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[bookmark: _Toc251849612]Introduction
Reflecting on the last three years has been challenging as well as rewarding.  I am amazed at how much I have grown both personally and as a leader.  This reflective document will convey my doctoral experience, and demonstrate that I am ready to take on the task of the dissertation.  Using the writings of Joseph Rost as my conceptual framework, I will share my experiences of learning, and self-discovery with my committee and others who have contributed to my education in the doctoral program in Leadership Studies.  Perhaps the best place from which to start this reflection is where I seriously began to consider a doctoral education.
[bookmark: _Toc251849613]In the Beginning
It was the summer of 2005, and I was attending the National Athletic Trainer’s Association Annual Meeting and Clinical Symposium in Indianapolis, Indiana.  I was having a conversation with my friend and colleague, Ericka Zimmerman.  As we conversed, Ericka informed me that she was working on earning a doctorate in Higher Education Administration at Marshall University.  Intrigued by what she said, I spent the remainder of the summer with thoughts about how I might pursue the same goal.  Looking back, I am not sure how much of my thoughts were driven by a desire to achieve a terminal degree or how much was emanating from the fact that I was less than happy in my position as a certified athletic trainer at a local high school.  Whatever the source of my motivation, I felt I was ready for more education.  I was very aware that without it I would go no further in my position as a Certified Athletic Trainer in Williamsburg, Kentucky.
With the knowledge that more education was the path I should pursue, I began applying to colleges in 2005. I considered the University of Kentucky as it was only two hours away and I could work and go to school at the same time.  I continued to consider Marshall because of my discussion with Ericka.  Kentucky could not meet my needs but Marshall remained a possibility.  Now I only needed to apply and to be accepted.  As I began to check off the list of requirements for entrance into the Marshall Ed.D. Program, I had a growing apprehension about what I would do if I were accepted. I almost hoped I would not make it; after all, I could always claim I made a noble effort and could not get into the school that I wanted.
One of my biggest concerns was resigning my job and moving. How I could support myself and would I find a decent, yet affordable, place to live? These tasks were not going to be easy and the unknown that would lie ahead was frightening. Ericka suggested that I inquire about a Graduate Assistantship at Marshall and, after my admissions interview (which I was sure I blundered), I asked Dr. Teresa Eagle about the position.  She encouraged me to apply as soon as I got home.
About two weeks after the interview, Dr. Eagle called to offer me the GA position.  I was still somewhat hesitant about leaving a well-paying job to return to school.  After careful consideration of what this opportunity might mean for my future, I decided to leave my job, move to West Virginia and become a graduate assistant in order to pursue doctoral studies.  I have not regretted this decision.
My first day as a graduate assistant changed just about everything I presumed about going into the doctoral program.  Somewhere I had developed the idea that doctoral professors were cold and aloof people.  My first day did little to change those perceptions.  Dr. Mike Cunningham had given me an enormous spreadsheet to work on, and I had very little training in Excel, maybe a lesson or two.  Dr. Bobbi Nicholson had asked me to make copies, and I did not know how to run the copy machine yet. (Edna was my hero that day, probably the one person who saved me from myself.)  There were high expectations of me and yet I was not sure that I could deliver.  Feeling like all my abilities were tested, I was very self-conscious.  Dr. Eagle would later indicate that I looked like a “deer in the headlights.”  I truly felt overwhelmed.  At the day’s end, I knew that obtaining this degree would be more work than I had originally anticipated.  However, I had committed myself to getting the degree and, despite the first day frustrations, managed to persevere.
One of the best pieces of advice I received prior to starting graduate school was to be very open to what the professors tell me (David Fitzhugh, Ph.D., personal communication, August 22, 2006).  Dr. Eagle had indicated in LS 719 how important it was to have a support network.  Ericka, in presenting her portfolio, reinforced this idea as she spoke about her network of colleagues.  I began asking my classmates in LS 703 if they would be interested in having some sort of support group.  Nearly everyone was interested so I simply e-mailed everyone that was in the class.  We met at Bob Evans Restaurant after class and all but two or three class members were present.  Much to my surprise, we all felt the same way, not sure of what we were getting into.  I was extremely excited about this meeting since I felt this was my first small victory since starting back to school.  This group met about once or twice a month and we were giving each other that much needed support during that first semester.  Little did I realize that I had set the stage for what would be a foundation of support for three other students as well as myself.
