immediately able to apply some
of the skills from their programs, sustaining the incorporation of new knowledge was difficult.
The degree to which their museums supported learning and change influenced on-going
implementation efforts as evidenced by the low and moderate mean scores for Systems to
Capture Learning (e.g., making lessons learned available to all) and Empower People
(e.g., supporting risk-taking). For some, leaving their institutions was the only way they could
begin to take advantage of the new skills and knowledge acquired.
Analysis and Interpretation
This section compares and contrasts the key findings with the literature. The analysis
investigates what the literature has to say about the practice of leadership, affordances and
constraints for learning in organizations, Participants’ experiences integrating new knowledge,
and developing leadership in place.
Leadership practices in museums. The findings related to leadership practices add to
the increasing evidence of the appropriateness of the BDLO in examining perceptions of
leadership behavior in organizations. Most of the current research using the BDLO has occurred
in educational settings like secondary and higher education; this is the first study to apply the
frames in a museum context. Also, an important difference between this study and much of the
literature using the BDLO is that in this study, respondents were not assessing their own or their
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direct boss’ leadership styles. Instead they were asked to assess the organization’s leadership; in
other words, the leadership practices of a collective. This approach was also used successfully in
a study of organizational climate by Thompson (2005).
A frames analysis. The results from this study show that museum professionals do
observe behaviors from all of the frames in their leadership, albeit none of the usage approached
mastery as defined by Sasnett and Ross (Fall 2007). In their study, respondents were the
directors of health information management programs in the U.S. who took the BDLO rating
their own use of the frames. Recall that in this current study respondents were asked to think
about institutional leadership and so it is possible that Senior Managers in this study were likely
rating their own frame usage. While a wholesale comparison between the two studies would be
problematic, comparing the scores of Senior Managers to the Sasnett and Ross study seems
appropriate. In the Sasnett and Ross study 20% of respondents reported scores of 32 or more on
all four frames; 21% of Senior Managers in this study reported they perceived this level of use
by their leaders. Furthermore, in line with the Sasnett and Ross study where more respondents
indicated use of two or fewer frames, 66% of Senior Managers also reported use of two or fewer
frames. In contrast, however, the number of museum professionals reporting no frames used
(>60%) is five times what was found in the Sasnett and Ross study (12.5%). Nonetheless,
similar to the other studies using the BDLO there was a low percentage of respondents reporting
use by their leaders of all four frames (Bolman & Deal, 1991, 1992; Sasnett & Ross, Fall 2007).
When looking at the mean frame scores Senior Managers reported more instances of the
Symbolic (M=29.7) and Human Resource (M=29.6) frames than they did the remaining frames.
Bolman and Deal (1991) suggest that leaders with a Human Resource frame focus on the needs
of staff and building relationships, while the leader with Symbolic orientation attends to making
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the work environment stimulating and inspiring; therefore these behaviors would be consistent
with the senior manager role. Middle Managers identified evidence of the Structural frame
(M=27.0) more often in their leadership. According to Bolman and Deal (1991, 2003), structural
leaders are concerned with policies and procedures, articulation of goals and adherence to a
chain of command. Non-Managers perceived more instances of the Political frame (M=25.1);
typical activities of these leaders include engagement in alliance building, negotiation, and
dealing with conflicts. Which frames tend to be most used according to the literature? In several
studies by Bolman and Deal (1991, 1992) with education sector administrators, the Human
Resource frame was most used and the Symbolic frame was least used. In a study of university
women administrative VPs by Maitra (2007), the Human Resource frame used most, but the
Political frame was least used. In the current study, the least observed frames by Functional
Position were Political (Senior Managers) and Human Resource (Middle Managers and
Non-Managers). Given the current study is the first to use the BDLO with museum
professionals, the first to look at the perspective of different functional positions, and given the
methodology used, no definitive judgment can be made about the differences between studies
with regard to the most and least used frames. However, since leadership is contextual (Grint,
2005a; Northouse, 2010) is it reasonable to assume that the frames most used in one sector or job
function, may not be the same for a different sector or job function. Further research is required
to understand these differences more fully.
Leadership effectiveness. Use of multiple frames is thought to increase the effectiveness
of managers, leaders, and their organizations (Bolman & Deal, 2003; Sasnett & Ross, Fall 2007;
Thompson, 2005). This is based on the premise that frames used in combination increase the
perspectives an individual and an organization have for confronting issues. According to the
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researchers “an increasing complex and turbulent organization world demands greater cognitive
complexity” (Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 528). Given the numerous and varied change events that
respondents reported are happening in their museums, increasing museum leaders’ knowledge
and use of multiple frames will be important.
The frames work has also been used to predict leader and manager effectiveness.
According to Bolman and Deal (1991) overall effectiveness as a leader is typically linked to the
use of the Political and Symbolic frames while effectiveness as a manager is linked to the
Structural and Human Resource frames (p. 525). In addition, across four of their studies,
Bolman and Deal (1991) found that in regression results, the Symbolic frame had a pattern of
contributing more to leadership effectiveness than the Political frame based on the size of the
standard regression coefficient (Beta weights). In their study with corporate middle managers,
the Human Resource frame also contributed to leadership effectiveness, but only after the
Symbolic and Political frames (Bolman & Deal, 1991). In this study there was a strong
relationship between the BDLO frames and ratings for the Organization Level Leadership
Effectiveness and a weaker relationship with Department Level Leadership Effectiveness.
Regression for Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness showed that all of the frames (in
this study, the revised frames) accounted for some of the variance with the Human Resource-R
frame first and the Politico-Symbolic-R frame second. In the regression for Department Level
Leadership Effectiveness, Human Resource-R made the first contribution to explaining the
variance followed by Politico-Symbolic-R; the Structural-R frame did not appear to contribute to
the variance. The current findings suggest that effectiveness as a leader in a museum may have
more to do with the relational behaviors of a leader operating out of a Human Resource frame
than one using the charisma and inspiration of the Symbolic frame.
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For both leadership practices and effectiveness measures, there were different perceptions
among respondent groups, likely based on their vantage point in the museum. The higher mean
scores for Senior Managers may be the result of attributing their own competencies to the wider
organization, a phenomenon Nisbett and Wilson (1977) call the halo effect. Teasing out the
main and contributing influencers of leadership effectiveness is, therefore, a rather complex task.
What do we mean by “leadership”? The final finding related to leadership practices was
the lack of a common vocabulary from which museum professionals can talk about leadership.
This was most evident in the comments shared by the respondents in the open-ended survey
items (e.g., leadership is a slippery term and means different things to different people) and the
Participant and Supervisor interviews (e.g., needing to create that common language, the lexicon
by which people could think about leadership). The leadership literature shows that there are
many definitions of leadership (Jackson & Parry, 2008; Northouse, 2010; Rost, 1990).
Furthermore, in the absence of a clearly defined definition of leadership, individuals develop
their own implicit theories of leadership (Kenney et al., 1994; Pavitt & Sackaroff, 1990; Schyns
& Schilling, 2011).
While a definition was articulated in the survey instructions as a way to help focus
respondents’ attention on leaders in their organizations, open-ended responses suggest that most
of the time leadership was synonymous with senior management or the museum director.
Therefore, when asked to rate the” leadership” of the organization, the default proxy may have
been individuals occupying the top positions as opposed to thinking more broadly about the
leadership activity occurring across the organization; the latter is harder to do. Thus, if this is
true, then the focus on senior management when answering the survey provides one possible
explanation for the higher scores on Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness.
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Without a common language, what gets noticed as leadership differs within and across
departments and organizations (Chhokar, Brodbeck, House, & GLOBE Research Program, 2007;
Livi, Kenny, Albright, & Pierro, 2008; van Quaquebeke, van Knippenberg, & Brodbeck, 2011).
Watkins, Lysø, and deMarrais (2011) conducted a study of participants of a U.S. and a
Norwegian executive leadership development program. The U.S. participants came from a
global health care company; the Norwegian participants were from small and medium sized
businesses. Using Critical Incident Technique, Watkins et al. (2011) collected information about
the nature of change (personal and organization) participants were experiencing as a result of the
program. One of their significant findings the importance of a common language which all
people in the participants’ companies could work from. For example, in the Norwegian group
creating a common language around change principles was an important outcome for their
success in applying learning from their program. The importance of this finding for the museum
field is that unless clarity is brought to the discussions about leadership and its purposes, the
criteria used for identifying future leaders and for hiring new leaders may be at odds with the
leadership really needed.
Supports for learning leadership in place. Cheng and Ho (2001), Gilpin-Jackson and
Bushe (2007), Saks and Belcourt (2006), and Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) found that a
favorable post-training environment or environment for transfer was more conducive to actual
transfer occurring. The main factors contributing to a favorable environment are
•