The first semester was an enormous success; not only in my schoolwork, but also in the relationships I was building with my professors and my peers.  Keeping the advice about listening to the professors, I clung to each conversation.  I tried to build on those relationships and expand my knowledge base.  Although I tried to keep the support group going in the second semester, only four of the original group remained. Jeff Green, Chris Treadway, David Lawson, and I were together in a class and we met regularly to deal with what the class presented.  We were coming together as a group.  David Lawson stated it the best way, “I can tell you that these meetings of ours really helps [sic] me to stay focused and upbeat on our work” (Lawson, personal communication, March 14, 2007).  Dr. Cunningham dubbed us  “the crew,” at which point Chris made me the “Captain” and we have been “the crew” ever since.
In the past three years Jeff, Chris, David and I have shared nearly every aspect of the doctoral program.  We have been in a number of the same classes, have met for dinner twice a month and have grown as individuals, while we have developed as a group. Even though I have been nicknamed the captain, I never felt like I led much after the second semester.  We share a mutual respect for one another and have different strengths and weaknesses, which helps us to advance our learning.  Through participation in the doctoral program, we all have changed, broadened our perspectives, and gained in knowledge as we head toward the dissertation and graduation.
[bookmark: _Toc251849614]Leadership Model
Joseph Rost’s model of postindustrial leadership is the conceptual framework that I have chosen to guide reflections on my doctoral experience.   Finding a model that I felt described, my leadership approach was not an easy task. I was never so challenged as I was in Dr. Nicholson’s courses of Ethics and Administrative Theory.  There were many times that I wondered why “Hooray for Diffendoofer Day” or the writings of Immanuel Kant were important. Eventually I began to understand that these writings were an important aspect of our foundation of leadership knowledge. While I had some ideas about trait Theory, Marxism and feminism, I had never considered how these theories matched with my personal way of thinking.
As I began to explore the various types of leadership, the post-modern theories seemed to make the most sense.  I examined both feminist and situational models.  The feminist model seemed to be the answer, it had some of the characteristics that I thought were important, but the spiritual and emotional components did not fit into what I thought leadership should incorporate (Knight, 2007).  I then turned to situational leadership developed by Blanchard and Hersey.  In this model, the situation dictates the style of leadership that one adopts.  This style of leadership is also highly dependent on the developmental level of the followers.  Leaders and followers can change depending on their level of expertise at the task they are trying to accomplish (Chimera Consulting, 1999).  While this model may have applied in my athletic training situations, it was inappropriate for my situation at the graduate college since my peers and faculty are highly developed in their task orientation.
 Not finding a theory that fit my outlook, I asked Jeff and Chris for help finding a leadership model with which I could work.  Jeff mentioned that he was working with something called relational leadership theory.  In particular, he was examining the work of Dr. Rost, who helped develop and implement programs in leadership on the Master’s and Doctoral levels at the University of San Diego.  Relational leadership as posited by Uhl-Bien (2006) is “a social influence process through which emergent coordination (evolving social order) and change (i.e., new values, attitudes, approaches, behaviors, ideologies are constructed and produced” (p.668).  Uhl-Bien viewed Rost’s postindustrial leadership as “relationship-based,” and one of many relationship based theories that focus on the communications between individuals in organizational entities (2006).
Rost developed his model after analyzing hundreds of leadership texts and found most leadership theories equated with good management.  These conceptions of management as leadership worked well for the industrial age, but are now out of date (1991; 1995).  Rost has proposed an alternative view of leadership that moves past the management emphasis and is more in line with post-modern thinking.  He calls it “postindustrial leadership.” This is defined as:  “Leadership is an influence relationship among leaders and collaborators who intend real changes that reflect the purposes mutually held by both leaders and collaborators.”[footnoteRef:2](Rost, 1995). Embedded in this definition are Rost’s (1995), four “essential elements,” which must be present for leadership relation to occur.  The first of these elements is “The relationship must be based on influence” (p.105).  This influence is not just top down, but can result in many directions.  Collaborators and leaders can both be influential in a leadership relationship.  In addition, the relationship must not be forced or domineering (1991). [2:   In Rost’s 1991 book, he refers to followers – in the 1995 article he refers to collaborators – followers sounded too industrial – changed definition.  ] 

The second of Rost’s (1995) essential elements is that “Leaders and collaborators are the actors in this relationship” (p.133). In this context, participants who are at work in the leadership process can be collaborators. Moreover, collaborators can be highly active or less engaged depending on their influence in the leadership relationship. 
The third essential element in Rost’s model is that “Leaders and collaborators intend real changes” (p.133).  This element proposes that leaders and collaborators intend for changes to occur, whether change occurs or not.  Intention is communication, activities, or performance demonstrated by leaders and collaborators used to produce the changes that are desired.  It is when real change is intentional that one is considered to be in a leadership relationship (Rost, 1991, 1995).
The fourth and final essential element in Rost’s (1995) model includes “The changes the leaders and collaborators intend reflect their mutual purposes.” (p. 134).  The changes are desired by both the leader and the collaborators and achieved through influence.  Mutual purpose becomes the intention of the leaders and collaborators as all leaders and collaborators must believe in what changes they intend to make (1991).  
I have chosen Rost’s model of postindustrial leadership because it reflects my way of thinking throughout my doctoral studies.  More specifically, I identified with the concept of leaders and collaborators since I have collaborated with faculty and peers in every aspect of my doctoral experience.  I do not visualize myself as giving anyone the one-way direction that applies in other top-down models.  Rost makes this distinction when he changed his 1991 definition that included “leaders and followers” to “leaders and collaborators” in his 1995 definition.  Rost stated:
Leadership is (1) a process that has a beginning and an end (2) and the process concerns specific changes that the leaders and collaborators intend.  Thus, the process is episodic insofar as leadership is a time-bound process to institute specific changes in an organization.  People in the leadership relationship, then, do leadership for a while here and there, on this day and that.  They do not do leadership 8 – 10 hours a day on the job, day in and day out, week in and week out (Rost, 1995, p. 135). 
My doctoral experiences have been guided by the four elements of Rost’s model.  It is important to consider that each of the essential elements was included in each of my doctoral activities; however, the best examples are listed by the parameters of his definition.  
[bookmark: _Toc251849615]Leadership Relationship is Based on Influence
Perhaps the area in which I have had the greatest influence is with my collaborators known as “the crew.”  When I started our support group, I really had no idea how this might work.  At best it would last the semester, at worst it would not work at all. The students really seemed to appreciate what I was doing, and it seemed easy for me to coordinate this group of students from my position as a graduate assistant.  I realized that I could communicate things they needed to know and tried to be perceptive to their needs.  One of the activities I arranged was a library session when some members of the class indicated that it was difficult to obtain information from the databases.  This session occurred one evening when class was cancelled, so we used that time to schedule a library session.  The student support group continued to meet through the semester and though it did not last through our second semester, the crew was still willing to meet and navigate our coursework. 
Although the four of us had begun to meet again to discuss schoolwork, it was actually Jeff’s idea to start putting our heads together to work on our assignments.  I still coordinated our get-togethers and, if necessary, found extra time when we could work on homework.  During this process, we began finding our strengths and discovered how each of us would take the lead on particular subject.  For example, Chris and David were great at computer issues and knew how to lead in these areas.  Jeff was the philosophy and qualitative person, while I took the lead in dealing with their concerns about the doctoral program.  By the end of the spring, we had a cohesive group that was collaborating on not only our homework and doctoral program issues, but global issues as well.