a continuous learning environment,

•

social support (supervisor and peer support), and

•

organization support.
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This study had findings indicating that aspects of a continuous learning environment exist in
museums. As measured by the DLOQ-A certain dimensional behaviors were perceived to be
supported more than others. There was also evidence for supports in the form of Total
Preparation, Total Peer, Total Supervisor and Total Organization. The connections to the
literature are explored below.
Museums as learning organizations. The findings related to the museums as
organizations supporting learning add to the increasing evidence of the appropriateness of the
DLOQ for assessing the degree to which museum have certain characteristics associated with
learning organizations (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, & Howton, 2003; Watkins et al., 1997; Yang et
al., 2004). Studies assessing organizational culture for learning have been conducted in public
sector and non-profit organizations, although none with museum professionals. An underlying
premise of the DLOQ is that attention to people and structure are critical elements of a learning
organization and interact together in service of organizational change and development (Marsick
& Watkins, 1994).
The findings of the current study suggest that there is moderate support for the notion of
museums as learning organizations; mean scores across all respondents for all seven dimensions
ranged between 2.94 for Create Systems to Capture Learning to 4.49 for Connect the
Organization. This range is consistent, although slightly lower than, the range of mean scores for
studies that are part of a national dataset that range from 3.73 for Create Systems to Capture
Learning to 4.36 for Strategic Leadership for Learning (Watkins, Milton, & Kurz, 2009; Yang et
al., 2004). Thus, the finding that Create Systems to Capture Learning was the lowest rated
dimension is consistent with other studies (McCaffrey, 2004; McHargue, 1999; Milton, 2003).
This study differs from the others in that Connect the Organization (e.g., scanning the
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environment; linking to the community) was the highest rated dimension. Yang et al. (2004)
have suggested that the need for organizations to connect to their external environment is more
important in today’s complex world than it may have been before.
Most of the studies using the DLOQ to assess an organization’s learning profile do not
report comparisons among employee’s perspectives. One difference is a study by McCaffrey
(2004) who looked at scores of Australian public sector managers who had participated in a
management training program and those who had not. She found that the scores on all
dimensions were lower for the program attendees as compared to non-attendees. This study
found just the opposite; Participants gave higher ratings on all dimensions than Non-Participants.
McCaffrey hypothesized that the increased awareness of attendees resulted in their being more
dissatisfied with their workplace environments with respect to supporting learning. I agree that
Participants in this study most assuredly had a higher degree of awareness; however, this may
have allowed them to more critically identify and assess learning-related behavior supports. It is
possible that working in the museum context allows for perspectives on one’s work environment
that differs from other environments. It is also possible that the individuals selected for a leader
development program are different from those selected for a management program. More
research is needed to understand the differences.
The relationship between outcomes (financial, knowledge and mission performance) and
the DLOQ have also been investigated (Ji & Kolb, 2009; McHargue, 2003; Milton, 2003;
Watkins et al., 2009). In a recent correlation study by Lu (2010) the relationship between
leadership effectiveness as measured by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5x and the
DLOQ were explored. Lu (2010) found that “effectiveness behaviors did not demonstrate a
relationship with creating systems to capture and share learning or empower people toward a
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collective vision” (p. 108). In this study, there was a strong relationship between all of the
DLOQ-A dimensions and ratings for the Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness and a
weaker relationship with Department Level Leadership Effectiveness. Thus, whereas Lu’s study
found no relationship with Create Systems and Empower People, this study did find a
relationship, albeit a weak one. This difference could be attributed to how effectiveness was
measured in each study. For this study, effectiveness was captured using a single-item scale with
1 (Not at all Effective) to 10 (Extremely Effective).
Other than the Lu study, the DLOQ-A does not appear to be used to predict leadership
effectiveness as an outcome. Regression for Organization Level Leadership Effectiveness and
the DLOQ-A showed that only the Strategic Leadership for Learning dimension made a
significant contribution. Yang et al. (2004) suggest that in order to create systems to capture and
share learning, the prerequisite condition is that “people are encouraged to participate in enacting
[the] vision through collaboration and team learning” (p. 50). This type of encouragement is a
function of the Strategic Leadership for Learning dimension. This would suggest that for
museums, higher perceived support of this dimension along with Team Learning positions them
well to be able to create the systems necessary for greater organization learning.
In the regression for Department Level Leadership Effectiveness, the Promote Inquiry
and Dialogue dimension was the only one making a significant contribution. Thus the current
findings suggest that effectiveness as a leader in terms of creating an environment for learning is
predicated on clear support for learning organizationally, and facilitating questioning, feedback,
and experimentation at the department level.
Research by Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) and Tracey and Tews (2005) have shown a
relationship between a continuous learning environment and successful transfer. This study had
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similar findings as well. There was moderate relationship between ratings on the DLOQ-A and
General Transfer Success. In addition, regression analysis results indicate that Connect the
Organization (e.g., work across department boundaries; connect with community) and Team
Learning (e.g., teams/groups have flexibility to alter project goals as needed) accounted for the
much of the variance in perceptions of transfer. One possible reason for the importance of these
two dimensions is that they both support the social aspects of learning (Burgoyne & Reynolds,
1997; Watson & Harris, 1999; Wenger, 1998) by encouraging people to work collaboratively
and learn from each other. Wenger’s (1998) view of learning as the social construction of
meaning that occurs in connection with others lends support to the importance of Team Learning
and Connect the Organization as influencers of General Transfer Success.
Social and organization supports. Several studies have shown the importance of social
and organization supports for applying learning in the workplace (Baldwin et al., 2009; Blume et
al., 2010; Martin, 2010; Tracey & Tews, 2005). The results of regression analysis in this study
showed that Total Peer and Total Organization Support influence Participants’ perception of
their ability to try out new things in the workplace and share knowledge and skills that they had
learned. This is in general alignment with the aforementioned studies. The one difference is that
in the current study, Total Supervisor Support does not appear to be important for transfer.
The way the variables interact in the regression equation may provide one explanation for
the absence of Total Supervisor Support in the final regression model. Total Supervisor Support
has moderately strong correlations with Total Organization Support (.617), Total Preparation
Support (.625), and Total Peer Support (.520). The regression output suggests that Total
Supervisor Support did not meet the entry requirement (.05 level of significance) and was
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excluded from the final model. This means that the variance that might be explained by the
Total Supervisor Support was not significant and was weaker in its ability to explain transfer.
Another explanation could be related to the inclusion of the DLOQ as one of the
measures of workplace climate in this study; that instrument was not used to measure workplace
climate in the previous studies mentioned. The DLOQ Strategic Leadership for Learning
dimension is moderately correlated with Total Supervisor Support (.347) (Table 4.35).
Behaviors associated with Strategic Leadership for Learning could be viewed as supervisory in
nature and may have served as a proxy for Total Supervisor Support in this study. If we accept
the notion of the DLOQ dimension as a proxy for Supervisor Support, then this study supports
the work of Smith-Jentsch, Salas, and Brannick (2001) and Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) who
showed that the support of supervisors was most important for transfer. On the other hand, if we
reject the notion of the DLOQ dimension as a proxy for Supervisor Support, then this study
supports the work of Martin (2010) and Gilpin-Jackson and Bushe (2007) who found Peer
Support was more influential than Supervisor Support. Martin suggests that Peer Support can
mitigate the effects of a poor organization climate for learning.
Another possibility is to look at the variables as representative of different levels in the
organization. Kozlowski and Salas (1997) suggest that using different levels of measurement
provide a clearer view of the interrelatedness of individual, department, and organization factors.
Using this perspective, the variables found to contribute most to some aspect of transfer were
Strategic Leadership for Learning (organization), Total Organization Support (organization),
Total Preparation Support (individual and department), and Total Peer Support (individual).
Viewed from this standpoint, the inclusion of Strategic Leadership for Learning provides a more
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nuanced understanding of organization-level supports needed; Total Organization Support in this
study was operationalized only as policies and procedures.
This is also a fourth possibility. The items comprising Supervisor Support are about
granting authority or making sure the staff member has permission and access to resources. If
one occupies a position where s/he has more control over the resources, Supervisor Support may
show up differently. Many of the Participants are senior managers. They are more likely than
the middle managers and non-managers to have control and authority over resources and
processes. They may be least likely to ask their supervisors for support or need it in the same
way that middle managers and non-managers do, especially in terms of someone who will give
permission to try new things. Hence, Total Supervisor Support may not influence the transfer
process in the same way it has been shown to do in the studies cited above. Instead, these
Participants are using their cohort and possibly their peers at work for support (Total Peer
Support did show up as being significant in the regression).
Each of these possibilities is viable. What seems most compelling to me is that if one
already has access to resources, the role of supervisor support becomes less important for some
aspects of transfer. Yet, it is highly likely that all of the possibilities discussed may be operating
simultaneously. Further research would be needed to unpack and explore this phenomenon.
Participants’ experiences of integrating learning at work. This study did not take the
traditional approach to studying transfer in that it did not include any test of the Participants’
knowledge with respect to leader development. This was practical for several reasons including
the variety of programs attended and the more conceptual nature of the leadership construct.
Instead, following the perspective of Lobato (2003), transfer was viewed as the way in which the
Participant constructs meaning from the training or development experience. As noted by
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Lobato (2006), this view of transfer encompasses the “influence of learner’s prior activities on
their activity in novel situations, which entails any of the ways in which learning generalizes”
(p. 437).
The findings indicating the overall positive view of the leader development experience
mirrors other studies evaluating leader development outcomes (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Russ-Eft
& Preskill, 2009). In particular, the findings here support the outcomes of a recent dissertation
study on professional development and museum professionals in Canada (Davis, 2011). Davis
(2011) found that museum professionals engaged in continuing education programs reported a
high degree of satisfaction with their experiences. In addition, similar to the professionals in
Davis’s study, goal-setting conversations with supervisors prior to attending the programs did
not occur. Hence, with respect to programs like leader development which are more
conceptually than skills based, Participants’ efforts to implement learning “tend to take place in
benignly receptive environments that may not regard new concepts and skills as strategically
significant” (Davis, 2011, p. 279). Similarly, the finding that a majority of Participants’ reported
not being held accountable for their learning also mirrors Davis’s findings.
The literature on training and development for leadership suggests that the learning event,
particularly if done well, launches the participant into a realm of disequilibrium during which
s/he must engage in re-making meaning about self and the nature of leadership in their work
(Carroll & Levy, 2010). Participants’ comments about their increased self-awareness and the
need to continue to reflect on leadership in their environments support the work by Carroll and
Levy (2010). The value of reflective activities (whether alone or in a group) during and after the
program was communicated in the narrative responses and during the interviews. Lysø (2010)
characterizes learning from leader development programs as a process of co-reflective practice.
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This process appears to have been a design element in all of the programs attended by the
Participants in this study. Co-reflection is the activity most missed by Participants who were
interviewed, especially if they were not able to establish such a community within the workplace.
Lysø’s (2010) and Carroll and Levy’s (2010) works lend further support to the experience of the
Participants in this study.
The Participants’ challenges and frustration with initiating change beyond the personal
level continues a trend found in the leader development literature (Broad & Newstrom, 1992;
Carroll & Levy, 2010; Holton III & Baldwin, 2003). Several Participants shared examples of
specific support from their boss and or colleagues which enabled them to experiment and engage
others in learning. Often, though, the critical supports were limited to the department and thus
the overall impact of the leader development experience was limited as well. As noted in the
previous section, the extent to which the organization climate is conducive to learning will
impact the individual’s ability to integrate new and old knowledge, skills, and attitudes (CookGreuter, 2004; Kegan & Lahey, 2009; Palus & Drath, 2001; Senge, 2006; Watkins & Marsick,
2003).
Developing leaders. Interviews by Participants suggest that upon return to work,
adequate time was not allocated to the developmental part of leader development, especially for
Middle Managers and Non-Managers. Citing the typical barriers of time, they lamented the need
to have or create space for their continued development. This is in contrast to research by
McCall, Lombardo, and Morrison (1988) positing the 70-20-10 rule which says that developing
leaders is about 70% challenging assignments, 20% support (people and systems), and 10%
program (e.g., skills training, coaching, mentoring, etc.). Research by McCauley, Van Velsor,
and Ruderman (2010), Day (2010), and others have also shown that challenging assignments are
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most beneficial for developing leaders. While some Participants were given increased
responsibilities upon return, the nature of these responsibilities did not appear to encompass the
range of experiences that McCauley et al. (2010) and others describe. The assignments allowed
for horizontal learning, gaining depth in a skill, but very little vertical learning which is essential
for developing leaders.
Implications
There are a number of implications that derive directly from this study’s findings.
Overall, the study provides much needed insights into how professionals think about leadership
and organizational support for leader development. The results of this study should be useful for
a range of people including museum professionals, individuals working with museums, program
providers, and museum and leadership scholars.
For museums. The world in which museums operate is very complex. There is constant
competition for resources that must be allocated to achieve myriad priorities. The challenges of
today are far more intricate than those of 5, 10, or 20 years ago. Understanding and embracing
museums’ complex natures can provide energy and avenues for greater creativity and innovation.
Findings from this study suggest that museums would be well served by strengthening support
for inter organization dialogue and conversation about leadership. Continued reliance on
hierarchical structures for leadership will ultimately hamper museums’ ability to respond in more
nimble and flexible ways. Some museums are experimenting with alternative approaches to
leadership; more experiments are needed.
These findings show evidence for moderate support for learning in museums, especially
in terms of informal supports. However, there is room for improvement. The greatest gap
appears to be in creating systems for documenting and sharing learning. In order for museums to
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continue to thrive and capitalize on the individual learning occurring, creating such systems
becomes critical. In addition, as Claudine Brown assistant secretary for education and access at
the Smithsonian Institution notes, “for many of us who are educators, considering how adult
learners make meaning and act on new knowledge is also key to our efforts in imparting new
skills to adults and creating environments where they can effectively implement what they have
learned” (C.K. Brown, personal communication, July 11, 2012).
The findings suggesting minimal evidence for pre-program support, goal-setting related
to leader development, and accountability should be cause for concern. This is a situation that
calls for some work using the Structural frame. One question to consider is: What will enable
the museum as a system to capitalize on the learning taking place? Another important one is:
What kind of development is needed for supervisors or managers of professionals identified for
leader development? Managers, especially those who oversee participants in leader development
programs, should have some basic understanding of adult learning. This will enable them to
more fully support and engage continued learning in the workplace.
For leader development program providers. This study provides some useful insights
about the museum context for learning and leading. It is probably not a surprise that a
disconnect exists between the organizational goals of museums and those of leader development
programs. The goals are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but without deeper conversations,
the connections between the two will remain non-existent or fuzzy at best. Many program
providers attend the annual conferences for museum professionals and give sessions about their
programs, and yet, somehow the disconnect remains. Perhaps the wrong people are in the room
or the message that these programs are a catalyst for a beginning, not an ending is not clearly
heard.
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For many of the leader development program Participants in this study, support from
their supervisor was either lacking or minimal. Therefore, it seems that some connection with
the immediate supervisors of accepted Participants should be considered. One suggestion is to
involve the supervisors in at least two required sessions: one before the program focusing on the
program’s purpose and activities along with specific examples of how they can support their
attendee, and one post program to revisit the program’s goals and supervisor next steps. It may
not solve the issue for all Participants, but it may certainly help some and open new channels for
dialogue between museums and program providers. Of course, if the Participants self-select or
are referred by someone other than their supervisor, then an alternative may be to provide some
post-program strategies as part of the leader development curriculum. Another option is to have
some post-program activities through which Participants could build necessary support.
For museum studies programs. I suggest that coming to understand about leadership
and organization life not wait until someone has been hired for their first job. Due to the
complexity of organizations, it seems appropriate that one course on leadership and one on
organizations be part of the mainstay of any museum studies program, especially graduate level
programs. At the undergraduate level, the emphasis might be on learning about, as opposed to
learning to do. At the graduate level, it is reasonable to think that there could be a dual
emphasis. My own experience teaching a graduate level course on leadership and museums is
that young professionals coming into the field are disillusioned about leadership. A healthy dose
of the literature and engagement with an array of seasoned professionals begins to give them
some hope about the future. These are potentially our future leaders and a study by A. Barnett
(2011) suggests that they might not hang around in the field long enough to gain access to
traditional leadership positions in museums. Arming students with the means to think and talk
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about leadership and organization life will help elevate the discussions when they enter the
workplace.
For the researcher. In their book Walk Out, Walk On, Wheatley and Frieze (2011)
define a learning journey as a process during which “participants often experience a wide range
of emotions: surprise, disbelief, excitement, doubt, joy, reassurance. …It is an opportunity to
shake up our thinking, engender new insights, and strengthen our commitments” (p. xv). Work
on this dissertation study has resulted in my experiencing all of these emotions.
I have come through the other side with an expanded perception of the complexity of
museum organizational life. As I think about the critique of this work, I believe the paradigm
chosen for this study was and still is appropriate. I chose the mixed methods worldview to guide
my thinking about this study; perhaps in retrospect, it chose me. I believed the mixed method
approach would allow me to see more than either the quantitative or qualitative approaches
would have alone; it appears this was the case. Quantitative data sometimes conflicted with
qualitative data as when respondents gave high ratings for leadership effectiveness and then
provided narrative that did not quite match the ratings. As a researcher in the mixed methods
world, I embraced the ambiguity of the data and understand that both viewpoints—positive and
less than positive—can coexist in the same individual. After all, acts of leadership are
multifaceted and multidimensional. Context matters. As Rousseau (1985) stated, organization
phenomena are “neither micro or macro in character”—they are both, sometimes at the same
time (p. 22).
Had I to do this study again, and assuming time did not matter, I would explore additional
avenues for recruiting museum staff not in managerial positions. I have tried to make their
voices heard, but believe there is still more to hear and learn from them. I would reconstruct the
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survey so length would be less of a barrier to people. And I would explore additional means for
determining the distribution of functional job positions in the field. I believe it would provide
for a better interpretation of the data.
For future research. There are a number of ways this current work can be extended.
The first is to invite more museum professionals to complete the survey; in particular,
professionals who are not managers. A study focused just on the participants and their
supervisors incorporating a 360° feedback process would yield a more 3-dimensional view of the
nature of peer and supervisor support, In addition, additional data collection with museums that
have supported Participants would provide a more complete picture of those museums as
learning organizations.
The Leadership Orientations Inventory and the Dimensions of a learning Organization
Questionnaire proved to be appropriate instruments for use with museum sector professionals.
Additional studies incorporating these instruments would help create a more robust picture of the
organizational landscape. In addition, validation studies should also be conducted.
Further understanding of the how museum professionals understand the terms “leaders”
and “leadership” could use further explanation. Findings here indicated that a common language
does not currently exist. While the survey asked respondents to identify who is currently
exercising leadership (senior managers only, senior and middle managers, everyone), the survey
did not ask them who they thought can or should be exercising leadership. It would also be
interesting to know the extent to which those perspectives are influenced by whether one has
participated in a leadership development experience or not.
Longitudinal studies are rare in the leader development literature. Findings from this
study suggest that a research design incorporating data collection at 6, 12, 18, and 24 months

264
after a leader development experience would provide us with richer information concerning the
type and nature of supports involved and the arc of the transfer process. It could also help to
illuminate the degree to which certain supports are more useful at specific times after a program.
Is there an approach to leader development that is most effective for leaders at different
levels in an organization or for leaders from different sized institutions? How do current leader
development programs serve the needs of leaders in transition? For example, Manderscheid
(2008) notes there is little empirical research documenting the impact of leadership development
interventions early in a leader’s transition (p. 686). What about developing leaders in place?
Findings from this study point to minimal activity focused on leaders developing other leaders.
This may stem from a lack of understanding that developing others is a reciprocal activity; you
also develop yourself. What would leaders developing leaders look like in museums? These
questions could be used to guide future research.
A climate for development is a necessary ingredient for supporting leader development
(Dalakoura, 2010; Hotho & Dowling, 2010; Riggio, 2008; Van Velsor et al., 2010). Van Velsor,
McCauley, and Ruderman (2010) and Dalakoura (2010) list several factors that need to be in
place including well-articulated management priorities, communication, and a culture that values
leadership behavior at all levels (Dalakoura, 2010, p. 436). The literature has suggested that
individuals need to be at a certain stage of development (Cook-Greuter, 2004; Rooke & Torbert,
2005) before they can adapt their meaning making systems and capitalize on the learning
opportunity. Is there an equivalent development stage for organizations? What characterizes
developmental levels for organizations? To what extent might the developmental level of an
organization influence its capacity to support and sustain leader development effort? What are
the characteristics of this type of organizational readiness?
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For leadership and change. Heifetz et al. (2009b) see the need for leaders who can deal
with adaptive challenges. There is and will continue to be less of a need for the “Lone Ranger”
type of leader and more need for an individual who can motivate, coordinate, and connect within
a continually changing environment. The work of leadership will be done in contexts of
ambiguity and uncertainty and this will require different roles for leaders at different times
during an organization’s lifecycle (Bennis & Goldsmith, 2010; Heifetz et al. 2009b; HernezBroome & Hughes, 2004). Hernez-Broome and Hughes (2004) suggest four new roles: master
strategist, change manager, relationship/network builder and talent developer (p. 29). This shift
in required roles and increased recognition of the need to develop organizational and individual
capacity “will require a deeper understanding of the role of organizational systems and culture in
leadership development” (Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004, p. 31). Further exploration of
leadership in and for museums could open the way for richer dialogue among staff and between
museums and their boards about the types of leaders needed for the organization.
Leader development is not linear nor is it mechanistic (McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010);
it is more than just learning skills, new behaviors, or ways of thinking. According to
G. Robinson and Rose (2006), learning leadership is an “ongoing process of becoming more and
more aware and vigilant … a “process of continuously seeking to know yourself, to clarify your
thinking, to take responsibility rather than place blame, and to control only yourself” (p. 19).
Achieving leadership expertise or mastery requires a “process of outgrowing one system of
meaning by integrating it as a subsystem into a new system of meaning” (Allen & Wergin, 2009,
p.10). It is through this process of learning about self that one is able to better understand the
surrounding context and empower others within one’s sphere of influence.
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Leader development can also be defined as a life-long process that entails developmental
experiences and the ability to learn from those experiences (Allen & Wergin, 2009; Day et al.,
2008; McCall Jr. & Hollenbeck, 2010; Van Velsor et al., 2010). The need for developmental
challenges was expressed earlier. Examination of the processes for creating and monitoring
these kinds of experiences would be helpful for staff at all levels of the organization.
With regard to change, many of the Participants felt stymied by the nature of resistance to
change given the seeming support for their attending the leader development program. Levy’s
(1986) model of second-order planned change contains four dimensions of change which are
relevant to this study: organization paradigm, mission/purpose, culture, and core processes. The
model is nested and set up in such a way that higher order change is predicated on lower order
changes happening. Viewed through Levy’s (1986) model, developing as a leader is first
focused at the core process level which includes ” the organizational structure, management,
throughput and decision-making processes, recognition and rewards, and communication
patterns” (Levy, 1986, p. 17). Leader development programs engage individuals in thinking
about how the structures and patterns of behavior operate with respect to leadership and their
potential ability to affect change in those processes. If the culture of how leadership gets enacted
in museums is to change, Levy’s (1986) model suggests that core processes must be dealt with
first. As these processes are created by individuals, then how leader development participants
can exercise their influence needs attention.
Limitations
This exploratory study was based on the perceptions of 310 museum professionals
responding to an online survey and 13 professionals in follow-up interviews. While museums of
various types and geographic locations are represented, the sample is still relatively small and
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focused on staff who belong to selected professional associations or participated in national
leadership development programs. Thus, one limitation is that the findings are not readily
generalizable to the U.S. museum workforce or to museums that are not part of this study.
Although weighting of the quantitative data by a range of museum and respondent characteristics
was not possible, care was taken in reporting to show the leadership, learning, and transfer issues
from several perspectives and how results from this study are applicable to many in the field.
The previous section highlighted some of the ways I think this might happen.
There were several specific limitations that emerged during the conduct of this study
including: the challenges related to identifying a target population, sample size, instrumentation,
self-report nature of the data, and researcher bias. They are discussed below.
Sample representativeness. As described in Chapter III, the process of identifying the
target population was complicated and complex. Extraordinary efforts were made to locate
appropriate statistics about the U.S. museum workforce including contacting various professional
associations serving museum professionals and scouring the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
website. Because museum professionals have varied expertise covering a range of job types, it
was not possible to locate one source of comprehensive data. Therefore, I used available data to
make a reasonable estimate of Participant/ Non-Participant distribution in the target population,
present findings by Functional Position to account for other disproportionate representation, and
make note of where there were significant differences across museum size and museum type.
Sample size and characteristics. The sample of 310 respondents resulted in final
response rate of 15.5%. For an exploratory study, this rate may not be problematic. Obstacles
related to reaching the sample proved to be a barrier to increasing the response rate. While the
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overall response rate was lower than desired, the response rate for participants in the identified
leadership development programs was much higher (50%).
Instrumentation. The Bolman and Deal Leadership Orientation Inventory (BDLO) and
the Dimensions of a Learning Organization (DLOQ) are instruments widely used in organization
research. They have been validated and normed in many contexts, but not with organizations
like museums. Slight modifications were made to the instrument items to fit the museum
context. In addition, in the case of the BDLO, respondents were asked to answer in a way that
differed from the instructions given in the original instrument. It is likely that these
modifications may have had the unintended effect of slightly altering the meaning of items,
possibly limiting comparison with established research using these instruments. On the other
hand, this work may have broadened the possible use and interpretation of the instruments.
More empirical research using these instruments in the museum context is needed.
The length of the survey was prohibitive to some and therefore, may also have been
prohibitive for others. It may be better to make two forms of the current survey each with half
the number of items. This could increase the participation rate in the future.
Respondent bias and the nature of self-report. Because of the sampling process,
museums in the study are represented by very few individuals; in some cases, only one person
from an institution was sampled. This is good because more museums were represented in the
study, and the results are not limited to the context of only a few museums. However, each
individual holds a certain perspective of the institution and may not be aware of other activities
and issues. This is often the case with directors, in particular, who may not to be involved in the
day-to-day minutia. A result is that individuals may over or under state what is actually
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happening in their institution. This must be understood when interpreting these and all similar
data.
One additional limitation regarding respondents has to do with self-report. For questions
referring to the senior leadership of a museum, Senior Managers were, in effect, rating their own
actions. This is a form of individual bias. In future research, engaging multiple perspectives
from the same institutions would provide a richer and more complete picture of leadership and
leadership development in museums. Research focused only on middle managers and
non-managers would also be important for understanding leadership from their point of view.
This could also lead to studies of followership and further illustrate the degree to which
followers influence the behaviors of leaders in their museums.
Researcher bias. I have a perspective and opinions about the nature of leadership and
leader development in museums. Mechanisms to reduce bias were part of the study design and
included inspection of my analysis and interpretations by my chair and members of my
dissertation committee. At appropriate times and in appropriate ways I engaged the thinking of
other professionals in museums and the leadership literature as I made meaning of the data.
Unique Contributions
Study focus. As noted in Chapter II, studies focused on leadership and museums are
rare; studies of museum organizational life are rarer still. Thus, this study adds to the growing
body of museum literature on organizational life and leadership and museums. In addition, it
makes a contribution to the mainstream research on organization learning, leadership, and leader
development providing another context for examination of these issues. It also enables
contributions from museum professionals in PR, Marketing, Human Resources, IT, Finance and
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others who may not be involved in typical museum studies that focus on visitor engagement,
program development, exhibition development, and learning.
Study design. The designs of leadership and leader development studies have typically
been done in the quantitative tradition. Mixed methods studies are growing but have not yet
reached the level of quantitative studies. This study makes a contribution to the mixed methods
tradition. Kozlowski and Salas (1997), Kozlowski et al. (2000), Ciporen (2008), and Mathieu
and Chen (2011) have championed for organization research that takes a cross-level perspective.
The design used for this study supported collection of data from multiple perspectives and
contributes to that body of work as well.
Museums are not so different from other non-profits. Much of the literature relevant
to this study is based on work done in the for-profit and nonprofit sectors. As such, there is often
skepticism in the museum community about the degree to which that research applies and is
useful for the museum context. Given the findings and their connection to existing literature,
museums appear to function in ways that are similar to other organizations. Thus, the research
on organization life, leadership, and leader development can shed light on issues confronting
museums.
Recommendations
The recommendations below build from the implications of this work. They comprise
what can be considered as “low hanging fruit” for next steps.
Conduct a leadership needs assessment. Several authors (Cacioppe, 1998; Gentry &
Leslie, 2007; Horwitz, 2010; Killian, 2010; Moore, 2004) suggest that any leader development
activity be aligned with the needs and challenges of the institution. Based on the findings of this
study determining the leadership needs of the museum and then identifying or creating the
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appropriate developmental experiences aligned with those needs may result in better leveraging
of the learning that occurs. Much of the recent leadership literature supports the contextual
nature of leadership practices. Thus, in order for the needs assessment to be most useful,
organization leaders and staff must have some common understandings of the various kinds of
leadership approaches best suited for their particular context.
Assess the climate for learning. Becoming a learning organization takes time.
Knowing where you are and where you want to go is important for identifying the strategies and
capacities needed to reach the goal. The Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire
is one tool that can assist an organization in understanding how it does and does not support
learning. It can be used alone or in concert with other organization culture assessments that will
help leaders across the organization understand the degree to which organization values are
being upheld. Combining the assessment with strategic planning activities is one way to help
identify the capacities needed to achieve organization goals.
Know your organization’s tolerance for and facility with change. Just as individuals
need to be “ready for learning,” organizations need to know their level of readiness for change.
Related to leader development, expanding individual and organization capacity to embrace and
manage change should yield better “return” conditions for Participants and support everyone’s
ability to cope with everyday work life. Furthermore, being change ready will enable the
museum to capitalize better on the investment made and enable Participants to become true
change agents in the organization.
Facilitate the development of supervisors and managers. Supervisors and managers
are integrally connected to Participants of leader development programs. Developing leaders
requires a long-term commitment to learning, for the Participant and the organization. If the
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ultimate purpose for selecting staff for leader development is to help the museum become more
effective and efficient, then creating mechanisms internally to support learning is critical.
Supervisors and managers are part of the infrastructure for learning. Their development
contributes to Participant success and makes organization success more likely.
Practice leadership. Because museum directorship has become more about efficiencies
and achieving measurable performance-based goals (F. Robinson, 2004; Schwarzer, 2002), the
need for leadership from the middle becomes an essential element in achieving the mission of the
institution (Garvin, 2003; Riggio et al., 2008). McCall Jr. (2010b) speaks to the importance of
intentional practice as key for developing as a leader. Where are the opportunities for museum
professionals to practice leadership? Do not limit the practice to staff only in managerial
positions. Think of ways for staff at all levels of the organization to be supported in practicing
leadership.
Encourage and support mentoring. As noted several times throughout this narrative,
learning leadership is a long-term process and learning is a social endeavor. A solid mentoring
relationship provides a space for reflection and dialogue about daily museum life and one’s
career trajectory. These relationships are especially helpful regardless of the type or size of an
institution. Cross-sector mentoring, in particular, contributes to mindset shifts necessary for
developing leaders.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to: understand how museum professionals think about
leadership and leadership development; describe the conditions for learning leadership in
museums; and illuminate the experiences of professionals in applying knowledge and skills from
leadership development experiences to the workplace. The findings of this study provide
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insights to all of these purposes. Furthermore, they hopefully catalyze new thinking, suggest
new implications, and pave the way for more research about leadership and life in the museum
workplace. In her recent book, The End of Leadership, Barbara Kellerman (2012) states in her
introduction to the book
Becoming a leader has become a mantra. The explosive growth of the "leadership
industry" is based on the belief that leading is a path to power and money, a medium for
achievement, and a mechanism for creating change. But there are other, parallel truths:
that leaders of every stripe are in disrepute; that the tireless and often superficial teaching
of leadership has brought us no closer to nirvana; and that followers nearly everywhere
have become, on the one hand, disappointed and disillusioned, and, on the other, entitled
and emboldened. (p. xiii)
While I do not believe that leadership in museums is apocalyptic, this study shows there are
reasons to be concerned. The professional development models used in leader development
programs and how they fit with museum goals and directions do not seem to be producing the
capacities needed nor at the rate desired. Something is not working. This study suggests that:
1. Top-level leadership is opaque; most museum professionals are unclear about the
functions of senior leadership.
2. The lack of recognition of informal leaders may mean museums are not aware of the
capacities that already exist, nor have mechanisms to support leadership activity from
this group.
3. Leader development programs do not appear to be connecting with organizations in
ways that reinforce the goals and strategic directions of participants’ museums.
4. The conditions for learning leadership are not robust enough, nor intentional enough
to sustain continued learning or development.
But there is hope. Things can be leveraged to improve the current condition.
1. Museum professionals are seeing more evidence of leadership at the department
level—this level is not quite as opaque.
2. Not only are they seeing localized leadership, museum professionals are attentive to
the kinds of leadership practices that are necessary.
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3. Museum professionals want to have management training and want to be developed
as leaders.
The opportunity exists to capitalize on these strengths and move the institutions to more
integrative forms of leadership. Regardless of one’s definition of leadership, being in a learning
mode is important for monitoring and assessing one’s leadership practice. Learning to enact
leadership must occur on at least two dimensions, horizontal and vertical. To many, developing
as a leader means acquiring new skills. However, it is clearer to me now that skills alone are
insufficient. The process of leadership is social; it grows out of interactions between people.
Being able to enact leadership requires that one be able to see from multiple vantage points
simultaneously. Only through an orientation to ongoing learning and exposure to developmental
opportunities can an individual expand his/her ways of thinking and as a result ways of leading.
In my view to be a leader is to be a lifelong learner.
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Appendix A: Definitions
Research in leadership, leadership development, and transfer of learning yields terminology that
can have varied meanings. Defining these terms and constructs will afford the reader better
understanding of the concepts introduced in the study.
Actor-oriented transfer: A perspective that acknowledges the social and dynamic nature of
learning, emphasizing a focus on knowledge and performance (not one or the other) and the
individual in context as part of transfer (Lobato, 1996; Lobato, 2006).
Development: A long-term process of altering one’s way of making meaning (Boyatzis, 2008;
Cook-Greuter, 2004).
Hermeneutic Phenomenology: A methodology which supports the exploration of lived
experiences and the interpretation of those experiences based on the researcher’s personal and
theoretical knowledge (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007; Bentz & Shapiro, 1998; Laverty, 2003).
Leader: An individual engaged in the act of leadership who may or may not have formal
authority to do so (Heifetz, 1994; Northouse, 2007).
Leadership: Leadership is a process, an influence relationship which is dynamic, created and
recreated in relationship with others and with the goal of achieving some mutually beneficial
outcome. It has been equated with producing direction, alignment and commitment. Leadership
has also been described as an interactive practice aimed at collective outcomes that includes
participation across levels of position and power (Drath et al., 2008; Fletcher, 2004; Heifetz,
1994; Rost, 1990; Uhl-Bien et al., 2007).
Adaptive Leadership: The “activity of mobilizing people to tackle the toughest problems and do
the adaptive work necessary to achieve progress” (Heifetz, Kania, & Kramer, 2004, p. 24).
Leader Development: Enhancing individual human capacity. It is the “acquisition or
development of within-individual attributes (i.e. human capital) such as knowledge, knowledge
structures, skills, abilities, and competencies” (Day et al., 2008, p. 159). Leader development is
focused on gathering additional knowledge, skills, and attitudes (KSAs) to be more effective in
the leadership role (Van Velsor et al., 2010).
Leadership Development: “Enhancing the capacity of teams and organizations to engage
successfully in leadership tasks, focusing on building the networked connections among
members” (Day et al., 2008, p. 299). It has also been defined as a process which provides
direction, alignment, and commitment for achieving a common goal (Drath et al., 2008).
Learning Organization: “Organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create
the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where
collective aspiration is set free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together”
(Senge, 2006, p. 3).
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Museum: For purposes of this study museum refers to science, natural history, history,
children’s, and art museums. It does not include zoos, aquaria and botanic gardens.
Organizational Climate: A multidimensional phenomenon of the extent to which individuals
perceive the impact of the work environment on themselves. It is an aggregate or consensus
measure of individual members’ perceptions that comprise this work-level construct (Glisson &
James, 2002, p. 769).
Organizational Culture: The set of “shared, taken-for-granted implicit assumptions that a group
holds and that determines how it perceives, thinks about, and reacts to its various environments”
(Schein, 1996, p. 236). Culture describes the way work gets done and is the basis for
acculturating new employees to the workplace (Glisson & James, 2002).
Organizational Learning: “A system of actions, actors, symbols and processes that enables an
organization to transform information into valued knowledge which in turn increases its long-run
adaptive capacity” (Schwandt, 1993, as cited in Gorelick, 2005, p. 384).
Organizational Readiness: The degree to which organizational members (staff) perceive that an
activity (e.g. change) is necessary and belief that the organization has the capacity to successfully
accomplish the activity (Armenakis et al., 1993).
Social Constructivism: Under this paradigm, there are multiple ways of seeing reality; reality is
co-constructed in the interactions between individuals. People make sense based on historic and
social perspectives (Creswell, 2009; Meindl, 1995; Roberts, 2007).
Training: The acquisition or expansion of a set of skills or practices (growing what one knows)
(Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009).
Transfer of Learning/Training (a.k.a. Learning Transfer or Training Transfer): This is an
individual level construct that is about applying KSAs learned in one setting to another setting
(e.g. the workplace). Transfer has also been described as a process of making generalizations
across different contexts based on information acquired previously. Successful transfer is
realized when the application of KSAs is maintained in the workplace (Baldwin & Ford, 1988;
Cheng & Hampson, 2008; Royer et al., 2005, p. vii). Motivation and cognition theories provide
the underlying framework for this construct (Subedi, 2004).
Transfer System: A term proposed by Holton III et al. (2000) articulating a systems view of the
transfer process. It is a multi-level construct incorporating the individual, the training, and the
workplace, all of which are assumed to influence transfer.
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Appendix B: Survey
Leadership and Museums
Phase 1 Survey
INTRODUCTION
February 2012
Dear Museum Colleague,
Hello and again thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey on museums, leadership, and leader
development.
This survey will give you an opportunity to reflect on your experiences and to add your voice to an
analysis of leadership and leadership development in the museum industry. The survey should take
approximately 25 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and you may opt out of the survey
at any time by exiting the survey. All responses will be confidential and no responses will be individually
identified in any reports or presentations about this study.
The survey is comprised of several sections. All participants will answer five sections: Leadership
practices, General perceptions of leadership, Museums as learning organizations, General perceptions of
leader development, and demographic questions. Depending on whether you have attended a leader
development program or supervised a participant, you may be asked to complete additional sections.
While it is probably best to complete the survey in one sitting, you do have the option of completing it
over multiple sessions. Remember to hit the <Next> button to save responses just entered prior clicking
on the "Exit this Survey" button. Use the same web link you received initially to re-enter the survey and
continue.
Thank you in advance for your participation.
Julie Johnson (jjohnson4@antioch.edu)
PhD Candidate, Antioch University
John Roe Distinguished Chair of Museum Leadership, Science Museum of Minnesota
1. Please confirm that you are currently working in a museum.
• Yes, I am currently working in a museum
• No, I am not currently working in a museum [If Yes, then go to 2; else go to 58]