As we have advanced in our programs, over the past three years, we have had many of the same classes together and shared many portfolio experiences.  We have grown together and created a true leadership relationship based on our growth and confidence and mutual goal of completing the doctoral program.  
 I am very proud of this collaborative leadership experience.  Sometimes I wonder if I had not taken the initiative in starting a support group, where each of us would be.  Not only do we have a great leadership relationship, we have a great friendship and immediate source for information and support.  We have come together to help each other through some tough times during the past three years and have managed to persevere to the portfolio defense and onto the next steps.
Another area where I have had significant influence is in working with the Doctoral Student and Faculty Seminars.  Graduate assistants, as part of their duties, are to contribute to the development of the biannual seminars.  For the first two years, I observed the leadership that other students displayed but only took part in such tasks as shopping, emailing participants and compiling the program booklet.  As I began to take a more active role, I began serving as a facilitator, taking on larger tasks such as managing of the lunch and inviting faculty to participate. In the spring of 2008, I had the opportunity to serve as co-chair with Ann Hatfield.  I began offering suggestions, quietly took care of what I felt needed to be done, and facilitated those things that had to be done on campus.  This helped me grow as a leader and learn what would be required of me the following fall when I would be the committee chair.  
During the spring and summer of 2008, some incidents of plagiarism at MUGC were discovered. Dr. Rudy Pauley, Dean, indicated that the fall seminar should provide an awareness of this issue with a program featuring academic ethics.  This was the first seminar in which there would be a prescribed topic for the day’s activity. This provided some challenges in that plagiarism and academic integrity are tedious topics. The committee was concerned with the seminar coming across more like a lecture rather than a seminar.  Dr. Cunningham had previously discussed with me the possibility of having an academic discussion.  I suggested this to the committee and after listening to input from them and from Dr. Eagle, the seminar was designed to present two academic discussions on academic integrity.  The afternoon sessions would continue to be program related as in previous seminars.
A session on the technical aspects of plagiarism and its detection and a session on academic ethics were planned.  Dr. Lisa Heaton would be presenting on the technical aspects of plagiarism while Dr. Nicholson would speak on academic integrity. These sessions were followed by panel discussions.  Melanie White, Becky Calwell and I discussed the plan with Dr. Pauley before finalizing the sessions.
Planning for those sessions was straightforward.  Getting faculty to understand what we were doing was not as easy.  All I asked faculty to do was to lead a panel discussion on the topics presented.  Some of the faculty felt like they had to have a topic to present. A few phone calls later, the confusion disappeared and the seminar was a success.   I learned from this, that good communication always helps.  Since this seminar was prescriptive in nature, I really had little influence on what was to be presented, but did influence how it would be organized and presented.
This experience made me more confident in my influence and leadership and enabled me to mentor new student chairs along with the benefit of having planned and attended seven of these seminars.  I also ask for comments from faculty and students who have ideas about the seminars and have presented them before the committee for consideration.  The intent of the seminar committee is to provide a quality program where students network and gather information that may not be covered in classes. Doctoral seminars enrich the doctoral experience.
[bookmark: _Toc251849616]Leaders and Collaborators are the Actors in this Relationship
 I experienced leaders and collaborators as actors while participating in two research projects.  The first was a qualitative, longitudinal study of West Virginia School Board decisions.  I was invited to participate in this study by Dr. Cunningham and Dr. Eagle. We examined school board decisions that had occurred over the past twenty years.  Although research on the previous 15 years was complete, the recent 5-year period needed analysis.  We each had one third of the state county’s randomly selected school board meeting minutes, and these were analyzed using emergent category analysis.  I had some previous experience with this research technique when Dr. Goodwin had asked me to analyze some themes on a portfolio survey during my first semester.  