LEADERSHIP PRACTICES
Research has shown that in many cases leaders rely on their frames of reference, past experience, and
various strategies to enact leadership.
The following questions ask you to think about the practices/behaviors the leaders* in your museum use
and identify the degree to which the statements are true about them.
[*If you are the CEO/Director, please respond with your senior team in mind.]
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2. Leaders in my museum ...
• Operate in a clear and logical way.
• Show high levels of support and concern for others.
• Have exceptional ability to mobilize staff and resources to get things done.
• Inspire staff to do their best.
• Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines.
• Build trust through open and collaborative relationships.
• Engage in very skillful and shrewd negotiations.
• Are highly charismatic.
• Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking.
• Show high sensitivity and concern for staffs' needs and feelings.
• Are unusually persuasive and influential in promoting collaboration across the organization.
3. Continuing to think about leadership at your institution, how frequently do the leaders in your
institution engage in the following practices?
[*CEOs/Directors: continue to respond with your senior team in mind.]
The leaders in my museum ...
• Ensure the work environment is stimulating and inspiring
• Develop and implements clear, logical policies and procedures.
• Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions.
• Anticipate and deals adroitly with organizational conflict.
• Operate in a highly imaginative and creative manner.
• Approach problems with facts and logic.
• Are consistently helpful and responsive to staff.
• Are very effective in getting influential and powerful support from the community.
• Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission.
• Set specific, measurable goals and holds staff accountable for results.
• Listen well and is very receptive to differing ideas and input.
4. Still thinking about leadership at your institution, how frequently do leaders in your institution use the
following practices?
[*CEOs/Directors: Still respond with your senior team in mind.]
The leaders in my museum ...
• Are politically very sensitive and skillful.
• See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.
• Emphasize attention to detail in our work.
• Give recognition for work well done.
• Develop and participates in alliances to build a strong base of support for the institution.
• Generate loyalty and enthusiasm.
• Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command.
• Encourage participation and involvement in decision making
• Are very skilled in dealing with conflict and opposition.
• Serve as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values.
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GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF LEADERSHIP
5. Thinking about how leadership is practiced in your organization, how strongly do you disagree or agree
with the following statements? (6-point Likert with Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree)
Strongly
Disagree

1

•
•
•

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

6

Leadership is exercised primarily by senior management.
Leadership is exercised by both senior and middle managers.
Leadership is exercised by everyone in the organization.

6. On a scale of 1 (Not at All Effective) to 10 (Extremely Effective), how would you rate the overall
effectiveness of leadership in your ...
• department/division?
• organization?
MUSEUMS AS LEARNING ORGANIZATIONS
8. Thinking about how your organization supports and uses learning, for each item, determine the degree
to which this is something that is or is not true of your organization. If the item refers to a practice that
rarely or never occurs, score it a one (1). If it is almost always true of your organization, score the item as
six (6).
In my organization ....

Almost
Never

1

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2

3

4

5

Almost
Always

6

People help each other learn.
People are given time to support learning.
People are rewarded for learning.
People give open and honest feedback to each other.
Whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think.
People spend time building trust with each other.
Teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed.
Teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or information collected.
Teams/groups are confident that the organization will act on their recommendations.
Leaders mentor and coach those they lead.
Leaders continually look for opportunities to learn.
Leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are consistent with its values.
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9. Continuing to think about how your organization supports and uses learning, on a scale of 1 (almost
never) to 6 (almost always), how often do the following practices happen in your organization.
My organization ...
• Creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance.
• Makes its lessons learned available to all employees.
• Measures the results of the time and resources spent on training.
• Recognizes people for taking initiative.
• Gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work.
• Supports employees who take calculated risks.
• Encourages people to think from a global perspective.
• Works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs.
• Encourages people to get answers from across the organization when solving problems.

GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF LEADER DEVELOPMENT
Leader development is the process of enhancing individual capacity to fulfill a leadership role. It is about
developing knowledge, skills and attitudes that enable one to be effective when enacting leadership.
10. Thinking about leader development, how strongly do you disagree or agree with each of the following
statements?
Strongly
Disagree

1

•
•
•

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

6

I am interested in participating in a leader development program.
I feel I know how to seek out and accept leadership roles.
I use good leadership skills in my roles at work.

11. Still thinking about leader development in your organization, how strongly do you disagree or agree
with each of the following statements.
Strongly
Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

6

Leader development...
• Is important in my institution.
• Activities are available for everyone in my institution, from front-line staff to the ceo.
• Activities are generally only available for senior level positions in my institution.
• Enriches the whole organization
• Is primarily used as a way to advance one’s career.
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12. How likely is it that the following staff would be referred to a leadership development program?
Not at all
Likely

•
•
•
•
•

Somewhat
Likely

Likely

Frontline staff
Middle level managers
Senior managers (e.g., VPs)
CEO/President
Other

13. To what extent are your colleagues who have participated in professional development programs (leadership
oriented or other) successful in using what they learned when they return to work?
Use 10-point scale with 1=Not at all successful – 10=Very Successful
Add a ‘Don’t Know’ option
14. Below is a list of various activities that organizations may use for developing leader capacity. Please check the
strategies that your organization has used in the past 2-3 years.

Item
Museum related leadership programs (e.g. Getty Leadership Institute,
Noyce Foundation, Bank Street College, Center for Creative
Leadership, or Association of Science Technology Centers)
Other formal leader development programs (e.g. seminars, multi-day
sessions, college/university courses)
Leader development workshops
Mentoring
Coaching
Executive coaching
Developmental experiences (e.g. stretch assignments)
360-degree feedback or multi-source feedback
Performance appraisal
Networking
Personal development plans
Work-based projects
Other leader development activities

Yes

No

Don't
Know
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LEADER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
There are a number of formal programs available for developing leaders in the museum field. For
example external programs include those offered by the Getty Leadership Institute, the Noyce
Foundation, the Association of Science-Technology Centers, Bank Street College, or the Center for
Creative Leadership.
Some museums also have formal structured leadership programs they offer internally.
For this question 'leader development' refers to a formal program that explicitly mentions 'leader
development' or 'leadership development' in its title or main purpose. This question does not refer to
general professional development, skills training or management programs.
15. Did you participate in a formal leader development program at any time between 2007 and 2011?
• Yes
• No [If Yes, then go to 16; else go to 38]
PARTICIPATION IN A LEADER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
16. Thinking about the leader development program(s) you have attended, which, if any, of the following
did you attend between 2007-2011. (Check all that apply)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Getty Leadership Institute’s Museum Leadership Institute
Getty Leadership Institute’s Museum Leaders: The Next Generation
Noyce Leadership Fellows Program
ASTC Diversity and Leadership Fellows Program
Center for Curatorial Leadership Fellows Program
Center for Creative Leadership
Bank Street College's Leadership in Museum Education Program
Other

17. Which program did you most recently attend and in what year did you attend?
•
•

Program name
Year attended

18. Who referred you to or told you about your most recent leader development program?
•
•
•
•
•

Self selected
A direct report
A colleague in my institution
My boss
Other

19. Are you working in the same museum as when you attended your most recent leader development
program?
• Yes
• No
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20. Thinking about the leader development program you attended most recently, please describe the
expectations you had for the program.
21. What were your most significant takeaways from the program?
22. Again thinking about the most recent program you attended, what skills or knowledge from the
program did you particularly want to take back and share or implement at work?
23. How successful were you in bringing back to your job the skills and knowledge you wanted to share
or implement at work?
Use 10-point scale with 1=Not at all successful – 10=Very Successful
24. What specifically contributed to or inhibited your success at bringing back to your job the skills and
knowledge you learned at the leader development program.
25. What aspect of the leader development program was most compelling? What stands out for you as
you reflect on that experience?
26. Still thinking about your most recent leadership development program, how strongly do you disagree
or agree with each of the following statements.
Strongly
Disagree

1

•
•
•
•

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

6

Participation in the leader development program resulted in benefits (e.g. increased skills,
knowledge, attitudes) for me.
Participation in the leader development program has resulted in benefits for my department.
Participation in the leader development program has resulted in benefits for the museum.
I can see possible opportunities for using the skills and knowledge I gained in my future work.

27. Was your participation in the leader development program acknowledged or celebrated ...
Use Yes, Definitely; Yes, A little Bit; No; Not Applicable
•
•

In your department/division?
In your organization?

28. In what, if any, way was your participation in the leader development program acknowledged or
celebrated?
IMPLEMENTING LEARNING FROM THE LEADER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
29. In general on a scale of 1 (extremely low) to 10 (extremely high), how would you rate your ability to
apply the information gained from the leadership development program towards work ...
Use 10-point scale with 1=Extremely Low – 10=Extremely High
•
•

In your department/division?
In your organization?
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30. Reflecting on what occurred in preparing for the program ...
Use Yes, this definitely happened; Yes, this happened a little bit; No, this did not happen
•
•
•
•

I had ample time to prepare for the leadership development program
My supervisor/manager could articulate how this program would be useful for me and the department.
My supervisor/manager and I identified specific goals related to my participation prior to the start of the
program
My colleagues supported me in preparing for the program by assisting with the workload and/or
minimizing interruptions

31. Reflecting on what occurred when you returned to work, did your colleagues ...
Use Yes, this definitely happened; Yes, this happened a little bit; No, this did not happen
•
•
•
•

Encourage you to use your new skills and knowledge
Seek you out because of your new skills and knowledge
React positively when they see you applying your learning
Seem to be willing to try out new ideas

32. Continuing to reflect on your return to work after completing the leader development program, how
strongly do you disagree or agree with each of the following statements regarding your interactions with
your supervisor, or the person you report to?
Use Yes, this definitely happened; Yes, this happened a little bit; No, this did not happen
My supervisor...
•
•
•
•
•

Encouraged me to use my new skills upon returning from the program
Had follow up conversations with me about my program experience
Gave me ample time and opportunity to use my new skills
Held me accountable for what I learned in the program
Asked me to share my learning with other staff.

33. In my museum ...
Use Yes, this definitely happened; Yes, this happened a little bit; No, this did not happen
•
•
•

Performance evaluation includes use of my new skills/knowledge as an element for assessment
Policies, practices and culture are such that I feel/felt supported in applying my learning from the
leadership development program
Systems are in place that allow for cross-departmental assignments as one way of providing opportunities
to apply one’s learning

34. Thinking about the support your received to apply your learning back in the workplace, using a scale
of 1 (Not Supportive) to 10 (Very Supportive), how would you rate the overall support you received
from...
•
•
•

Your supervisor?
Your peers?
Your organization?
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35. Within what time period did you first try to incorporate the knowledge, skills and perspectives
obtained?
•
•
•
•
•
•

Almost immediately
Within the first 3 months
In the first 4 to 6 months
In the first 7 to 12 months
After the first year
I'm still not sure how to use what I learned

36. My position (e.g. as a senior manager, manager, non-manager) in the institution makes/made it easier
for me to apply what I learned in the leadership development program.
•
•
•

Yes, this is definitely true.
Yes, this is true to some extent
No, this is not true.