As we analyzed the minutes, we met on a regular basis to discuss the themes that were emerging from the data.  In order to form an accurate representation, we needed to agree on the categories, analyze the data and calculate the percentages. In checking the figures for some of the data, I found that the data did not add up correctly.  I discussed this with Dr. Cunningham and he found a mistake in the way the Excel formula was used. This discovery resulted in a more accurate representation of the data.  Once the data were analyzed, we wrote our findings.
We all took part in the writing of the document.  Dr. Eagle wrote the literature review, Dr. Cunningham addressed the previous 15 years of data, and I wrote about the current findings.  At this point, I felt much more confident in my writing due to practice from a survey that Dr. Cunningham and I had worked on the previous semester.  My writing was also improving due to the great instruction of Dr. Fran Simone, who still influences my writing and acceptance of criticism to this day.
Our study “What School Boards Really Do:  A Twenty-Year Study of School Board Minutes 1985 – 2005” was accepted for presentation at the 2007 National Council of Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) in Chicago.  While attending conferences was not new to me, presenting was something I had yet to accomplish.  I was surprised that we were not preparing a power point presentation or going through a rehearsal to prepare for our session.  I was used to big conference productions at the regional and national levels for the National Athletic Trainer’s Association (NATA).  We decided what we were going to present that morning at breakfast. Dr. Eagle would talk about the history, I was to present on the current study and Dr. Cunningham would tie the presentation together.  Once set up in our conference room, I immediately saw the reason why there was no need for a big presentation; most of the attendees were from Marshall University.  The atmosphere at this conference was more subdued, better suited to question and  answer sessions, and thus permitted a greater exchange of information, which I have come to discover, is what scholarly conferences should be about.  
Dr. Cunningham knew we had a study suitable for publication.  The study was rewritten for publication with all three collaborators reviewing and giving input.  It was then submitted to the “American School Board Journal,” where it was turned down. It was submitted and published by the “John Ben Shepperd Journal of Practical Leadership” in Spring 2008. 
In this research project, all collaborators had varying degrees of influence, one or more of us taking the lead in the analysis, the writing, or the presentation of the study.  We intended to show the changes in the decision-making of West Virginia school boards and we all had the mutual purpose of presenting and publishing our findings.  
The second project I participated in where leaders and collaborators are actors in the relationship was a qualitative study of our Doctoral Student and Faculty Seminar.  Dr. Cunningham, Dr. Eagle, Anne Hatfield, Ernie Adkins, Kristal Filipeck and I wanted to find out if the seminars benefitted students in a meaningful way.  This study involved interviewing our fellow students to ascertain what benefits they derived from the seminar.  We all were involved in the information gathering process, writing the results, and meeting to define the categories that had emerged from the interviews.  Dr. Cunningham and I compiled the document and Dr. Eagle provided the history of the seminar.  The study, “Semi-Annual Doctoral Student Faculty Seminars:  A Useful Function or Just another Hoop for Students?” was submitted to the 2007 NCPEA for presentation in Chicago and accepted as a roundtable discussion. 
As with the previous presentation, I was struck with how relaxed the presentation process was.  We all presented a portion of the study to the one conference participant who showed up, and the result was a great question and answer session about our doctoral seminar.  All of the actors had differing levels of influence in the process; all worked to find out about our doctoral seminar and all had the mutual purpose of having a good presentation at a national conference.
The skills learned in these two projects would translate well into later coursework.  Especially with group projects in LS 617 Student Affairs Administration in Higher Education and LS 745 Higher Education Law. In Student Affairs Administration, our group was assigned the topic of free speech zones.  The group composed of Shannon Cottrill, Kurt Geveke, Ashley Hubbard, Jennifer Perry and I, who each had a portion to cover.  In this instance, I was more of a collaborator than a leader, contributing and participating in the discussions we had following class.  I had influence on the final project, while others were more engaged in producing the final paper.  We intended to get a paper completed for class and the mutual purpose was to do well in the class and on the project.