37. I will be talking further with museum staff who have participated in leader development programs. I
would be very interested in having you participate in these conversations. If you are interested in a follow
up conversation, please enter your email address below. Your email address will not be linked with this
survey to preserve confidentiality of your responses.
SUPERVISING LEADER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
As noted previously, there are a number of formal programs available for developing leaders in the
museum field including those offered by the Getty Leadership Institute, the Noyce Foundation, the
Association of Science-Technology Centers, Bank Street College, or the Center for Creative Leadership.
Some museums also have formal structured leadership programs they offer internally.
* Here again, leader development refers to a formal program that explicitly mentions 'leader development'
or 'leadership development' in its title or main purpose. This question does not refer to general
professional development, skills training or management programs.
38. Between 2007 and 2011 did you supervise a staff person who attended a formal leader development
program?
• Yes
• No [If Yes, then go to 39; else go to 46]
39. Who did you supervise for a leader development program? (If more than one, check all that apply)
• A direct report
• A colleague
• A staff member from another department
• Other
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40. Thinking about the individual you most recently supervised, which of the following is/was the
reason(s) for his/her attending the leader development program?
Use Yes, definitely the reason; Yes, somewhat the reason; No, not really the reason
•
•
•
•
•
•

S/He showed leadership qualities
S/He needed to develop soft skills
S/He needed to develop strategic skills
S/He was recently promoted
It was the next logical step in his/her career – s/he was ready for it
Other

41. Thinking about the same individual, what were your primary expectations about what they would
bring back from the leader development program s/he attended?
42. Continuing to think about the same individual, was the staff member's participation in the leader
development program acknowledged or celebrated?
Use Yes, Definitely; Yes, Somewhat; No
43. In what, if any, way was their participation acknowledged or celebrated?
44. Thinking about the outcomes for the most person you supervised most recently and who attended a
leader development program, how strongly do you disagree or agree with each of the following
statements?
Participation in the leader development program has benefits (e.g. increased skills, knowledge, and
attitudes) ...
Strongly
Disagree

1

•
•
•

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Agree

6

For the staff member.
For the staff member’s department.
For the museum.

45. I will be talking further with museum staff who have supervised participants of leader development
programs. I would be very interested in having you participate in these conversations. If you are interested
in a follow up conversation, please enter your email address below. Your email address will not be linked
with this survey to preserve confidentiality of your responses.
ABOUT YOUR MUSEUM
This next section asks questions about your museum, the environment in which you work.
46. Type of museum (Check all that apply)
• Science Museum/Science Center
• Children’s Museum
• Natural History Museum
• History Museum
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•
•
•

Art Museum
Zoo/Aquarium
Other (specify)

47. Type of museum – extended
• Stand alone
• University affiliated
• Government affiliated
• Mixture
• Other
48. In what State/Province is your museum located? Please use the two-letter abbreviation for the state.
49. About how many paid employees work at your museum?
• <5
• 6-25
• 26-50
• 51-100
• 100-250
• 251-500
• Over 501
50. Indicate which, if any, of the following changes have occurred in your museum in the last two years.
(Check all that apply)
• New President started
• Interim CEO/President/Director (Former individual left, but not yet replaced)
• Have experienced a re-organization
• Experienced a significant lay off
• Significant increase in financial resources
• Significant decrease in financial resources
• Serve weather-related event (e.g. flooding, tornado, hurricane, tsunami, earthquake)
• None of the above
• Other (specify)

ABOUT YOU
This next section is about you, about who you are in your work world.
51. What is your primary area(s) of responsibility? (Check all that apply)
• Education/Public Programs
• Administration/Operations
• Development/Fundraising
• Finance/Accounting
• Research/Evaluation
• Information Technology
• Other
• Human Resources
• Marketing/PR
• Exhibits/Curatorial
• Conservation
• Registrar/Collections
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52. What is your functional position?
• Senior Management (CEO/President/VP-level)
• Middle Management (Director, Manager)
• Non-Manager (you have no direct reports)
• Other (specify)
53. How many years have you been ...
Use <3 years; 3-5 years; 6-10 years; 11-20 years; 21+ years
•
•
•

In your current position?
In your museum?
In the field?

54. What is your gender?
• Female
• Male
• Transgender
• Other
55. Which category below includes your age?
under 20, 21-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+
56. With which racial/ethnic group do you identify?
White, African American, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Multiple Races, I choose not to supply this information
57. Please indicate your connection with the national associations listed below. (Check all that apply)

American Association of Museums (AAM)
Association of Science-Technology Centers
(ASTC)
Association of Children's Museums (ACM)
American Association for State and Local
History (AASLH)
National Association of Interpretation (NAI)

My institution is a
member

I am a member

Other (please specify the full name(s) of the national association(s) and affiliation type)
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PREVIOUS MUSEUM EMPLOYEES
The target audience for this survey is people working in museums. You have landed on this page because
you indicated you are not currently working in a museum.
If you reached this page in error, click PREVIOUS and you will be taken back to the first question.
58. How long ago did you leave your museum?
• Less than one year
• Between one and five years ago
• Over five years ago
59. What was your position in your previous museum?
• Senior Management (CEO/President/VP-level)
• Middle Management (Director, Manager)
• Non-Manager (you have no direct reports)
• Other (specify)
60. While you were employed at a museum, did you participate in a leader development program at any
time since the beginning of 2007?
• Yes
• No [If Yes, then go to 61; else End]
61. What leader development program did you attend?
62. In what, if any ways, were you able to make good use of your experience in the leader development
program either personally or at your museum?
END – THANK YOU
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Appendix C: Leadership Orientations Inventory (BDLO)
Bolman and Deal (1990) 3
Structural Frame
Operates in a clear and logical way.
Strongly emphasizes careful planning and clear time lines.
Approaches problems through logical analysis and careful thinking.
Develops and implements clear, logical policies and procedures.
Approaches problems with facts and logic.
Sets specific, measurable goals and holds staff accountable for results.
Emphasizes attention to detail in our work.
Strongly believes in clear structure and a chain of command.
Human Resource Frame
Shows high levels of support and concern for others.
Builds trust through open and collaborative relationships.
Shows high sensitivity and concern for staffs' needs and feelings.
Fosters high levels of participation and involvement in decisions.
Is consistently helpful and responsive to staff.
Listens well and is very receptive to differing ideas and input.
Gives recognition for work well done.
Encourages participation and involvement in decision making
Political Frame
Has exceptional ability to mobilize staff and resources to get things done.
Engages in very skillful and shrewd negotiations.
Is unusually persuasive and influential in promoting collaboration across the organization.
Anticipates and deals adroitly with organizational conflict.
Is very effective in getting influential and powerful support from the community.
Is politically very sensitive and skillful.
Develops and participates in alliances to build a strong base of support for the institution.
Is very skilled in dealing with conflict and opposition.
Symbolic Frame
Inspires staff to do their best.
Is highly charismatic.
Ensures the work environment is stimulating and inspiring
Operates in a highly imaginative and creative manner.
Communicates a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission.
Sees beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.
Generates loyalty and enthusiasm.
Serves as an influential model of organizational aspirations and values.

3

Items have been slightly modified for use in this survey. Used with permission of the authors.
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Appendix D: Dimensions of a Learning Organization (DLOQ-A) – Short Version
Marsick and Watkins (2003) 4
Create Continuous Learning Opportunities
In my organization, people help each other learn.
In my organization, people are given time to support learning.
In my organization, people are rewarded for learning.
Promote Inquiry & Dialogue
In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each other.
In my organization, whenever people state their view, they also ask what others think.
In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other.
Encourage Collaboration & Team Learning
In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as needed.
In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of group discussions or
information collected.
In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the organization will act on their
recommendations.
Create Systems to Capture & Share Learning
My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance.
My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees.
My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent on training.
Empower People Toward a Collective Vision
My organization recognizes people for taking initiative.
My organization gives people control over the resources they need to accomplish their work.
My organization supports employees who take calculated risks.
Connect the Organization to its Environment
My organization encourages people to think from a global perspective.
My organization works together with the outside community to meet mutual needs.
My organization encourages people to get answers from across the organization when solving
problems.
Provide Strategic Leadership for Learning
In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead.
In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn.
In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are consistent with its values.

4

Items have been slightly modified for use in this survey. Used with permission of the authors.
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Appendix E: Sample Weights Calculation

Steps for calculating the Proportional Weights

Step 1: Estimating the % of
Participants expected in population
participants in source lists
106 ASTC Fellows + Noyce
88 bank street
41 CCuL
207 GLI
442
26 # in survey not from any list
468 0.166666667
% other of participants = participants
who were not from my lists/all participants
from survey [26/156]

Step 2: Determining the Target Population w/o overlaps between AAM &
ASTC Lists
AAM whole list
AAM art
AAM residual

15389
7336
8053

0.92
0.92

14158h
6749
7409

% overlap btwn AAM & ASTC respondents=>

0.463768

[Of the 276 respondents whose institutions were AAM or ASTC members,
128 were members of both organizations.]

6750a
3973b
4244c
14967
442
15409d

0.083870968
% other of population = participants who
were not from my lists/all survey
respondents [26/310]

1255e
442f
1697g
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Step 3: Calculating the Proportional Weights
PARTICIPANTS
PARTICIPANTS expected
POPULATION
% of PARTS expected in population

PARTS in survey
Survey SAMPLE
% of PARTS in respondent sample
Proportional Weight i for Participants ==>

NON-PARTICIPANTS
Non-PARTICIPANTS
expected
POPULATION
% of Non-PARTS exp. in
population

1697
15409
0.110131492

156
310

Non-PARTS in survey
Survey SAMPLE
% of Non-PARTS in respondent
sample

0.503225806
0.22

13712
15409
0.88985005

154
310
0.49677419

Proportional Weight for Non-Participants ==>

1.79

Note: a Number of museums in AAM list that are Art museums. b Number of museums remaining in AAM list that do not overlap with the ASTC list. c Total
number of museums in ASTC list. d Total of target population. e Number of leader development program participants expected in the target population. f
Number of leader development program participants invited directly from programs. g Total expected number of participants. h Represents the Non-Participant
portion (100-8%=92%). 1 % Expected / % Actual = Proportional Weight
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Appendix F: Initial Comparative Analysis by Functional Position
Does the Variance between Means for Functional Position Reach Significance at the p<.05 level?
VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

BDLO_STRUC1

q02_01, Operate in a clear and logical way.

Y

BDLO_STRUC2

q02_05, Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time
lines.

N

BDLO_STRUC3

q02_09, Approach problems through logical analysis and
careful thinking.

Y

BDLO_STRUC4

q03_02, Develop and implement clear, logical policies and
procedures.

Y

BDLO_STRUC5

q03_06, Approach problems with facts and logic.

Y

BDLO_STRUC6

q03_10, Set specific, measurable goals and holds staff
accountable for results.

N

BDLO_STRUC7

q04_03, Emphasize attention to detail in staff's work.

Y

BDLO_STRUC8

q04_07, Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of
command.

N

BDLO_LENS_ST

BDLO Structural Lens

Y

BDLO_HR1

q02_02, Show high levels of support and concern for staff.

Y

BDLO_HR2

q02_06, Build trust through open and collaborative
relationships.

Y

BDLO_HR3

q02_10, Show high sensitivity and concern for staffs' needs
and feelings.

Y

BDLO_HR4

q03_03, Foster high levels of participation and involvement
in decision-making.

Y

BDLO_HR5

q03_07, Are consistently helpful and responsive to staff.

Y

BDLO_HR6

q03_11, Listen well to staff and are very receptive to
differing ideas and input.

Y

BDLO_HR7

q04_04, Give recognition for work well done.

Y

BDLO_HR8

q04_08, Encourage staff participation and involvement in
decision making

Y

BDLO_LENS_HR

BDLO Human Resource Lens

Y
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

BDLO_POL1

q02_03, Have exceptional ability to mobilize staff and
resources to get things done.

Y

BDLO_POL2

q02_07, Engage in very skillful and savvy negotiations.

N

BDLO_POL3

q02_11, Are unusually persuasive and influential in
promoting collaboration across the organization.

Y

BDLO_POL4

q03_04, Anticipate and deal skillfully with organizational
conflict.

Y

BDLO_POL5

q03_08, Are very effective in getting influential and
powerful support from the community.

N

BDLO_POL6

q04_01, Are politically very sensitive and skillful.

N

BDLO_POL7

q04_05, Develop and participate in alliances to build a
strong base of support for the institution.

Y

BDLO_POL8

q04_09, Are very skilled in dealing with conflict and
opposition.

Y

BDLO_LENS_PL

BDLO Political Lens

Y

BDLO_SYMB1

q02_04, Inspire staff to do their best.

Y

BDLO_SYMB2

q02_08, Are highly charismatic.

N

BDLO_SYMB3

q03_01, Ensure the work environment is stimulating and
inspiring

Y

BDLO_SYMB4

q03_05, Operate in a highly imaginative and creative
manner.

Y

BDLO_SYMB5

q03_09, Communicate a strong and challenging sense of
vision and mission.

N

BDLO_SYMB6

q04_02, See beyond current realities to generate exciting
new opportunities.

Y

BDLO_SYMB7

q04_06, Generate loyalty and enthusiasm.

Y

BDLO_SYMB8

q04_10, Model organizational aspirations and values.

Y

BDLO_LENS_SY

BDLO Symbolic Lens

Y

LDRSH_PRAC_SR

q05_01, Leadership is exercised primarily by senior
management.

N

LDRSH_PRAC_MMGR

q05_02, Leadership is exercised by both senior and middle
managers.

N

LDRSH_PRAC_ALL

q05_03, Leadership is exercised by everyone in the
organization.

Y
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

GEN_LDRSH_PERSP_DEPT

q06_01, General perception of leadership of: Department /
division?

Y

GEN_LDRSH_PERSP_ORG

q06_02, General perception of leadership of: Organization?

Y

OE_LDRSHP_THOUGHTS

q07, What, if any, other thoughts about leadership in your
organization would you like to share?

DLOQ_CL1

q08_01, People help each other learn.

N

DLOQ_CL2

q08_02, People are given time to support learning.

N

DLOQ_CL3

q08_03, People are rewarded for learning.

Y

DLOQ_CONTLRNss

DLOQ Subscale - Continuous Learning

Y

DLOQ_INQ1

q08_04, People give open and honest feedback to each other.

N

DLOQ_INQ2

q08_05, Whenever people state their view, they also ask
what others think.

Y

DLOQ_INQ3

q08_06, People spend time building trust with each other.

Y

DLOQ_INQDIALOGss

DLOQ Subscale - Inquiry & Dialogue

Y

DLOQ_TEAM1

q08_07, Teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals
as needed.

Y

DLOQ_TEAM2

q08_08, Teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of
group discussions or information collected.

Y

DLOQ_TEAM3

q08_09, Teams/groups are confident that the organization
will act on their recommendations.

Y

DLOQ_TEAMLRNss

DLOQ Subscale - Team Learning

Y

DLOQ_STRAT_LDRSH1

q08_10, Leaders mentor and coach those they lead.

Y

DLOQ_STRAT_LDRSH2

q08_11, Leaders continually look for opportunities to learn.

Y

DLOQ_STRAT_LDRSH3

q08_12, Leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are
consistent with its values.

Y

DLOQ_STRTLDRSHPss

DLOQ Subscale - Strategic Leadership for Learning

Y

DLOQ_SYS1

q09_01, Creates systems to measure gaps between current
and expected performance.

Y

DLOQ_SYS2

q09_02, Makes its lessons learned available to all
employees.

Y
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

DLOQ_SYS3

q09_03, Measures the results of the time and resources spent
on training.

N

DLOQ_CRSYSTEMss

DLOQ Subscale - Create Systems

Y

DLOQ_EMPOWR1

q09_04, Recognizes people for taking initiative.

Y

DLOQ_EMPOWR2

q09_05, Gives people control over the resources they need to
accomplish their work.

Y

DLOQ_EMPOWR3

q09_06, Supports employees who take calculated risks.

Y

DLOQ_EMPOWRPPLss

DLOQ Subscale - Empower People

Y

DLOQ_CONNORG1

q09_07, Encourages people to think from a global
perspective.

Y

DLOQ_CONNORG2

q09_08, Works together with the outside community to meet
mutual needs.

Y

DLOQ_CONNORG3

q09_09, Encourages people to get answers from across the
organization when solving problems.

Y

DLOQ_CONNECTss

DLOQ Subscale - Connect the Organization

Y

PARTCAP_INTEREST

q10_01, I am interested in participating in a leader
development program.

N

PARTCAP_KNOWHOW

q10_02, I feel I know how to seek out and accept leadership
roles.

Y

PARTCAP_USESKILL

q10_03, I use good leadership skills in my roles at work.

Y

LDEV_IMPORTNT

q11_01, Is important in my institution.

Y

LDEV_AVAIL_ALL

q11_02, Activities are available for everyone in my
institution, from front-line staff to the CEO.

Y

LDEV_AVAIL_SR

q11_03, Activities are generally only available for senior
level positions in my institution.

Y

LDEV_ENRICH

q11_04, Enriches the whole organization.

N

LDEV_4ADVANCE

q11_05, Is primarily used as a way to advance one's career.

N

LD_IMPORT

Combo construct: Importance of Leadership Development

Y

REF2LDEV_FRTLN

q12_01, Who is referred for LD: Frontline staff

Y

REF2LDEV_MMGR

q12_02, Who is referred for LD: Middle level managers

N
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

REF2LDEV_SR

q12_03, Who is referred for LD: Senior managers (e.g. VPs)

N

REF2LDEV_CEO

q12_04, Who is referred for LD: CEO/President

N

REF2LDEV_OTHR

q12_05, Who is referred for LD: Other

N

OE_OTHR_REF2LDEV

q12_other, Other - specify staff type referred

PERCEPT_OF_TRANS
LDEVACT_MUSPROG

q13, To what extent are your colleagues who have
participated in professional development programs
(leadership oriented or other) successful in using what they
learned when they return to work?
q14_01, Museum related leadership programs (e.g. Getty
Leadership Institute, Noyce Foundation, Bank Street
College, Center for Creative Leadership, or Association of
Science Technology Centers)

N
Y

LDEVACT_GENPROG

q14_02, Other formal leader development programs (e.g.
seminars, multi-day sessions, college/university courses)

Y

LDEVACT_WKSHP

q14_03, Leader development workshops

Y

LDEVACT_MENTOR

q14_04, Mentoring

Y

LDEVACT_COACH

q14_05, Coaching

Y

LDEVACT_ECOACH

q14_06, Executive coaching

Y

LDEVACT_DEVEXPER

q14_07, Developmental experiences (e.g. stretch
assignments)

Y

LDEVACT_360

q14_08, 360-degree feedback or multi-source feedback

Y

LDEVACT_PEREVAL

q14_09, Performance appraisal

N

LDEVACT_NETWRK

q14_10, Networking

Y

LDEVACT_PDP

q14_11, Personal development plans

Y

LDEVACT_WKPPROJ

q14_12, Work-based projects

Y

LDEV_PARTICIP

q15, Did you participate in a formal leader development
program at any time between 2007 and 2011?

WHO_REFERD

q18, Who referred you to or told you about your most recent
leader development program?

OE_OTHR_REFERD

q18_other, Other - specify who referred you

N
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

SAME_MUS

q19, Are you working in the same museum as when you
attended your most recent leader development program?

N

TRANS_SUCESS

q23, How successful were you in bringing back to your job
the skills and knowledge you wanted to share or implement
at work?

N

OE_INFLU_SUCESS

q24, What specifically contributed to or inhibited your
success at bringing back to your job the skills and
knowledge you learned at the leader development program.

OE_LDPROG_MSTCOMPEL

q25, What aspect of the leader development program was
most compelling? What stands out for you as you reflect on
that experience?

PART_BENIES_SELF

q26_01, Participant realized personal benefits (e.g. increased
skills, knowledge, attitudes).

N

PART_BENIES_DEPT

q26_02, Participant sees benefits to the department.

N

PART_BENIES_MUS

q26_03, Participant sees benefits to the organization.

N

PART_BENIES_FUTURE

q26_04, I can see possible opportunities for using the skills
and knowledge I gained in my future work.

N

DEPT_ACKNW_PART

q27_01, Acknowledgment by your department/ division?

N

ORG_ACKNW_PART

q27_02, Acknowledgment by the organization?

N

OE_HOW_ACKNWD

q28, In what, if any, way was your participation in the leader
development program acknowledged or celebrated?

ABIL2APLY_DEPT

q29_01, Overall perception of ability to try new things In
your department/division?

N

ABIL2APLY_ORG

q29_02, Overall perception of ability to try new things in the
organization?

N

LDPROG_PREP1

q30_01, I had ample time to prepare for the leadership
development program.

N

LDPROG_PREP2

q30_02, My supervisor/manager could articulate how this
program would be useful for me and the department.

N

LDPROG_PREP3
LDPROG_PREP4

q30_03, My supervisor/manager and I identified specific
goals related to my participation prior to the start of the
program.
q30_04, My colleagues supported me in preparing for the
program by assisting with the workload and/or minimizing
interruptions.

N
N

PEER_SUPP1

q31_01, Encourage you to use your new skills and
knowledge?

N

PEER_SUPP2

q31_02, Seek you out because of your new skills and
knowledge?

N

301

VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

PEER_SUPP3

q31_03, React positively when they saw you applying your
learning?

N

PEER_SUPP4

q31_04, Seem to be willing to try out the new ideas?

N

PEER_SUPPORT

Peer Support

N

SUPR_SUPP1

q32_01, Encouraged me to use my new skills upon returning
from the program.

N

SUPR_SUPP2

q32_02, Had follow up conversations with me about my
program experience.

N

SUPR_SUPP3

q32_03, Gave me ample time and opportunity to use my new
skills.

N

SUPR_SUPP4

q32_04, Held me accountable for what I learned in the
program.

N

SUPR_SUPP5

q32_05, Asked me to share my learning with other staff.

N

SUPR_SUPPORT

Supervisor Support

N

ORG_SUPP1

q33_01, Performance evaluations include use/used of my
new skills/knowledge as an element for assessment.

N

ORG_SUPP2
ORG_SUPP3

q33_02, Policies, practices and culture are/were such that I
feel/felt supported in applying my learning from the
leadership development program.
q33_03, Systems are/were in place that allowed for crossdepartmental assignments as one way of providing
opportunities to apply my learning.

N
N

ORG_SUPPORT

Organization Support

N

OVRALL_SUPP_SUPR

q34_01, Overall supervisor support

N

OVRALL_SUPP_PEER

q34_02, Overall peer support

N

OVRALL_SUPP_ORG

q34_03, Overall organization support

N

TRANSFR_CLIMATE

Transfer Climate

N

TRGN_USE_GAP

q35, Within what time period did you first try to incorporate
the knowledge, skills and perspectives obtained?

N

INFLU_OF_POS

q36, My position (e.g. as a senior manager, manager, nonmanager) in the institution makes/made it easier for me to
apply what I learned in the leadership development program.

N

LDEVPART_SUPVR

q38, Between 2007 and 2011 did you supervise a staff
person who attended a formal leader development program?

WHYLD_EVIDENC

q40_01, S/He showed leadership qualities

Y
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VAR Name

Label/Survey Question

Means differ
Significantly?