In the Higher Education Law class, I was the lead attorney.  My group was composed of David Lawson, Kelli Raines, Kent Wilson and Janet Rohrer.  All students contributed to the research, even though some of the research was not used in the final presentation. Each of the students had an area in which to research and defend.  All students contributed to the writing of the final paper.  While I was the designated lead, there were opportunities for other students to take the lead.  While we were at a conference in San Antonio, I received an urgent call from Kelli Raines who told me that our professor wanted information so the judge could examine it prior to listening of our case.  Nothing could be done from San Antonio and I encouraged Kelli to take the lead in providing the necessary information to the professor.  David was instrumental in helping me compile the information together into our final presentation and paper.  All students took on a leadership role in the final presentation when two of our group members could not be there.  The result was that our group won the argument before the judge.  All group members had influence, worked as collaborators, the change intended was to win the case and the mutual purpose was not only to win, but also to have a credible argument.
[bookmark: _Toc251849617]Leaders and Collaborators Intend Real Changes
Reflections of how leaders and collaborators intend real changes can best be shown by research performed with the Globaloria; MyGLife program, which is a constructivist-learning program that incorporates the use of technology and game design.  The program is designed to aid students 13 years of age and older to learn about media technology and computer game development, increase professional and social skills, use online communication strategies and encourage social growth (MyGLife, 2009).  I completed this research with Dr. Nicholson, Jeff, David, and Chris with additional help from Debra Young, Bill Chapman and Gina Taylor.  Our research evaluated the benefits or the intended changes that the MyGLife program provides.  
Research with this program began in the spring of 2008 while Jeff, David, Chris and I were enrolled in LS776 Computer Analysis in LS Research, the advanced statistics course.  Work began with the pilot study and data from the first survey.  The data had to be coded, cleaned, and categorized, which not only used our skills from the advanced statistics course, but also incorporated skills learned from EDF 711, Survey Research in Education and EDF 517 Statistical Methods.  Working together was essential because the survey was long, detailed and not designed the way we would have liked.  Chris, David and Jeff worked with the data and I helped organize it into workable themes.  We applied our skills in using SPSS to do the statistical analysis.  We collected the significant findings and presented these to the founders of the Globaloria project in a power point presentation.
It was our intention to compare the initial survey data with the post survey data and to measure any changes in student perceptions and knowledge.  Due to changes made from the pre-program survey to the post-program survey as well as the randomization of student numbers by Survey Monkey made that comparison impossible.   We learned the values of good survey design, and using statistics in a meaningful way. It was our intention that the proposed changes that Jeff, Chris, David and I suggested would aid in more meaningful data collection for the MyGLife Committee.  The committee chose not to use our proposed changes, but our leadership relationship intended for those changes to occur.  According to Rost (1991), making change actually occur is not required, only the intention to make change occur.  This enables leadership  to occur in the present, rather than relying on past activity.  
In our continuing research with the Globaloria program, Jeff Green, David Lawson, Chris Treadway, Gina Taylor and I investigated whether the program had any effect on student grades, WESTEST scores or attendance.  This involved a mixed methods approach where data such as grades and attendance records were correlated with enrollment in Globaloria classes.  We also interviewed students and teachers to obtain feelings and perceptions about the program and its perceived benefits.
 The quantitative data presented some unique problems in that grades and absence reporting were different from school to school.  The WESTEST scores would not become available until August or September, which was too late for our NCPEA presentation in San Antonio in 2009.  However, the qualitative data obtained from student and teacher interviews and blog postings provided some valuable insight into how teachers and students perceived the program.  Our mixed method approach became a mostly qualitative study where the findings were to be presented in a paper:  “An Analysis of the Effects of a Technology Program on Student’s Academic Performance:  Are These Vygotsky’s Children?” at the 2009 NCPEA conference.  
 This study demonstrated that qualitative data could be as revealing as quantitative data.  The collaborators intended to produce real changes in our knowledge of the benefits of the Globaloria program. This satisfied the mutual purposes of both providing a study for the MyGLife staff as well as providing research for Marshall doctoral students.  All of the collaborators had some degree of influence whether it was in the data analysis of grades and absences, question development, or participation in the interviews or presentation of the project.  
The Globaloria project provided the impetus for another research activity.  The collaborators wanted to research whether or not other students were benefitting from research based on alliances with external agencies such as Globaloria.  In order to accomplish this, Dr. Nicholson and I researched various student surveys, none of which was truly applicable to graduate study.  Dr. Nicholson and I adapted the survey from existing instruments, most notably the National Survey of Student Engagement and Law Survey of Student Engagement.  Questions were adapted to fit the Marshall Doctoral Program portfolio elements and “The Crew” administered the survey to classes in the doctoral program. Students responded that working on research projects with faculty, as well as writing more clearly and effectively, was perceived as benefits of working with outside agencies.  This project also gave the collaborators the opportunity to write, research, and analyze data for a paper: “Doctoral Student Collaborative Research:  Creating Stewards of the Discipline.” This paper was presented at the 2008 Southern Regional Council on Educational Administration (SRCEA) conference held in Charleston, West Virginia.  
 This experience revealed how valued research with faculty benefits the doctoral student in creating real changes.  The mutual purpose was to show that research with faculty benefitted students, more than coursework alone. Each of us had influence in the research, writing, or presenting of this paper.  
 Course design was another area where “the crew” collaborated to make a change.  Our challenge was to take a Special Topics Class, the “First Amendment and Higher Education” and develop it into an on-line class.  This project involved Anne Hatfield, Jeff Green, Chris Treadway, David Lawson and me.  As a group, we met 3 – 4 times during the spring of 2008 to compile objectives, assignments and readings as we developed the course syllabus and master syllabus.  A unique challenge was met, as we had to devise the Master syllabus and a revise the bibliography at the last minute.  Chris and I collaborated on the objectives for the master syllabus and everyone had input on the bibliography. The course was approved the following year.  We accomplished a real change in the development and conversion of this class. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc251849618]The Changes the Leaders and Collaborators Intend Reflect Their Mutual Purposes
My reflection on my doctoral experience would not be complete without a discussion of my graduate assistant experience.  I cannot adequately express what this experience has meant to me in my growth and development.  In taking the advice from a friend, I allowed myself to be mentored by the faculty and considered every discussion as a learning opportunity even when it was not strictly academic.  I was learning in two ways.  First, I could not help but learn about leadership and research from the assignments that Dr. Cunningham or other faculty assigned me, whether it was taking minutes at a program meeting or aiding in research projects.  Second, I was learning about the administration of an academic department during program meetings, retreats, and from the overall culture of the department. What I was learning as graduate assistant reinforced what I was learning in Dr. Anderson’s higher administration courses.  
In the past year, my coursework, my graduate assistantship and my internship in admissions have led me to a clearer understanding of issues and challenges facing higher education.  Dr. Dennis Anderson’s coursework has been targeted to the changing face of higher education with its financial cutbacks, the emergence of online universities, and the proliferation of the on-line courses of study.  The Leadership Studies department has had to deal with these changes and is taking steps to confront the issues raised.  One of my graduate assistant assignments was to examine leadership and public administration programs in area universities for a new on-line leadership program.  Marshall University’s on-line program will launch in the spring 2010 semester. The mutual goal of both department and me was to help meet the challenge of expanding the program offerings of Leadership Studies and provide an online alternative to traditional coursework.  
The internship in Graduate Admissions gave me another perspective on higher education.  I learned that graduate admissions serves an important function, not only in the recruitment of students, but as an important resource for all the graduate departments in assuring that students have the credentials necessary for enrollment in the  various programs.  My main assignment in the admissions department was two-fold.  I verified program information to be printed in the Marshall University catalog and in the Peterson’s Guide to Graduate Schools.  I completed the admissions portion of the Peterson’s survey through entering enrollment figures provided by institutional research.  This project enabled me to observe the extent of Marshall University’s graduate program.  It also provided a unique perspective on programs that were experiencing growth and those that were not.  This information corresponded with what I was learning from Dr. Anderson.  The mutual purpose was to aid the admissions department in providing pertinent information not only to potential Marshall University graduate students but also to all graduate students.  