WHYLD_RELASKILL

q40_02, S/He needed to develop relational skills (e.g.
emotional intelligence)

N

WHYLD_STRTSKILL

q40_03, S/He needed to develop strategic skills

Y

WHYLD_PROMOTN

q40_04, S/He was recently promoted

N

WHYLD_LOGIC

q40_05, It was the next logical step in his/her career – s/he
was ready for it

Y

OE_OTHR_REASON4LD

q40_other, Other Reason for referral (please specify)

OE_SUPRV_EXPECT4PART
SUPR_ACKNW_PART_YES
SUPR_ACKNW_PART_MYBE

q41, Supervisor's primary expectations about what
participant would bring back from the leader development
program attended.
q42_01, Supervisor notes: Staff member's participation in
the leader development program was definitely
acknowledged
q42_02, Supervisor notes: Staff member's participation in
the leader development program was somewhat
acknowledged

SUPR_ACKNW_PART_NO

q42_03, Supervisor notes: Staff member's participation in
the leader development program was not acknowledged

SUPR_ACKNW_PART

Supervisor acknowledges participation was supported

OE_SUPR_HOW_ACKNW

q43, Supervisor: In what, if any, way was their participation
acknowledged or celebrated?

SUPR_BENIES_PART

q44_01, Supervisor sees benefits for the staff member.

N

SUPR_BENIES_DEPT

q44_02, Supervisor sees benefits for the staff member's
department.

N

SUPR_BENIES_ORG

q44_03, Supervisor sees a benefit for the museum.

N

N
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Appendix G: Cross-Tabulations: Functional Position, Museum Type, and Museum Size

Museum_Type
Functional Position

Museum_Size
1 Small (<25 staff)
2 Medium (26-100 staff)

Senior Management

3 Large (101-250 staff)
4 Very Large (>251 staff)
Total Senior Mgmt
1 Small (<25 staff)
2 Medium (26-100 staff)

Middle Management

3 Large (101-250 staff)
4 Very Large (>251 staff)
Total Middle Mgmt

Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type

Total

1
Science/Nat. Sci

2
Art/History

3
Children's

4
Multidisciplinary

6

8

0

4

18

15.4%

50.0%

0.0%

20.0%

21.7%

8

5

6

14

33

20.5%

31.3%

75.0%

70.0%

39.8%

18

3

2

2

25

46.2%

18.8%

25.0%

10.0%

30.1%

7

0

0

0

7

17.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

8.4%

39

16

8

20

83

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

4

6

0

11

21

6.0%

17.1%

0.0%

35.5%

14.0%

22

11

13

11

57

32.8%

31.4%

76.5%

35.5%

38.0%

15

8

2

5

30

22.4%

22.9%

11.8%

16.1%

20.0%

26

10

2

4

42

38.8%

28.6%

11.8%

12.9%

28.0%

67

35

17

31

150

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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Museum_Type
Functional Position

Museum_Size
1 Small (<25 staff)
2 Medium (26-100 staff)

Non-Manager

3 Large (101-250 staff)
4 Very Large (>251 staff)
Total Non-Mananer
1 Small (<25 staff)
2 Medium (26-100 staff)

All Functional Position
Groups

3 Large (101-250 staff)
4 Very Large (>251 staff)
Grand Total

Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type
Count
% Museum_Type

Total

1
Science/Nat. Sci

2
Art/History

3
Children's

4
Multidisciplinary

9

4

2

2

17

24.3%

33.3%

100.0%

50.0%

30.9%

4

4

0

2

10

10.8%

33.3%

0.0%

50.0%

18.2%

11

0

0

0

11

29.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

20.0%

13

4

0

0

17

35.1%

33.3%

0.0%

0.0%

30.9%

37

12

2

4

55

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

19

18

2

17

56

13.3%

28.6%

7.4%

30.9%

19.4%

34

20

19

27

100

23.8%

31.7%

70.4%

49.1%

34.7%

44

11

4

7

66

30.8%

17.5%

14.8%

12.7%

22.9%

46

14

2

4

66

32.2%

22.2%

7.4%

7.3%

22.9%

143

63

27

55

288

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Note: The number of valid cases is different from the total count in the crosstabulation table because the cell counts have been rounded.
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Appendix H: Correlation Matrix: Leadership Effectiveness

1
1. Leadership effectiveness Department level
2. Leadership effectiveness Organization level

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

1
.338**

1

3. Structural Lens

.302** .748**

4. Human Resource Lens

.349** .739** .770**

5. Political Lens

.329** .747** .816** .776**

6. Symbolic Lens

.422** .763** .791** .846** .877**

7. Provide Continuous Learning
Opportunities

.301** .599** .565** .665** .568** .626**

8. Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

.385** .594** .581** .660** .616** .650** .685**

9. Team Learning

.359** .632** .616** .737** .626** .643** .647** .700**

10. Strategic Leadership for Learning

.405** .729** .716** .760** .693** .762** .734** .715** .744**

11. Create Systems to Share Learning

.255** .533** .644** .541** .529** .545** .574** .498** .466** .636**

12. Empower People

.307** .634** .610** .728** .612** .651** .715** .656** .750** .756** .623**

13. Connect the Organization

.314** .645** .629** .671** .677** .695** .616** .609** .681** .767** .596** .784**

1
1

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). Listwise n=310

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Appendix I: Correlation Matrix: Perception of General Transfer Success

1
1. Perception of general transfer
success

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1

2. Structural Lens

.514**

3. Human Resource Lens

.503** .760**

4. Political Lens

.463** .811** .779**

5. Symbolic Lens

.499** .778** .849** .870**

6. Provide Continuous Learning
Opportunities

.401** .543** .638** .523** .609**

7. Promote Inquiry & Dialogue

.419** .494** .610** .548** .601** .660**

8. Team Learning

.499** .569** .726** .587** .648** .633** .697**

9. Strategic Leadership for Learning

.538** .677** .757** .652** .747** .730** .684** .744**

10. Create Systems to Share Learning

.380** .629** .502** .507** .502** .575** .418** .442** .609**

11. Empower People

.493** .591** .711** .576** .634** .724** .657** .752** .781** .618**

12. Connect the Organization

.553** .582** .649** .640** .674** .588** .609** .673** .770** .556** .792**

1
1
1

Note: **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). Listwise n=213

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Appendix J: Component Matrix for BDLO-Revised
Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax with Kaiser Normalization Three-Factor
Solution for the BDLO (n=310)
Items

Factor Loadings
1

2

3

q02_05, Strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines.

.592

q03_10, Set specific, measurable goals and holds staff accountable for results.

.590

q04_03, Emphasize attention to detail in staff's work.

.659

q04_07, Strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command.

.828

q02_02, Show high levels of support and concern for staff.

.801

q02_06, Build trust through open and collaborative relationships.

.839

q02_10, Show high sensitivity and concern for staffs' needs and feelings.

.859

q03_03, Foster high levels of participation and involvement in decision-making.

.798

q03_07, Are consistently helpful and responsive to staff.

.815

q03_11, Listen well to staff and are very receptive to differing ideas and input.

.818

q04_04, Give recognition for work well done.

.655

q04_08, Encourage staff participation and involvement in decision making

.824

q02_07, Engage in very skillful and savvy negotiations.
q03_04, Anticipate and deal skillfully with organizational conflict.

.658
.616

q03_08, Are very effective in getting influential and powerful support from the
community.

.793

q04_01, Are politically very sensitive and skillful.

.709

q04_05, Develop and participate in alliances to build a strong base of support for
the institution.

.684

q02_04, Inspire staff to do their best.

.722

q02_08, Are highly charismatic.

.573

q03_09, Communicate a strong and challenging sense of vision and mission.

.695

q04_02, See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.

.711

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
α=.958 for the entire measure.

308
Appendix K: Percent Distributions for Organization Supports Variables
Percent Distributions for Preparation, Peer, Supervisor and Organization Support - Senior
Manager Participants

Items

Senior Managers
n=70
No
support

Some
support

Absolutely
supported

I had ample time to prepare prior to the program

22.9%

38.6%

38.6%

Supervisor articulated program benefits
Supervisor outlined specific goals related to my participation in
the program
Colleagues helped me prepare by helping with my workload or
reducing distractions

35.7%

31.4%

32.9%

48.6%

24.3%

27.1%

40.0%

28.6%

31.4%

27.1%

41.4%

31.4%

37.1%

42.9%

20.0%

11.4%

50.0%

38.6%

17.1%

47.1%

35.7%

25.7%

31.4%

42.9%

Supervisor engaged in follow up conversations about my
experience

30.0%

24.3%

45.7%

Supervisor gave me time and opportunity to use new skills

32.9%

35.7%

31.4%

Supervisor held me accountable for what I had learned

47.1%

37.1%

15.7%

Supervisor asked me to share my learning with other staff

42.9%

30.0%

27.1%

52.9%

22.9%

24.3%

Policies and procedures provide support for learning

21.4%

48.6%

30.0%

Organization structure supports developmental opportunities

40.0%

37.1%

22.9%

Total Preparation Support

Total Peer Support
Peers encouraged use of new skills and knowledge
I was sought out by peers because of my new skills and
knowledge
Peers provided positive feedback
Peers were willing to try new things
Total Supervisor Support
Supervisor encouraged me to try out ideas

Total Organization Support
Performance appraisals align with program goals
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Percent Distributions for Preparation, Peer, Supervisor and Organization Support – Middle
Manager Participants

Items

Middle Managers
n=59
No
support

Some
support

Absolutely
supported

I had ample time to prepare prior to the program

27.1%

42.4%

30.5%

Supervisor articulated program benefits
Supervisor outlined specific goals related to my participation
in the program
Colleagues helped me prepare by helping with my workload
or reducing distractions

33.9%

35.6%

30.5%

59.3%

23.7%

16.9%

57.6%

20.3%

22.0%

27.1%

47.5%

25.4%

I was sought out by peers because of my new skills and
knowledge

40.7%

37.3%

22.0%

Peers provided positive feedback

18.6%

47.5%

33.9%

Peers were willing to try new things

10.2%

62.7%

27.1%

27.1%

28.8%

44.1%

30.5%

35.6%

33.9%

Supervisor gave me time and opportunity to use new skills

28.8%

40.7%

30.5%

Supervisor held me accountable for what I had learned

55.9%

22.0%

22.0%

Supervisor asked me to share my learning with other staff

59.3%

23.7%

16.9%

59.3%

25.4%

15.3%

Policies and procedures provide support for learning

23.7%

39.0%

37.3%

Organization structure supports developmental opportunities

37.3%

35.6%

27.1%

Total Preparation Support

Total Peer Support
Peers encouraged use of new skills and knowledge

Total Supervisor Support
Supervisor encouraged me to try out ideas
Supervisor engaged in follow up conversations about my
experience

Total Organization Support
Performance appraisals align with program goals
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Percent Distributions for Preparation, Peer, Supervisor and Organization Support – NonManager Participants

Items

Non-Managers
n=8
No
support

Total Preparation Support
I had ample time to prepare prior to the program
Supervisor articulated program benefits

Some
support

Absolutely
supported

50.0%

50.0%

50.0%

50.0%

Supervisor outlined specific goals related to my
participation in the program

50.0%

25.0%

25.0%

Colleagues helped me prepare by helping with my workload or
reducing distractions

50.0%

25.0%

25.0%

75.0%

25.0%

12.5%

37.5%

50.0%

12.5%

75.0%

12.5%

62.5%

37.5%

37.5%

62.5%

62.5%

37.5%

25.0%
25.0%

87.5%
62.5%
12.5%

12.5%
12.5%
62.5%

Performance appraisals align with program goals

62.5%

25.0%

12.5%

Policies and procedures provide support for learning

12.5%

50.0%

37.5%

Organization structure supports developmental opportunities

25.0%

50.0%

25.0%

Total Peer Support
Peers encouraged use of new skills and knowledge
I was sought out by peers because of my new skills and
knowledge
Peers provided positive feedback
Peers were willing to try new things
Total Supervisor Support
Supervisor encouraged me to try out ideas
Supervisor engaged in follow up conversations about my
experience
Supervisor gave me time and opportunity to use new skills
Supervisor held me accountable for what I had learned
Supervisor asked me to share my learning with other staff
Total Organization Support
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