While I had more than enough projects for my portfolio, I still wanted to co-teach a course.  I asked Dr. Cunningham if it would be possible to help co-teach the LS 711 Survey Design course to the cohort group.  This experience reinforced the idea that intended change does not always happen.  My task was to review the chapter summaries and provide grades for those activities. I discovered that teaching adults is not quite the same as teaching undergraduates; it was difficult to convey the idea that I wanted a summary and not an outline of the chapter – which is often what I received.  I learned that I have to be very clear in my communication about my expectations when teaching graduates or undergraduates. 
 A discussion of mutual purpose would not be complete without “the crew.” Having nothing in common with each other, we have come together only with the mutual purpose of completing our program.   When “the crew” first came into its own, I was hoping for a portfolio project that we could do together.  In our leadership relationship, we have completed several portfolio projects together to get us to this point in our doctoral careers.  Our leadership relationship has also meant keeping each other motivated to our best when we were flat emotionally or when work demands conflicted with academic demands.   As we take the next step in our doctoral programs, we hope to continue in our leadership relationship to finish our dissertations.    
All of these experiences helped reflect the mutual purposes of the departments in both Leadership Studies and Admissions.  In my role as graduate assistant, I was to be mentored, and in so doing, I aided in the functioning of the department.  During my co-teaching, my aim was to aid Dr. Cunningham and support the cohort in learning about survey development.  
[bookmark: _Toc251849619]Tying it All Together
When I began the process of writing this portfolio paper, I did not see how things could come together.  How had I learned anything about leadership?  I did not feel like I led in anything.  Jeff, Chris, David and I had worked together as a group to complete projects and our coursework.  I did not hold any leadership positions.  Dr. Cunningham and Dr. Eagle told me to look at the work I had done with “the crew.”  As I began to think about my earlier leadership experience, or lack thereof, it suddenly became clear.  When I began my doctoral studies, one of the things that was surprising to me was that I was asked for input and suggestions, and was invited to meetings and to retreats.  I thought this was odd, both requesting my thoughts, and accepting my contributions.  I was supposed to be a sponge – absorbing all the knowledge the department could provide.  As I sat in Dr. Toth’s LS 710 Principles of Leadership class about a month ago, everything crystallized.  In order for me to become a leader, I had to become a participant in the leadership process.  In order for that to happen, I needed to observe and be an active part of this process.
While I have experienced real growth as a leader, there is room for improvement.  My technology skills need continuous improvement, even though I have come a long way since I first entered the doctoral program.  Secondly, since I am rather reserved in speaking, I could easily find myself in the position of being passive in situations where speaking up is required.  Finally, while not really a weakness, I have noticed that my outlook on a future career has widened considerably.  While I still consider myself a certified athletic trainer, the door to other opportunities has opened and future directions seem uncertain.     
Rost helps to describe where I was prior to my doctoral education.  “Passive people are not in a relationship.  They have chosen not to be involved. They cannot have influence. Passive people cannot be followers”[collaborators]. (1991, p.109). It has been through this process of allowing me to become a part of the leadership process as a collaborator that I have been transformed as a leader.
 I began my doctoral career as a non-participant and certainly not as a collaborator.  As I have grown and changed, I have learned to become a collaborator and an active participant, which is essential in the dissertation process. I will need to assert influence, but I will definitely need the guidance of my chair, Dr. Cunningham who has been a tremendous mentor in my development as a leader.  I will also need the influence of my committee members Dr. Nicholson and Dr. Eagle who have mentored me through both coursework and my work as a graduate assistant.  Finally, I will need the expertise of Dr. Sturgill and Dr. Zimmerman whose athletic training leadership will be essential in the shaping of my dissertation.  I look forward to the writing and completion of the dissertation as “what collaborators and leaders do together” (Rost, 1995, p. 132).  It is in this context, that I am ready to pursue completion of a dissertation and obtain my degree.
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